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ABSTRACT

This Bi:u&y reports on an intensive
archaeological survey of the approximately 156 acre
tract for the proposecl P]Jase 111 Castlewood subdivision.
The tract is located off of Switch Road in the
_Sooass’cee Towns]:ip near Ccnway, South Caroli.na, in
Hozry County.

The portion of the tract located northeast of

the H power line is ]:Leav:.ly forested with pines, mixed

_ ]nar&woods and dense underhrush. This portion of the
. tract coni:ame& many Wet}.a.ncl areas, in addition to a

canal parallel aml ad]acent to the Powerj_me which

- con{:ubuted to the wet’ conclthons of the tract. The

area of ‘the tract southwest of the power]me was -

. g &wtuﬂ:ed with ])road areas . of cleaa: cutting and tree
removai The few areas t]:lai: were not cleared contained

-I)otln pines and mixed .ilarclwoods The so:.l.s in the traot._ - -

were: Pocu:ly to very poorly c].ram d

o The arc]laeologmal ‘gurvey consmtecl of sllovel' '
o testmg at 100 foot intervals in-the portion of the .
L forested  tract nor’c]aeast of the powar]me, aml a
e "t-Peclestnan survey in the disturbed area southwest of tlle . ‘
: " The - wet conditions and the dense
. un&erlmis]l'in_t]ie P'ortibn ‘ of the tract nd_rl:heast_of the o .'
) Pdwei’]ihe macle shcwel testi.ng very &iﬂicu.lt in this area; -

 powerlize.”

..~ No arc]:.aeologlcal sli:es Lave been premously
';nlenh;ELetl in the immediate project area, L.Laely because
of the: ‘poor dramage ‘and dense vegetation. Likewise
- there -are no Lnown National Register -gites’ or
arclutecl:u.tal pites in t]m m:lme&la’ce pro]ect area.

No arc]]aeo}.ogmal gites were 1c].ent|:[m& clunng

these investigations and no further management
activities are Iecom.mencle(l pen(lmg concurrenge l)y the
'lead agency and the State Historic Preservation Office.

There is the Possihi]ity that Previously
unrecorded resources will be identified du.n'.ng
construction. Crews should be made aware that if
potiery, a.u:owheac]s, concentrations of inclzs, or the

presence of bones are found in the project area, grou.ml
clistm:]ning work should be suspende(l until the finds can
be assessed J:)y cither the project archaeologist or the
State Historic Preservation Office.
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INTRODUCTION

Baclzgrouml

This investigation of the 157 acres for the
proposed Phage III of the Castlewood Subdivision in
Bocastee Township, South Carolina in Horry County
" was conducted I)y the Chicora: Fou.mla’cion, Inc. for the

Brigman Company, Inc. _of Conway, Souith Carolina. . -

The project area is situated at the sou’cheastem portion

- of Homy County on 'I:]:Le Lower Coa.si:al Plain of South |

Carolina. (Flguxe 1)

- The tract is located n near SC nghway 5445

' o£|; of a dirt road named: Swﬂ:c]l Road (Figure 2). Tlle -

survey tract is bisected by an H powetline which rims

. perPenc].lou.lar to Swﬂ:c]l Roa& ‘and geparates t]ae dract -

: mto an Leamly foresi:e& and a (]Jstu:_l)ecl area.

R East of the power].me, .the tract is a heav:.ly.‘-: .
woodecl wetlancl mt]l pmes, n:uxed Lar&woo&s tm& a -
-densé underbrish (Figure 3). ‘A thick cover of leaf -

litter aeverely limits the surface vmdn.ll’cy in this portion

of the tract. West of the powarlme, the tract hias been o .

: sul);eote& to clear Gutting, tree removal, an& Lu]l&ozmg

 (Pigure 4). A number of ditches ]1ave also })en cutinto

‘ 'I:]J.ts porhon of t]:.e tract..

. In this project area, the Brigman Company,
Ine. proposes to begin construction of Phase I1I of the
Castlewood Subdivision. For this reason, the South
Carolina State Historic Preservation Office (SHle)
requestec}, that an arc]meological purvey be undertaken
to determine of any oultural resources would he
impactecl Ly the construction of the subdivision.

We were requested by the Bngman Company,
Ine. to submit a technical and cost proposal for an
intensive survey of the tract on February 12, 1999.
This proposal, submitted on Febmary 15, was approved
on March 3.

These investidgations i.ncorporatec]. a review of

the site files at the South Carolina Institute of

Archaeology and Anthropology by Ms. Suzanne Coyle.
No previously identified sites were found in the

immediate project area, although a number of sites were -

located along SC State Highway 544.. In addition, Dr.
Tracy Power at the South Caro]:_'.ua Department’ of
Axrchives and History was asked on March 4, 1999 to

check the master topograpllic i:naps at his office to

Jocate any NRHP l)uilc]jhgs, dis*h:icts, structures, sites, . . _

or objects in the study area. In addition, his office was -

asked about the results of any structures su.rveyé. which -

- might hdve been completed in the study ‘area. Dr.-
Power reporl:ed that no such cu.ltu.tal resources exist in . '

- the n:l:lmed.late pro]ect area.. :

o A.tc].uval anc}. ]nstoncal researo]l diven the..._ : - .
- scope of the project, was limited to the examination of = .

seconclary materials  in ’c]le C]J.ICOIa Fotmclat:.on ’
research Eiles. : S :

T]le survey was concluotenl on Mazch 11 ancl

E ‘. '12 1999 ])y i:]:le author an&Mr Tocl& He]ma A total . PO
of 30.0 pemon hours ‘were requ.:.tecl for 1—]:15 e

mvestxgatwn

Goals and Mel-lm(ls

The primary goals of this stucly were, ﬁtsi:, to
identi{y the amllaeologicai resources of the survey -
corridor anél, seconcl, to assess the al)ility of those
resources to contribute signiﬁcant am]laeological,
historical, or anthropological data. The second aspect
essentia]ly involves the sites eLgJJJJld:y for inclusion on
the National Register of Historic Places, althougll
Chicora Foundation only provicles an opinion of
National Register eligibility and the final determination
is made ]Jy the lead comp]iance agency in consultation
with the State Historic Preservation Officer at the
South Carolina Department of Archives and History.

To identify sites within the corridor, a ptrategy
of shovel testing at 100 foot intervals in the un
disturbed area, and a pedestrian survey in the disturbed

1
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Figure 1. Project vicinity in Horry County (basemap is USGS S ).
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INTRODUCTION

area wag Proposecl.

We anticipated that all shovel tests would
about 1-foot squatre and were excavated to subsoil,
typically 1.0 to 1.5 feet in depth. All fill would be
screened through Va-inch mesh with the tests hackfilled
im.media’tely afterwards. All materials recovered from
shovel testing would be retained, except brick and

mortar which would be noted and discarded in the field.
Shovel tests were to be seguentla].ly num.l)e:etl and
Ieconlecl on the pmJect maps..

Sites 1&en1:|£1ec1 eﬂ:]:ter ’c]J:cough the shovel -

testing or t]:uou.gh surface * collections would be

subjected to close interval (25 or 50 foot) s]:ove[tes‘l:l.ng '

ona cruc:fon:u pattem

o Notes WO'I.]].C]. Le rei:amed on representative .
" ghovel tests and P]lotograpl:ls were taken of m(lnmlual )

. pites’ Jf warranted in t]:te opinion of the field tln:ector At

- each site the m:[ormatlon tiecesgary ¥ for the completlon-
‘of a-South Carolina Institute -of Atclmeology ant.:l :

- Antl:ropology s1’te form was to ]Je couecte:l

: Once 1Jent1.{lec1 gites woul& ]JE evaluated fori .
their potenttal e].tgl.[ultty for inclusion on the National =~

Register of Historic _Placés.' This assessment process
follows that cutlined _]_:ny Tow_‘nsend et al. _(1993) in
National Register Bui/etm 36. This evaluatl.ve processes

' B]_lgl]Jl.l.‘[ty Briefly, t]:ese steps are:

w identification o{ the site's data sets
or categories of arc]laeoiogioal
information such as artifacts ,
subsistence Temains ; architectural
remains, or sub-surface features;

= identification of the historic
context applicallle to the pite,
provi&iug a framework for the

evaluative Proocess;

® identification of the important
research questions the site rm:gkt be
able to ad:]xess, given the data sets
and the context;

m  evaluation of the sitels
archaeological integrity to ensure
that the data sets are sufficiently well
preservecl to address the research
questions; and

% identification of "important”
. research questions among all of

those which m_lg}lt be ashea aml

_answered at the site.

Talzing cach of t]_lese steps individually, the

. firat is sl.mply to determme what is present at the site ..

— for example are features present, what types of e

artifacts are present, from what - peﬂoc;. does the site © - :
date? This zepresents the collection of basic, -and "7

essen‘ﬂal m.‘Eormatlon. concerning the site and the types ._ ’

cof IEBeﬂm]l contributions it can offer This ﬁmt stepis -
'typlca].ly addressed t]:u:oug}l the survey investigations, " -~ e
“often with - pupporting clooumentatlon pm\mied l:y' o
historic reseaxch ;

= Next, it is important - to untlemtau& the

. historic context of the site — what is the ]:ustory ofthe: -
project ared and .of the specrﬁc 1oca].1ty? Researc].t’__'-. o
" questions must be Posecl with an unJ.emtanclmg of this -
context and the context_h_elps ‘o direct the focus of -

research. The development of a historic context can be

' . .. a leng'l:hy process. The historic synopsis in this stutly_," .
"~ involves five steps, forming & clearly defined, exp].wfc e

xahona.le for cither. the site's e].tgl.lnlﬂ:y or lack- of_ o

provﬂes a pre].mlmary context for a wide range of

o different site types, ah:]mugl:. we recognize that it many .
- ways it i8 auperﬁclal and laolung in de’cml

Associated ‘with the development of the

context is the formation of research questions N

app]ical)le to the sile, 1ls context, and ite data sets.
Often this research will grow out of previous projects in -
the area. Certai.u_ly topics of exceptiona]. interest
continue to be the examination of Middle Woodland -
ceramics and settlement systems in the north coastal
area, the spreacl of eigll’ceent]l and nineteenth century
farms into the Homy County area and their
relationsl;_ip with largea: planters, and the development
and ]jfeways of tenancy in the region.

Next it is essential to compare the data sets
with the research questions — the information
necessary to address the research questions must be
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present at the site, else posing the question is
mean_ingless in the evaluative process. Focusing on
amall projects, it may be more appropriate to
concentrate on only one or petllaps two research
questions and devote the enerdy necespary to fuﬂy
exploxe tllem, then to propose a range of questions

which can be only superficially explored with the data

gely or resources available.

Fmﬂ.uy, Townsend et al. recognize that not all
research questions are of e ua]. importance and that
only those of fan'ly lugh value s]:oul& be considered in

. the evaluation 0£ Nahonal Register ehglbﬂxty Of all _
the’ steps this may be the most difficult to address.
- Bome research questions ProPosed may seem’
_ pedestnﬂn Itis consequently important to un&erstancl
* that s1gn.1£mance of arcllaeologmal research questmna is
‘not ]uage& from the perspec’trve of the wealt]l or power,
or prestide of the ]J_lstonc persons mvo].vecl Ttis ]u&ged
 from the Perspeotwe of what the research . can tell us .
about the Past ﬂlﬂt tratlthonal ]J.wtoncal researoll iy

cannot

: T]:us apyroad]: of course, ]:Las ]:yeen cleve}.oped
for use &ocmenmg e].lgl.]:u.l.l:l:y of sites ac’cuaﬂy }Jemg :
" 'nominated 1o the National Register of Historio Places
where the evaluation process must slfa.m:l.alone; with
“relatively little reference to other documentation where. -
only, typically, one discrete site is being considered. In
the case ofsu.rvey evaluations some modifications of the
) aPProacL seem Ieaﬂonal)le, if not ﬂctuﬂu.y essential.
Regatcuess ) the aPProaoll advocated l)y Townsenc]. etal.
" encourages researchers to carefu]ly consizler, and ju.stify,

tllejr recommem]atmna regax&mg Nahonal Regmter
eligibility. '

Curation

No ﬂrchaeological materials were collected
cluxi.ng this stu&y. The associated field records consist
only of the project maps s}mowi.ng the approximate
location of shovel tests and notes on soil conditions.
These have been retained in Chicora's project files.
Photograp]:ic materials, which consist on.ly of color
prints, are not arclliva]ly stable and have therefore also
been retained in Chicora's project files.




NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

thsiograglﬁc Province

The project area is situated in the southeastern
portion of Horry Cou.n.ty, ]ust north of the QGeorgetown
County border. The entire project is situated on a very

lat, level plam mtempersed with swamps antl low -

CIIB.UJ.ageB

. In general,"tlle topogi'aplly slo_pes'to the norl:li,' B
toward the major'&rainag'e route of the Intercoastal
“Waterway, which runs parallel to the coastline and -

. ﬂows Wes‘l:war(]ly £|:0m. Little River to the Waccamaw _‘

River (Figures 1 and 2) The Waccamaw essen’cla]ly .
~bisects tI:e coun’ty into east and west halves and drains

". " numerous swamps between tlle river and the Atlaritic

 Qcean. The cloaest drainage to the- -project area are

. aeveral arms of an unn.amed intermittent c:eelt f;]mt ’

N ﬂows no::t]:l into the Intercoas’ca.l Waterway :

: Horry Coun'l:y is Loundecl o tl1e north ]oy'
" - Brunswickand Columbus counties, NortLCar_o]ma, to -
- the east l)y the Atla.n’cic Qcean, to the sotﬂ:]_l' ]Jy T
-, Georgetown County,a.n& to the west Ly Dillon and -
Marion counties. [t lies within the Lower Coastal Plain
* which is made up of fluvial deposits that contain
" varying amounts of sand, silt, and clay (Dudley 1986). -

3 This is also the area known as the .Atlaﬁi:iq Coast

Flatwoods which extend from the sea shore inland
about 30 to 70 miles. The area is characterized by
broad flats and dePressions. While there are areas. of
well drained san(ls, much of the flatwoods consists of
Poorly drained soils with clay Su.lmoi.]s, esPecia.uy near
the coast (Ellerhe 1974:18).

Elevations may range from sea level to about
100 feet above mean sea level in the Lower Coastal
Plain. In the project area there are no areas where the
land is higher than 40 feet above mean sea level, and
much of the area may actua]ly be consi&era]aly lower, A
noticeable characteristic of this p]lysiograplﬁc area is
how gm&uauy the flat lands seem to gratle into either

IEEBB]J.WB.‘EBI mars]:les, savannal:ls ; O BWamps.

Geologv an(l Spils

: The geology of the Lower Coastal Plain has
lJee_n we]l described l)y Cooke (1936) who notes that
from the Cape Fear River in North Carolina to
mea]l Bay in South Caro]ma the coast forms a-

"great arc scooped out by waves" Coolqe 1936:4). This - - ..ﬂ C
area hias been described by Brown (1975) as ]Jemg an

- arcuate strand. In this area salt marshes are poorly - .

developed or absent and few tidal inlets breach the coast a

(Sumith 1933:20-21). This situation is the result ofan -

erostonal lnstory about 100,000 years ago. In genetal,
however, the geology of the Lowe:r Coastal Plain i i5 1ess '

N complex tlwn that of ot]1er sechons of t]1e sta’ce

As prevmusly meni:mned ’t]1e area m:"‘

. . c},ommated I)y fluvial cleposﬁs of unoomao],ulated sands’ R g .
-~ and. clays Rocks are almost totally absent from the ==
" area, ﬂlt]mug}:LML”s (1972 [1826]: 584!) does note t]aa’t S

- gome  compact’ shell ]J.mestone was fou.ml on the

Waccamaw between Gauis Ferry and Bear Bluﬁ

So:.ls were pn.manly formecl &u.nng the' |

Pleistocene. GPOC}J and several terraces were (leposfted :

(Du(ﬂey 1986: :85). The project vicinity s . '

characterized by the Pocomoke -Fohaw -Centenary ~
Asgociation. In genera.l, these soi.ls_ range from _
moderately well drained to poorly drained. They.
‘cypicaﬂy have a loamy or sancly surface layer couplecl
with a loamy or samly subsoil.

In the Proieot area three soils series are found
(Figure 5). The Echaw sands are moclerately well
drained ancl found on broad interstream divides and
flats. The surface soils are dark grayish brown
(10YR4/2) sands overlying brownish yellow (10YR6/6)
sands. These soils exhibit a seasonal water table of 2.5
to 5.0 feet below the surface.

The Pocomoke fine sandy loams are very
Poorly drained soils found in small clrainages, shallow
depressions, and flats. The surface soils are a black

7
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(1OYRZ/1) fine sancly loam found over a very dark
grayish brown (10YR3/2) sandy loam. These soils may
have a seasonal water table within a half of a foot of the
surface.

The Witherbee soils series is a somewhat
poorly drained soil found on intersteam divides and
flats. The aeasona]ly ]ngh water table ocours ﬂo:_n 1to
2 feet below the surface. T'he surface soils are a very

only for cattle ranges” (Mills 1972 [1826]:585).
Edmund Ruffin, who managed to visit much of South
Carolina's coast in the mid-1840s, never souglrl: to o
to Horry, commenting t]:lat,

I would have gone to Horry, which is
called the "dark corner" of the state, -
but for lmvmg no expectation of
ﬁnrlmg anyone acquami:efl with or
feelin g

-‘ Po Pocomoke fine santly loam
We Witherhee sand

‘Jmf--wmt Ry

Flguxe 5 Soils in p:co]ect area (ljasemap is from Dudley 1986:map 77).

interested in
the ol)jects of
m y .
explorations'
(Mathew.
11992:215).

C]J'Jnate.

’coget}ler to aHeci: the

Horzy s cleaxly .
dom_lnate& ]Jy ‘it
manhme location. -
Much of the weai:hfai' is

controlled by the
proximity of the Gulf
Btream, about . 50
mﬂes o]c_Es]lore. In-
addition, the more”

wesfer].y mountaing
block or moderate

.~ BoACLr

dark gray (10YR3/ 1) gand Uver_lyiug a yeﬂowish brown
(LOYR5/4) sand.

In 1826 Robert Mills commented that soil
was rich and pro&uc{:ive on Horry's rivers. Fven the
uplan&s were well suited for cotton with their Lg]:.t
sandy soil underlaid by clay. But he commented that a
great deal of swamp land was found in the clistrict, "fit

masses that flow across
the state from west to
east. Bven the very cold
air masses which cross the mountaing are warmed ])y
compression before i:lmy descend on the Coast.

Consequently, the climate of Horry County is
temperate. The winters are telatively mild with a mean
temperature of 48°F and the summers are very warim

and Lurmd, with a mean temperature of 79°F and
average ]1um.lc11’ty of 60%. Rainfall in the amount of

_ : E.Ié\_rati_on,
latitucle_, and Jisi:apce-}: o
_ﬁom the coast wotk -

"_c]J_tna{:e . Olc. Sout]l:'._.. _- L
: Ca:r:'ol_ina, -althougll I

many of the cold air .
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about 51 inches is good for a broad range of crops.
About 31 inches of rain (or 60%of the total) ocous
du.riug the growing season, with until Ielatively recently
peﬁon of dmugl:rl: not Parl:icula.tly common. Of course,
there have been state-wide (lrougllts, such as the one in

1845, but more often the threat to Horry crops was™  *-
ﬂoo&ing. Major floods have occurred in 1855, 1924, -

1928, 1959, 1961, and 1973, with the Septem.l)er

1928 flood the largest known, reaching a stage of |
12.75 feet above mean sea level (U.S. Army Corps o£_

Engmeers 1973 9)

The average growing season is al)out 234 days, .

- alt]:.ougl:x early' freezesi in the fall and late frosts in 1:]1e
spring can reduce this penod. by as much as 30 or more

. days (Dudley 1986: :07). Consequently, most cotton " "
. Plan{:mg, for example, did not take place until early- _
" May, avoulmg ti:le Possj]nltty t].mt a late £rost wou.lcl

: -'_ c].amage the you.ng seed.i.xngs ) o

Flonstncs

Vegeta'hon in Hon:y Cou.nty is charac‘l:enzacl P

A in relation 1o t]1e. prevmus}.y discussed  broad

S _topograpluc patterns of the- Poorly drained ﬂoo&PIaJ.ns_ . C
) ancl lowlands aml t]:te We]l (lramecl uplancls PRI

Lo T]Je vege’catmn in. Hon:y Cou.u’cy has ]:;een L
" classified by Kichler (1964) as part of the Oalk--

Hmiqory—Pme forest based on - po’cenhal ‘natural

vegetation. T]]jS.WOL'!].(l consist of medium tall to faj.]_. o '

: forests o£ Lroacﬂea.{ clec&icluous a.ncl nee(].lelea:l: evergréen

trees. More specht.ica]ly, however, the ﬂooclplaius are
covered ])y mixed hardwood, mclu(lm.g bald cypresd, -
: .tupelo gum, and black gum. Less water tolerant trees, -

such as pines, occur on the uplan(]s or on better

drained S].opes Also found in the llottomian(ls

ﬂoo&plams and CE!IO].I.D.& Lays are IE& maple, aBI:l water .

oak, elm, and sweet gum. On the better J.ramed

upla.ntls pine (lomi.nates, with lolvlo].ly and 1onglea£
pines l)eing indigenous and the slash pine introduced.

In 1826 Mills in describing the Horry District

vegetation, noted:

The long leaf pine al)oun&s, also the
cypress, live oalre, water oak, white
oala, &e. The fruit trees are, peac]:les,

aPples, pears, plums, chen'ies, ﬁgs;
besides strawherries, which grow wild,
whortleberries, &c, The forest trees
ljegi.n to bud in the latter part of
March, and the fruit trees in April.
The pine and cypress are mostly used
for buildings: (Mills - 1972
[1826]:582). |

The poorly drained swamps and flatwoods of Horry
County were not par{:wulm:ly attractive to early settlers _
and much. of the area was not achvely farmed for a.

number of years,
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Prehistoric Overview

Overviews for South Carolina's Pre]listory, .
while of J.iﬁeriug lengt]:ls and complexity, are available e
mvul:ua.uy every cOmP].iance report Prgpam&. There are, -
Llin a&dition, some "classic” sources well worth attention, .

such as Joffre Coe's Formative Cultures (Coe 1964); as

- well as somie new general overviews {such as Sasaneman -
et al. 1990 and Goodyear and Hazson 1989). Also ©
' extremely ]:uelpfu.l, pe::haps even essen’ual are a handful =

: .of recent local Byn'l:]lehc Bi:a’temen‘l:s Buc]l as. 'I:llat. '

Joffored l)y Sassaman .and Anderson (1994) - foi the

. o Middle and Late Aschaic and by Andemon et al. .
1 (1992) for the Paleo:ﬁd.tan and Harly Archaic. Ounlya:
S few of the many sources are included in this stu&y, buit
. 1:]1ey Blmuﬂ be a&equate to gNe the reader a "feel” for‘ o
the drea and llelp establish a context for the - various .
_pites identified in tllé:.stu(l‘)-r-a.téas_..Fo: those Aesi.ti.ng a -
. more general éynt]iesm, : PEI]J.EPB the most readable and - -

“well balanced is that offered by Judith Bense (1994),
Amhaeaiogy of tke : Sout!zeastem UmteJ States

. Pakeoindian to World- War L. F1gu.te 6 offers. a

o genera]lzecl view of Soutlx Carolma g cultural penods

P 8190].‘[1&1811 Pencul

The Paleomtlmn Penorl most. commouly N
Jated from about 12,000 t0 10,000 B.P,, is evidenced -

]:ry I::asa]ly t]unned side-notch pro]echle,lsomts fluted,
lanceolate projectile points, side sorapers, end BCrapers;
and deills (Coe 1964; Michie 1977; Williams 1965).
Oliver (1981, 1985) has proposecl to extend the
Paleoindian dating in the North Carolina Piedmont to
Per]:mps as early as 14,000 B.P., incorpdrat'mg the
Hardaway Side-Notched and Palmer Comer-Notched
types, usuauy accepted as Early Azchaio, as
representatives of the terminal P]lase. This view,
verlmlly suggeste& ]Jy Coe for a number of years, has

considerable teol_lnological éppeal.l Oliver suggests a
continuity from the Hardaway Blade through the

. Harc]away—Dalton to the Hardaway Si&e-NotoIlecl,

eventually to the Palmer Side-Notched (Oliver
1985:199-200). While conw.nomgly arguecl t]:us

. approach is not umversaﬂy accepte&

Tlle Paleou:ul\an occupation, Wlule Mc}.espreatl =

‘does not appear to have been intensive. Artifacts are

most’ £teq_uen1:1y found along ma;or river: clramages,
Wluch Michie interprets to support tlle concept ofan
economy’ "oriented toward the exploltatlon of now

extinet mega-fauna" (Michie 1977:124). Survey &a’ca__ '. - |

{for Paleoindian tools most noi:al)ly ﬂutetl points, is

somewhat cIatetl Imt ]1as lJeen su_mmanm& Ly C]J a:cies Lo

and - Michie - 1992). They reveal a- ‘widespread

p (]Js’cnbuhon across the state {gee. also Amlerson IR
1992):Figure 5. 1) with at least several concentrations .

N relatmg to intensity of collector activity. What is clea.t_' -

" is that points -are. found fmﬂy far removed from the -
origin of the raw material. Charles and Miche. suggest-

that this may l.mply a geograplnca]ly exlensive,

settlement system (Chatles ancl Mwl:ue 1992; 2457)

A_ltllo_ugll data are pparse, . one of the more o

attractive theories that explams the m&esprea& =
distribution of Paleoindian sites is the model tracking .
the rePlacement ofa ]J.lg]l teol:mology forager (orHTF) :
aclaptahon ]Jy a progresswely more genera]me& -
band/microban foraging

* 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 1904:64). While not an especially strong
gtatement, it does revesl 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 alvo Daniel 1992).
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Regional Phases
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Figure 6.A generajjzecl cultural gequence for South Carolina (Partia].ly aclaPte& from Coe 19645:Figu.te 116).
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ada}_)ﬁon" accompanie& lry increasi.ngly distinct regiona].
traditions (Per]:laps reﬂecti.ng movement either a].ong or
Per]:laps even between river J.tai.nages) (A.n.&erson

1992h:46).

Distinctive projecl:ile points include

lanceolates such as Clovis, Dalton, perhaps the l'

" Hardaway, and Big Sandy (Coe 1964; Phelps 1983;
" Oliver 1985). A temporal sequence of Paleoindian

Projecﬁ.le points was Proposecl l)y Wx_u.lams (1965:24--

51), but acqon]iug to Phelgs {1983:18) there is-]iﬂ:ler -
. si:raﬁg:a?]:ic ot chronometrio evidende for it. While this -
is certamly true, a number of aut]:lbrs, such as -

* Anderson (19924) and Oliver (1985) have assembled
impregsive &ata sets. We are molmerl to believe tlm’c

excavahons (an& suc]1 PIOO{ may. ]Je an- unxeasona])le g

expectation), there js.a large body of circumstantial

. evidence. The We1g]1t of t]:us e\uclenoe tends to Praw&e e
e '_ consnleral)].e aupporl: ‘ o

Unfor’cuna’cely, xe]ﬂhvely Lttle is lauown about -. R .
_Paleom«lmn subsistence sh:a’tegies )y set{:lement sysl:ems o
or social organization (see, however, Anderson 1992b

for an excellent " ‘overview and syn‘tilesm of what is

. known). Generally, - .archacclogists agree that ti:e"_ o
. Paleoindian grou.Pa were at a band level of Bomety, were
: “nomadic, ‘and were both ]1un’cen_§ ancl foragexs W]:ule_._ :
. ‘population density, based on isolated finds, is thought - -

" to have been l.bw, Walthall suggests that toward the end

~of the Penod "there was ‘an increase-in Populahon

. clens.tty and in temtonallty and that a number of new

. resource aredas were Legm.umg tobe explofce& (Wal’c]:ta].].
1980:30).

Archaic Period

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

2 The terminal point for the Archaie is no clearer
than that for the Palecindian and marny researchers suggesta
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
inatuded with the Woodlard. Oliver, for example, argues that
the inclusion of ceramios with Late Archaic attributes
"complica.tes and confuses classification and interpretation

Palecindian Period, but s a slow transition
characterized ]Jy a modern climate and an increase in
the aiversity of matertal culture. Associated with this is
a reliance on a broad spectrum of amall mammals,
althougll the white tailed deer was ]jlzely the most
commonly expioi’ee(l animal. Archaic Perioc].
asseml)lages, exemp].i.lf.i.ed .lJy corner-notched and broad-
stemmed projectile points, are fairly common, perhaps
because the swamps and c].taanages offered. espec:.aﬂy

" attractive ecotones

Many researchers have repozted data suggesttve '

~of a nohceable Popu.lahon increase from the .

" Palecindian. into the Harly Archai. This has -
. = tentahvely l)een assocmtec]. wﬂ:h a greater emp]lasm on -

* - while oftén not concluswely proven ]:)y strahgrap]uc S
- Kirk Comer Notched point. As Premously discussed, e
o i Palmer Pom’ca may- Le _mclu&et_:l with either - t}Je :
Palecindian or Archaic period, depending on theoretical . -

‘; p'ers.p_eétive. As the climate hecame hotter_aur]-&ﬁer
" than the previous Paleoindian period, resulting in” - -
'vegetahonal c]aanges, it - also aﬂeo’ce& settlement R

. patterning. as evidenced by a lcng-term Kirk phase
* midden deposit at ‘the Hardaway site (Coe- 1964: :60).

_ This is believed to ]:I.ﬂve ]Jeen 'I:]1e reault of a c]:m.nge in.

foraging. Diagnostic Early Aschaic artifacts indlude'the -

su.]:smtence strategles

Setl:lemen‘cs &m:mg the Ea.r_ly .AIC‘]JalC suggest

: ’t]1e presence of a few very - la:ge, and apparently'
. mtenﬂlvely occup:.ecl sites which can best be considered -

base camps. Harclaway .iu.ig]:j: be one such site. In

ac].clit__ion, there were numerous _smaﬂ sites which™

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 convenient marker for separation of the Archaic
and Woodland periods (Oliver 1981:21). Others would:
counter thatsushan approach ignores cultural continuity and
forces an artificial, and per]mps unrealistic, separation.
Sassaman and Anderson (1994:38-44), for example, include
Stallings and Thom's Creek wares in their discussion of "Late
Avrchaic Pottery." While this issue has been of considerable
importance along the Carolina and Georgia coasts, it has
never affected the Pieclmont, which seems to have embraced
pottery far la.l:er,. well into the conventional Woodland Periocl.
The importance of the issue in the Sandhills, unfortunately,
is not well known.
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Procluee on.ly a few artifacts — these are the "network
of tracks" mentioned ]Jy Ward (1983:65). The base
camps procluce a wide range of artifact types and raw
materials which has Buggestecl to many researchers
long-term, perhaps seasonal or multi-seasonal,
occupation. In contrast, the smaller sites are thought

of as specia.l purpose or foraging gites (see Ward
1983:67).

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

: &iﬂgnostio artifacts " include Morrow ‘Mountain,
- Gilford; S’canlyand Halifax pro]ectxle pbﬁh’cs Much of
‘our ])est mformab.on on tlle Mnldle Archaic: comes

*from sﬂ:es mvestlgate& west of the A}_)Palac]uan'ﬁ .
o Mountains, such as the work by ]eﬁ Chapman and his -
N Stlitlents in {']ne LLH:le Tennessee River Va.ﬂey (for a’
: general overview see CLaPman 1977, 19854, 19851)) )

" There 'is goocl ev:.&ence t]:mt M;&&le A:i:c}:r.aw ].lﬁ]:nc

b tec]:mologlel c]:langecl c]mmahca]ly ‘End. chpers, at .
© times assomatecl with - Paleoindian - traditions, are S
;.J.mcontmuecl raw materials tend to reflect the greater
- use of loca]ly avaj.]ﬁl)le matena]s and mortarg -are :
i m.ttla.]ly mtroduce& Assomatetl w1t]1 these ’tecL.nologmal S
o -cllanges there seem to also be some Blgm:Ean.ni: cultural - :
- mod:.{mahons . Prepare(l lnmals ]Jegm to more - - '
- commbnly ocdour and Btdrage__Pits' are i(lenti&ecl. The ._ :
- work at Middle Archaic river valley sites, with their -
N evidenice of a diverse ﬂoral and faunal subsistence base;
- . seems to stand in stark contrast to Caldwell's Middle'

" Archaic "Old Quartz Iﬁ(lﬁstry of Géorgw and the

Caro].mas, where axes, c]:oppers, and grou.u& and

' po].ls]iecl stone tools are very rare. _ '

Among ‘l:]:le most common. of all Mi&cﬂe

Woodland artifacts is the Morrow Mountain Stemmed. -

_ projeetile point. O):igina]ly divided into two varieties l}y

Coe {1964:37,43) based primarily on the size of the
blade and the stem. Morrow Mowntain | points had
relatively small ’tﬁanguia.t blades with s]mrt, yointecl
stems. Mortow Mountain II points had longer,
narrower blades with long ; ’capere(l atems., Coe
suggested a temporal sequence from Morrow Mountain
I to Morrow Mountain II. While this has been rejectecl
Ly some arcllaeologis’cs, who sugdest that the
differences are entixely related to the ije-stage of the
point, the dehate is far from settled and Coe has
congiderable gupport for his scenario.
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The Morrow Mountain point is also important
in our discussions since it represents a clePartu.re from
the Carolina Stermed Tradition. Coe has suggestecl
that the groups responsible for the Middle Archaic
Morrow Mountain (and the later Guilford points) were
intrugive ("wit]lout any ])aclegroun&" in Coels wor«]s)
into the North Carolina Piedmont, from the west, and
were contemporaneous with the groups producing

Stanly points (Coe 1964:122-123; see also Phelps

11983:23). Phelps, building on Coe, refers to the
" Morrow _Mou.ntai.u and Cuilford as the "Westem_ e

Intrusive horizon." Sassaman (1995) has recently

proposed a scenario for the Morrow Mountam. grou.ps'.- o
+ which would - support this west-to-east . time- *. . -
" ‘transgressive process.’ A!)Iaot't aii(l ]st._co]leagu.es,. g
Perlmpél .u.ﬁ.awa;e of Sassaman's &'al‘a, st'mj_gs_ tlle._ . '
*concept, commenting that the shear distribution and ©* " -
" number of these points "makes this Posﬂ:mn w]aoﬂy R
_ untenal)le" (Al)bot’c et'al. 1995 9) -

‘ T}:le controversy aun:ounclmg Mon:oﬁr RO
- Mountain also mcludes its posited date’ range. Coe s
(1964:123) did not expec’c the Morrow Mountain 1:0' . L
" _Pretlai:e 6500 B.P., yet ‘more recent researc]1 m o
"T'ennessee reveals a clai:e' range of about 7500 06500 R
. “B.P. Sassaman and Anderson (19945:24) oljsez_:ve that
: ‘the South Carolina ‘dates have never matc];ed.’t]le.‘ -
_ éntiqujj:y of their more -western countérpa.rts' and . . .
_ suggest continuation to perhaps ay late as 5500 BP. * "
- In fact they suggest that even later dates are possible <~
since it can often be difficult to separate Mormow -

Mountain and Guilford points.

A recently defined point is the MALA. The
term is an acronym stanc]ing for Middle Archaic and
Late Archaic, the strata in which these points were first
encountered at the Pen Point site (38BR383) in-
Barnwell County, South Carolina {Sassaman 1985).
These stemmed and notched Janceolate points were
origiua].ly found in a context suggesting a s'mgle—
episocle event with vaziation not based on temporal
variation. The orig'mal discussion was exp].icitly worded
to avoid applical'ion of a ’Cypology, a}’c]mug]l a8
Sassaman and Anderson (1994:27) note, the "type"
has spread into more common usage. There are possil)}.e
connections with both the Halifax points of North
Carolina and the Benton points of the middle
T'ennessee River valley, while the "heartland” for the
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MATLA appears confined to the lower middle Coastal
Plain of South Carolina.

The available information has resulted in a
varety of competing settlement models. Some argue
for increased sedentism and a reduction of mol)i]ity (mee
L Goodyeat etal. 1979 111). Ward argues that the most

appropriate mo del is one which includes relatlvely stable
and se(len‘cary hunters a.uc]. gatherers pnmanly a(]apted

 to the varied and rich resource base offered by the major . -
alluvial va]leya" (Wa.tl:]. 1983:69). While he recognizes :

_ the  presence of ! 'inter-riverine” sites, ‘he tlmcou.nta )
explanatmns which - focus on  seasonal - rounds N

. Jincluding] a- -

wide range of aclaP’uve responees. Most mpoﬁanﬂy, he _-

suggesling "alternative exPlanahons
L no‘l:ea that:

’ t]:.e seasonal 'I:ranshumance model
and i:]ae se&entary model aze oPPosﬂ:e .
ends of a contmuum, andin al i
 likelihood ‘variations. on f:hese two
themes Pro])a])ly existed in different
S regions at JJ;E[erent times t]rcoug]aou’c i
o the m]m Peno.l (Warcl 1983; 69)

ke ' Others suggest mcreased mo}nltty dm:mg t]:le e
- Arc]amc (see’ Cable 1982) Sassaman (1983) |
B Su.ggestetl that the Morrow Mountain pl:asé People }mrl :

. agreat deal of resu:lenha.l mo]ulﬂ:y, based on the variety
of environmental zones they are found in and the lack o
of site c[lvermty The. ]J.‘lg]]. level of molu.].i.ty, coupled:" '
with the Iapul replacement of these points; may Leip' ; .
explain the seemingly large numbers of ‘sites with -~

Middle Archaic assemblages. Curiously, the later
Guilford P]Jase sites are not as wi&ely Jish:ibute&,
per}mps suggesting that only cerfain  micro-
environments were used (of. Ward [1983:68-69] who
would 1i.Le1y reject the notion that sul)stantiaﬂy

different environmental zones are, in fact, represen’ted) .

RecentlyAlal)oH: etal. argue for a combination
of these models, noting that the almost certain increase
in Popu.[ation levels pro]aa]aly resulted in a contraction
of local territories. With small terrtories there would
have been signiﬁcantiy greater pressure to Sucoessfully
exploit the limited resources })y more ﬁequent
movement of camps. T]ley discount the idea that these
teritories could have heen exploitecl froma si.ngle base

camp without horticultural i:eo}:mology. Abbott and his
co].leagues conclude, "inareased residential mo]:;ility
under such conditions may in fact represent a commeon
stage in the development of sedentism" (Abbott et al.

1995:9).

From excavations at a Sandhills site in
Chesterfield County, South Carolina, Gunn and his
colleague (Gunn and Wilson 1993) offer an alternative
model for Middle Archaic settlement. He accepts that
the upiﬂnds were desicoated from glo]aal warming, but -
rather than limiting occupation, t]ns enivironmental

' change made the area more attractive for iesnlentxai L
“hase camps. Gunn and Wilson suggest that the- open;
" or Ermge, habitat of the uplami marging would have e
bheen aﬂraetwe ‘co a wu:le vanety of plan’c an(], nlmal e

SPGGIGS

TLé Late'Arc]Jmc, ﬁsua]ly dated from 6.000 e
. to 3000 or- 45000 B.P, is cb.amctenzetl lay the” IR
-~ . appearance of lﬂrge, Befuare. si:em.mecl Savannah River S
o " projectile: points (Coe 1964). These People continued - - i
S e mtenswely exp].cut the u_plancls mucll like ear].ter =
- Archaic groups with, the bulk of our élata for this =+ -
" period coming from t]:e lelarne Tegion in Norl:h" e
- Caro].ma o

One of tlle more &e])ate& issues of tlle La'be:':" :

. AIOLaIC i the typology of the Savannah River
: Stemme:i and its vatrious diminutive- forms.’ O].lver, e
" re£|ang Coes (1964) _ongmal Savan.na]l Rwer g

Stemmed type and a small variant from Gaston (South
1959:153-157); developed a - complete ‘sequence of
stemmed points that decrease u.ujfol:mly in gize t]:lroug]a
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 arc]:aeologists expressing concern, with what
’t]:ley dee ag typological overlap and am])lgu.lty T]:Ley
point to a dearth of radiocarbon dates and good
excavation contexts at the same time tl:uey express
concern with the app]ication of this typology outside
the North Carolina Piedmont (see, for a synopsis,
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Sassaman and Anderson 1990:158-162, 1994:35).

In addition to the presence of Savannah River
poinis, the Late Archaic also witnessed the
introduction of steatite vessels (see Coe 1964:112-
113; Sassaman 1993), PO].iBlle(]. an(l Peclae&. stone
artifacts, and gri.mli.ug stones. Some also include the
_ introduction of Bber—temperecl pottery about 4000

B.P. in the Late Archaic (fo:: a disoussion see-
Sassaman  and Andemon 1994:38-44). This

. innovation is of BPBGE}. importance along the Georgla

" and South Caro].ma coasts, ]Jut seems to have had only :

minimal impact in ’c]1e uplan&s of South or N orth
Carolina.

' the climate ljegan to ‘approximate. modern c].:matm

' concllhons Ramfa.u increased resul{:mg in a'more 1115];1
o vegetahon pai:l:em T.I:te Po].len ‘récord indicates an .
. increase in’ pine: which’ recluce&. the oak- ]Jmlqory nut ..
" masts” which pIevxouBly were .BO m&espreacl T]ns g
- clmnge prol)aLly agected settlement patterning since-
" nut masts were now mo:_:e‘lsolatecl aml cqncentrate& RN
" From research in the Savennah River valley near * o
- ,Allzen, South .Ca'J':olma,.- Sasaaman ]:las :Eou.ml S
' cons1:1era.l)le clwemlty in Late Archaic site types with
., sites occum.ug mw.ttuﬂﬂy every uplancl environmental - 7
" gone. He suggests that this more complex settlement
i Pai:l:érﬁ' evolvecl from an increasiuglj? éomplex godios
economid sysfem.' While it is un]j]zely that this mbdel_'
- can be simply transferred to the Sandhills of South

Cazolina without an extensive review of site-data-and

micro-environmental data, it does demonstrate one -

approac]:t to un(lerstam]i.n.g the transition from Archaic
to Woodland.

Woodland Period

As previously &scussecl, there are those who
see the Woodland ]Jegim]jng with the introduction of
pottery. Under this scenario the Early Woodland may
]Jegin asg ea]:ly as 4,500 BP and continued to about
2,300 B.P. Diagnostics would include the small
variety of the Late Archaic Savannah River Stemmed
point (Qliver 1985) and pottery of the Stallings and
Thoms Creek series. These sand tempere& "Thoms

Creck wares are decorated using punctations, ja]:)-antl-

drag, and incised designs (Trinkley 1976). Also
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potentia.uy included are Rei:uge wares, also
characterized l)y san&y paste, but often llaving only a
plain or dentate-stamped surface (Waring 1968).
Others would have the Woodland beginning about
3,000 B.P. and perhaps as late as 2,500 B.P. with the
introduction of pottery which is cord-marked or fabric-
smPressed and suggestwe of mﬂuences ﬁom no:l.'t]lem E
cultures. - S

There ':;‘emains,' i.n. South_ CﬂIO.[‘iEI{a, |

i 'consicleraljle'am_l)iguity Ieéar&ing the pottery series

B {:'ouml along the northern coast and their association -

with more Bout]:lern coastal plam aml ple&mont types

" The earliest pottery found at many sites may be called o

'T]lereis éﬁ&énée t]iat du.rmg the Ldté Am}:lal _— '

either Deptford, Yadkin, or Cape Fear depending on o

: t]1e researc]:l or t]1e1x mc].matwn at any given moment . '

' T]le Depfforcl pllase, wLich &atés £'ron_1' 3050 |

.,’c'c') 1350 B.P,is best c]aaracteniecl ]Jy fine- to .coarse’ 8
_ sancly paste pottery with a- check stampe(l BIJIEHCB

. ;.:_treatment The Dept{onl sei‘tlement patl:em mvolves i
2 'Loi:]l coas’cal and mlanél gites. '

Inlan& gites suc]a as 38AK228-W 38]‘_2{5

E l3'8RD60 and 38BM40 mc]mate the presence of an et
extensive Dep’cfonl ocoupation on the Fall Line and the

Liiner Coastal Plain/Sand H]]Js although sandy, acidic
soils preclucle statements on the subsistence’ hase. -

- (Anderson 1979; Ryan 1972; Trinkley 1980). These .
. interior or upland Deptford pites, however, are strongly
“associated with the swamp terrace edge, and this =~

environment s Pro&uchve not on.ly in nut masts, l)ut .
also in large mammals such as deet. PGI]ZIHPE tile best
data concerning Deptford "base camps” comes from the
Lewis-West site {38AK228-W), where evidence of
abundant food remains, storage pit {eatures, elaborate
material cu.ltu.te, mortuary ]Je]lavior, and  craft
specia]ization has been reporl'.ed {Sassaman et al.
1990:96-98; see also Sassaman 1993 for similar data
recovered from 38AK157).

Further to the north and wesl, in the
Piedmont, the Harly Woodland is marked by a pottery
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ype defined ]:ny C:oe (1964!:27-29) as Badin.® This
pottery is identified as having very fine sand in the paste
with an occasional pe]J]Jle. Coe identified cord-marked,
fabric-marked, net-impresse&, and plain surface finishes.
Beyond this pottery little is known about the makers of
the Badin wares and relatively few of these sherds are
reported from South Carolina sites.

Somewhat more information is available for

the Middle Woodland, ’cypicaﬂy given the range of about
2,300 B.P. t0 1,200 B.P. In _1:11e Piedmont and even
into the Sand Hiﬂs', the dominant Middle Woodland

ceramic type is_typicaﬂy identified as the Yadkin series.’

‘ Ch’aracteriie&f]ay a crushed quartz temper tlme'Po_i:’eery
incl_ucles s_ur{ace‘. 'I_:reai;_rﬂents of cbrcl—marlaec_l,- {a]_)ric-
marked, and a very few linear check-stamped sherds

R (Cee 1964:30-32). It-ié-regretteble that several of‘.f.he"
: seemmgly "hest" Yadkin sites, such’ as tl-le Trestle s'rl:e_ o
{(31An19) explorecl by Peter Cooper (Warcl 1983 72-

' :  ”73), have Bever I)een pul)hshed

Yadlem ceramics are assoc:a’cecl mi:h medmm— :

- .s1zec1 ’cnangu]ar points, although Oliver (1981) suggests

“that “a continuation of the -Piedmont Stemmed
- Tradition to at 1east 1650 B.P. coexisted with this _
g Triangular Tradit_ién.‘ The Yadkin in South Carolina -

' ‘has been hest explored by research at 38SU83 in - -
Sumter County (Blanton et al. 1986) and at 38FL249 -

in Florence Coun’cy (Trnl.lzley et al: 1993)

In sorme respects the Lal:e Woodland (1 200 -

B.P. to 400 B.P.) may be characterized as a

continuation of previous Middle Woodland . cultural :

asseml:lages. While outside the Carolinas there were
major cultural cllanges, such as .the continued
deve]opment and elaboration of agriculture, the
Carolina groups settled into a li£eway not apprecial:ly
different from that observed for the previous 500-700
years. From the vantage point of the Middle Savannah
Vaﬂey Sassaman and his coﬂeagues note ‘El'lat, "the Late

Woodland is difficult to delineate typologically from its
antecedent or from the sul)sequent Mississippia.n Period"

*The ceramics suggdest clear regional differences
during the Woodland which seem to only be mangniﬁecl
during the later phases, Ward (1983:71), for example notes
that there are “marked distinctions” hetween the pottery from
the Buggs Island and Gaston Reservoirs and that from the

south-central Piedmont.

(Sassaman et al. 1990:14). This situation would
remain unchangecl until the development of the South

Appalachian Mississippian complex (see Ferguson
1971).

Historic Overview

' The eatliest activity in the Horxy Coﬁnfy area
may llave }Jeen tlle SPB.mEll Ayﬂon movement {Tom RIO
Jordon (Cape Fear River) to San Miguel de Gualdape, -

' 45 leagues distant. Some have argued that Fort San

Mlguel may have Iseen at the mou’ch of Wlnyah Bay,

_ although Paul Hoffman has recen‘tly suggestecl the fort
was in Beau£0rt County, Soutl'z Carolma. or Cl’laf:llam _ )

County, Georgm ' ) : _
| While the Enghsh setklecl Charleston in 1670

' the northem f'ronher “was 1gnorec1 ‘except for Indian. - .-

tra.cle, until 1731 when the first Royal Governor of /.

* . Carolina, Robert ]olmson, directed 11 tomsl'nps to be e R
]a1cl out, mcludmg Kingston on ‘the west ]:an]sa of the . - - E

o Waccamaw Kulgston covere& much of Georgetown ancl o

Horxy counties and by 1734! the town of Kingston, later: =

" known as Conway]aoro and even{:uauy Conway, was

{ounded The towns]:up, Imwever, Was never erectecl 1nto

a pan_sli but remaul_e& part of Jc1'_1e Parish q£ _Pq:_lpce - :
' Georg_e, Winyal'l until 1785, In that year Prince Geoxge

was divided into four districts and by 1801 Horry
District was forma.ﬂy separatec}. from - Georgei:own_
District (Rogexs 1972:9). The des:gnahons of "county"

" was not used until 1868. A variety of townships were: .

es’ca]:llsllecl 1ncluc11ng Simpson Creek and Little River
on the south side of the Waccamaw River.

Prior to the Revolution there were few
residents in Kingston and it was not until the late
eigh’ceenth century that English, French, Scotch, and
Irish settlers ]aegan coming into the area. Many settlers
in the early nineteenth century came from North
Carolina and the northern seaboard states.

In spite of Horry's coastal plain situation, the
area clevelopecl along vastly different lines than its
southern neigh]:vors Georgetown and Charleston. Horry
District was always isolated from the remainder of
South Carolina and had much stronger connections
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Sekool Koa 5
JPurants o
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D.Buranis
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crf

F1gu1:e 7. Porl:l.on of M]ll 8 Aﬂas s]:owmg t]m pro]ect area.

w1t]1 North Cam]lna (Rogexs 197'2 3) T]1e ma]olc
' traffio artery was the Waccamaw River and this reliance . -
on river- transport did not change until the lng]lway
developmen’c of t]1e 1930s. Subsistence farming was -
the main o¢cupation in the early 1800s and the farms
were smau sPemaLzmg in peas, w]1eai: rice, cotton, and "

corn, most for home consumption; (Rogers 1972 5)
Mills notes that t]m population was

mostl)f engaged in oultiva’ti.ng the
goil. There area few mec]:lﬂ.nics, such
as ]Jlaclqsmit];s, slloemalzers, ,taylors
[si), halters, eto. (Mills 1972
[1826]:583).

In Mills' Atlas of 1826, the Horzy District
was surveyed by Harlee in 1820. At this time there
seern to have been no residences in the vicinity of the
project area (Figure 7). This absence of houses may not
so much indicate sparse settlement as it may reflect the
subscription basis of Mills' Atlas. The subsistence
farmers of Horry District may ejther have been unable
to subsaribe or may have had no need 1o let others
know their location. The 1860 census for Homy

is

District “indicates that many of the farmem @
. ngston, for example, could ne1t]1er read nor wute, )

furl:ller Ietlucmg the benefits of ]Js’cmg in an at].as

The emphasm on sul)smtence farmmg appears 4

to Le the result of topograplly Only 20% of the land :
is su})]ect to the type of tidal overflow necessary forwet

cultivation of rice. Mills (1972,[1826]:581) notes that -

the river ﬂooclplain soil was Pxoductive where it could be
reclaimed lJy s:]:cainage, while the ul)].aml soils were
much less pi-ocluctive. This difference in qua]ity is
reflected in the prices for the land. Mills states that,

the low land swamps, when secured

from the freshets, will gell for 40 or
$50 an acre. The uplands are valued
at from $4e down to 25 cents per
acre (Mills 1972 [1826]:581).

Interestingly, the price of "improved farms" ranged
from $20 to $50 an acre as late as 1918 (T:.“.man et
al. 1919:340). The few plantations found in Horry
District were primarily located in All Saints Parish,
east and south of the Waccamew River. It was from
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this area that a small quantity of rice was exporl:ec].
l:ln:oug]:lout the nineteenth century {Rogers 1972:13}.

Because the soils of Horry District were not
able to support plantation agricultuxe a unique
distribution of popu.lai:ion and a very low percentade of
slaves were found in the region. Horry County also

continued to play a minor role in state po]iti_.cs. The’

area, prior o the Civil War, was orie'ﬁtgd to smaller
farmers and never &eveloped an aristocratic plantation

society with Po].itical and economio powers, Most c_)f the
farms, including the. larger ones were situated in -
ngstonTownshlp The 1860 census mcltcates thatof .
~the 782 farms, 560 were in ‘Kingston (Rogers N
11972:12). In 1860, the population was 2606 and
" there were only 708 s}.aves This: ratio of 70% w]:.ﬂ;eg :
o and 30% blacks has not only remained: s’caMe into the
twentieth century, Dbut also sta.mls in contras’c to .
. Georgetown Dlstnct ‘where a.l)out 12% of tl1e', S
" population was white and 88%. was black until the
.7 1880-census, when the w]:ute Populahon mcreasecl toi -
S al)out 20% (Rogers 1972) :

L Hon'y Dmtnct never sulecl w11:]1 ’che radmal .
. secessionists, possll)ly,])ecause of the mﬂu_enc_e_of
- northern imumigrants or because of the resentment of =
. the 'pdlitical and economie power of ‘slave. o_wners_.:' In-
Jany event, Horry County respbn&e& enf]iﬁsléshcaﬂy to’
o ‘ tlle call {or volunteers at-the outl)realz of t]:;.e Cm.l War'
PR (Rogers 1972: 35) 4

By the 18309 a new m&u.sh:y was competmg
w1t]1 :[arm.l.ug n 'l:]1e Hon:y area! Norl?]:lem mm;gran‘cs

from Maine, couplecl with "pine woods speculators” |
from North- Carolina beganto -exploit the forest-

products of both the uplands and swamp areas (Tillman
et al. 1919:330; Bery 1970; Rogers 1972:14). The
Horry District was.the Ieatling turperntine proclucer in
South Carolina by 1860, producing products valued at
$392,643. The lumber and turpentine industry
continued to grow xapi&ly after the Civil War. Tobacco
was introduced about 1850, but was not an important
crop until after the Civil War, lead Ly the Green Sea
Towns]:.ip.

Horry District saw little involvement in the
Civil War, although 925 of the 1,000 men in the
voting popu.lation volunteered for clui:y and served

(Rogers 1972:35). Fort Randell was established at
Clardy's Point on the Little River and saw skirmishes
in 1863 and 1865. The salt works of Peter Vaught,
Sr. at Singleton Swash were raided in April 1864, and
in 1865 a Union expedition was led up the Waccamaw
to destroy ferries at Bull Creek and Yahannah (Rogers
1972:35-38).

| After the Civil War, Horry was part of the .
MJ.I.ttary District of Hastern South Carolm.a ])ut the

' F'erleral gtay was B]J.OI': ancl l)y 1866 mJJ.xtary troops lla& : S

- left Horry County. This ‘absence of Federal troops

continued t]:.toug]lout Reconstruction ancl Cthe -

" Democrats rﬁam’camedpo].lhcalcontroltllrougllout tlle_'-* o

. period. Further, there was no land: distribution in e
“Horty County, poss:.])].y because there was rea]ly 0o

- land worth distributing (Rogers 1972:47); Foﬂowmg:' R

. the Civil Wara number of chariges laegan to affect the

- Horry -area. Tol)acco laegfm to be a more J.mPorI:ant Lt

. crop, the fimt county - bank was orga.tuzad in 1880, the. -

. railroad ‘and telegrap]a amvecl in 1887, and in. 18698 <. i
.Iegu.lar weel?ly county newspaper appea:cecl (t]:le Horry 3 )

. Weekly News, - which pu])].ls]:ecl u.nhl 1877).. o

- Conwayhoro was changecl to Conway in 1883 and the R
'only ot};er ma}or ' town contmueci to l)e Lﬂ:l:le River T

- The turpen‘tme lausmess lmomecl in {:313 18705 -

and. by 1880 there were 21 operators in' the county, . .
" producing $181,400 annually- (Rogets 1972:50). -
.. Parming, however, continued to be important. [n 1870
. there were 1,300 farms averaging 50 acres in size: The s .
* major crops were still subsistence items such as comn,
‘sweet potatoes, and rice. Few wage employeea were -

 found in Horry (Rogers 1972:58). The Socastee and’ .

Little River townships had the richest farms and the’
five largest farms also produced tuzpentine in 1870
(Rogers 1972:60). The Grange movement arrived in

Horry County relatively late, never organized in many
areas, and failed by the late 1870s.

By 1910 the County population had increased
to almost 27,000 but there was no town, including
Conway, with a population of at least 2,500. Conway
cont'mueél, however, to have strong Ium]:vering and
mercantile interests. With the gradual decline of
luml)eriug and the turpentine mclustry, {armjng was
once again the dominant activity in the county. The
period from 1880 to 1910 saw corn acreage increase
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Figure 8. Portion of the 1937 General 'H::glzway _&nc{ Transportation Map of Horry County a]_mwing the project |
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area.. -’

. 140%, cotton :acreage increase  90%, and to]:va_cc.fé . i)lows, one lot hoes, one’ guano distributor, a tobaceo ©
acreage increase from 19 to 5,347 acres. During the . sprayer, and a corn planter (T'rinkley and Caballero © - -
same time rice production fell from 747,689 t0 1,210 -~ - * 1983:8). Tillman et al. (19191:338) indicate thatin .
pounds (Tillman et al. 1919:333). By 1919 thechief . the early 1900s plowing was seldom more than 2463~ "
ﬁmney Crops were corn, céttbn, and tolnacao!' althougll_ L _in'c]les tleep because of the ‘poor mac]:dnery. It is ]
corn was largely used to éupply't]le-]:lome aqd {a’ctgn. R suggestecl that this lack of .equ.ipmer_d: was not en{:itely:. s
stock. After 1895 tobacco began to replace cotlon asa  related o a lack of prosperity, but rather was largely the
prime money crop and by 1910 was "grown more or result of cheap labor. Tillman et al. report that, "negro
less generally over a county by small farmers who live”  men receive 75 cents to $1.25 a day . . ., while negro -
on their farms and superintend the work (Tillmanetal. =~ women are paid 50 to 65 cents a day" (Tillman et al.
1919:335). ' - 1919:340). '

Livestock pmduction bhas never been Horry County, in 1910, had a rela‘:ively low
important in Horry County and in the early twentieth rate of farm teuancy. The 1937 General H}'gkway and
century lmgs were the pri.uciple source of livestock Transportation Map af Horry County shows no tenant
income. These animals were usually slaughtered in the houses in the project area (Figure 8). Tillman et al.
fall for home use or sale on the local market. Cattle {1919:340) indicate that 72.9% of the farms were
were mosl:ly sorub stock and clairying was neglectecl. operated Ly owners and 27% Ly tenants. The average
Farm equipment was largely inadequate in the early size of such farms (each tenanay is classified as a farm)
1900s and most of the plowing was done with one ox was 117.8 acres. This is contrasted with piedmont
or mile. On many small farms the adequacy of farm Spartanburg, where in 1920 32.1% of the farms were
equipment did not appreciably improve into the 1940, operated by their owners and 67.7% were operated by
when the probate inventory for one small Horry farmer tenants. In Spartanburg, where cotton was still king,
Listed on.[y one mu.le, a one-horse wagon, one t].isc, four the average farm size was 49.4 acres (Latimer et al.
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1924:4119). This dichotomy documents the differences
between tenancy in the Atlantioc Coastal Plain, where
there was a low "devotion" to cotton, and in the Black
Belt and Upper Piedmont, where cotton was more

important, tepancy rates ]ugller, and {:a.tm size smaller
{sce Woofter et al. 1930).

Previou_s Arcl-meological Sb_udies

: Hotry has r_éceivec‘l iather spotty arcLaedlogica.l

" .. attention. 'Dez’tmg and his colleagues, for example,- st
©. 07 reports associated with the county; with 41 of tllese :

- (or 61%) representing highway or sewer surveys =
" {Derting et al. 1991). Although dated, thm indicates .
1:]1&1: ’clle attention has been focusecl ‘on J:elatwe].y" S

o nan:ow, constramecl comclors, with. only ‘minor "
" attention’ devoted to t]ne area’s nc]l Pre}ns’conc and

_ Proto]:ustonc Tegources,

any evidence of arcllaeologica]. remaing — in both cases

].a:cge].y because of the low, poorly drained soils.

o C'onsnleral)le, pnmanly u.upu])].ls]:le& J:eseamh_i. ) B B
tool:z place in the Myrl:le Beach area clu.n_ug the 19609 S E B SRR

-+ -at the Eusworth Site lay Erika- Fogg Ame& then a-
. student of Rem]lo].tl Englemyer at. USC'-—Conwayr. o
' Severai test units were placetl w1tlnn ’clle gite which
y:lelclecl Sta.“mgs, Thom's Creek, Hanover, and Cape”
. Fear s]:lerds as weﬂasaMonowMounta.m componentr .
(Fogg Amecl 1. cl a). No site boundaries - weze: - .
esta]:]:s]lecl an& in fac‘l: no gite form Las ever ljeen- .

'_ filed.

Fog'g—Amec}, a].so .teatetl.t}le "Coa’cés Site,"

located about 10 miles north of Myrtle Beach on a

]:I.‘I.g]]. bluff overlook_ing a freshwater poml. Testing at
this site yielt].ecl a dense shell midden- that pro&uce(l
only lithic debitage (Fogg-Amed n.d. 1). Again, no site
form was ever comp.{ete& and the report is available only
as a draft.

This unfor’tunafelyiﬂ characteristic of much of
the ear_[y work in this part of South Carolina, which
even into the late twentieth century held its
representation as ]Jeing "the dark corner."

Chicora Foundation conducted a previous
purvey for Santee-Cooper, examining the Proposecl
Dick Pond Road Switching Station in 1994 (Adams
1994'), as well as a Proposecl 407 acre Jevelopment
tract to the north (Adams 1995). Neither study found
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~ ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Arc]:laeological Site :S‘ltl.'l.'VeV

The project area was divided into two areap:

the area east of the: H power.'.i,ne-w]:ﬁc]:t was not " -

clis‘tu.t})ecl, and the area 'sput]:twest of the H Powe_x:]_ine
w]:icl; was cl:.s‘cu.rbed (Figgre 9). - . R

S ."T]:I:B ea{cem",Poi'tic)ﬁ of the trac’c was sl:u'nirel -

tested at 100-foot mterva]s along transects that were

- also _sj:_):aé.ed: at 100-foot mtervals A total  of 30~
. transects.were placed in this area and 314 shovel tests

E . were to l)e_ éxéaﬁaté&--alqﬁg't]lé'ﬁfanéect_s' (Flg“IeIO) .

- More than half of “tlxese shovel tests could not he

. tests were (lug to subsoils, which gene:ta]ly'occu:l:recl 1.0

_occurred from the surface to a]a_c_vﬁt 1.0 foot Lelqw tl_le o
: grou.nclsurface. No arc]:laeological_ or]J.istoﬁcalre;nai'us: .

" were encountered.

* guwveyed due to the extensive disturbance in the arca. .

exgairatecl due to stan(li.ug water (Figure 11), Shovel
foot below ‘the subscil. The soils were uniform

tL.rouglmu’c :the shovel tests with a gray loamy sand
overlying a yellowish-brown subsoil. 'The water table

. The area west of the powjerli_nB was pe&gstr_iaﬁ .

(Figine 12). “.. No

[

13

i W T - g

. |‘| 7 I_l,l. {;L.I"I.,ws_.k.-
” Al

|

S AN :'4>§- - S ) """ B - : arc]:taeolo'g_ica ST e
S * ( f ‘i }:.isto:ical‘rémajns were ;..
= ; i A : | e ;
== |8 Amomctamea || el b

J area.
-t i .

) Fi.m]ing.s ’

N o

: arcllaedlogical. or
historical sites were ..
identified im the -

surveyecl areas. Inm
addition, no previous].y
identified sites were.
recorded for the project
area at the S.C..
Institute of Archaeology
and Anthropology.

While the
entire corridor was not -
suxveyed, it is Lmli.lzely
that any archaeological
sites are located in the
project area given its
very poor J.tai.uage

characteristics. At the

time of the purvey water
‘l:a])les were fouml to he
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Figuie 11, View of wetland azea in survey tract,

Figure 12. View of disturhed area in western portion of survey tract..




INTENSIVE ARCHAEGLOGICAL SURVEY OF THE PHASE 11l CASTLEWOOD SUBDIVISION

apprecia.bly ]Jjgller than normal and soils not norma]ly

flooded exhibited stan&ing water. Although this is not
a routine situation, it does point out that the project

area is in a zone that was little wsed ]:)y either
pxe]listoric or historic groups.

Recommendations

- Upon approval by the 8.C. State Historic
Preservation Office, the Brigman Company, Inc. will
have fulfilled its cultural resource protection Olill.l.gﬂ‘honﬁ
and no a&dltlonal management actmhes will ]:;e e
D.EUBSBEIY '

It ispossible that in spite of this intensive
. survey, . additional "archacological " remains may be
" encountered during construction. If concentrations of -
- pottery, ceramics, arrowheads, hottles, or other remains -

such ag bricka or sl::ruoi:u.ral tlelms are ulentnt.le& all

A wo.r_]z in the site area a]aoulcl ceage u.nh.l the site dan be =

- assessed by either Chicora Foundation or the State - .

" Historic Preservation Office. The contractor should be -

_ notified to be alert to the. Posm]n].lty of a&:].ltwnal .

. a.tcl:l.aeologwal Iema.ms
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