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Front Cover lilustration: Civil War photograph of
the Port Royal Ferry crossing on Stuarts Point.
Superimposed are three views of a worked stone
which was recovered from the Roupelmond slave
settlement (470R440, plowzone).



ROUPELMOND:
AN EIGHTEENTH AND NINETEENTH CENTURY
INTERIOR ST. HELENA PARISH PLANTATION,
BEAUFORT COUNTY, SOUTH CAROLINA

Research Series 53

Michael Trinl?ley
Debi Hacker

With Contributions By:
Arthur Cohen
Suzanne Coyle

Ted A. Rathbun

[rwin Rovner

Chicora Foun&a’cion, Inc.

P.O. Box 8664 » 861 Arbutus Drive
Colum})ia, South Carolina 29202,
803/787-6910 .
Email: chicora@beﬂsouth.net

December 1999



Li})rary of Congress Cataloging-in-Pu}J]jcations Data

Trinleley, Michael.

Roupelmond T an eighteenth and nineteenth century interior St. Helena Parish
plantation, Beau£ort County, Soutl'x Carolina / Michael Trin]zley, Del:)i Hacker Witl'x
contributions l)y Arthur Cohen, Suzanne Coyle, Irwin Rovner.

p. cm. -- (Research series)

Includes l:)il)liograpl'xic references.

ISBN 1-58317-004-9 (alk. paper)

1. Roupelmoncl Plantation (S.C.)--History. 2. Beaufort County (S.C.)--Antiquities. 3.
Plantation life--South Carolina--Beaufort County. 4. Excavations (Arcl'xaeology)-—South
Carolina--Beaufort County. L. Hacker, Debi. II. Title. III. Research series (Chicora
Founclation) ; 53

F279.R69 T75 1999
975.7'99--dc21 09-045699

© 1999 l:)y Chicora Foundation, Inc. All rigl'xts resexrved. No part
of this pu.]:)lication may be reproclucecl or transcribed in any form
without permission of Chicora Foundation, except for brief
quotations used in reviews. Full credit must be given to the
authors and the pulolisher‘

ISBN 1-58317-004-9
ISSN 0882-2041

The paper in this book meets the guiclelines for permanence and clural:ility of the
Committee on Production Guidelines for Book Lengevity of the Council on Lil)rary

ReSOU.ICeS . ®©



Southerners are the more 1one1y and estrangecl, [ think because
we have lived so long in an artificial social system that we insisted
was natural and rigl'lt and just — when all along we knew it

]
wasn t.

- Carson McCuHerS



ABSTRACT

Roupelrnoncl Plantation, also known as Ferry
Plantation (38BU1689) is situated in northern
Beaufort County, South Carolina, just east of the U.S.
21 crossing of Whale Branch. Chicora Foundation
conducted data recovery excavations at the site in late
1997, tocusing on two areas — the main tiouse,
situated acljacent to the water and the slave settlement,
situated further inland. A series of two block
excavations were openecl in the main house area, with an
additional two excavation areas in the vicinity of the

slave settlement.

This work was conducted to assist the Beaufort
County School Board comply with the provisions of the
Coastal Zone Management Act. A Memorandum of
Agreement was entered into between the Beaufort
Schools, the S.C. Department of Archives and History
(SCDAH), and the Office of Ocean and Coastal
Resource Management (OCRM). The data recovery
plan for these investigations was reviewed and approvecl

t>y the signatory parties.

Historical research revealed that the plantation
probably began about 1730 under the ownership of
Samuel Prioleau, and was known at that time as
Patterson Plantation. Prioleau died in 1752 and his
plantation passecl to his two claugl—iters, Mary Bryan and
Elizabeth, who later married George Roupell, a
prominent government official. Roupell succeeded in
acquiring all of the plantation t>y 1757 and was lilzely
that the tract became known as Roupelmoncl sliortly
thereafter. Altl'iougl'i ﬂeeing South Carolina cluring the
American Revolution he managecl to retain ownersl'iip
of his plantation and returned there after the war to
continue his life as a planter. Roupell died in 1794, but
his widow continued operating the plantation until her
death in 1819. Tl’ieir cl'iilclren solcl tl'ie plantation, in
1819, to Jol'm Gil)t)es Barnwel_l, Wl’lO in turn passecl tl'ie
tract to his son-in-law, Middleton Stuart. The Stuart
tamily held the plantation until the Beaufort area was
abandoned cturing the Civil War.

The arcl—iaeological investigations at the main
house reveal the plantation probably stood cluring the
Civil War, contrary to some local histories which
suggest the house was demolished l)y Confederate
Latteries. However, since the Stuarts’ were not
immecliately able to reclaim the plantation after the
Civil War, it seems lilzely that the house fell in clecay,
prot>at)ly t)eing removed cluring the early twentieth
century to allow easier cultivation. Remains recovered
suggest that its construction included brick, tat)t>y, and
coquina. Also recovered from the main plantation area
is evidence of wall trench construction, possit>ly
representing early eigl—iteentl—i century slave clwellings.

The slave settlement received more intensive
investigation, revealing that it dates to the first half of
the eigl—iteentli century — prot>at>ly to the earliest perioct
of the plantation's occupation. Artifacts suggest that the
slaves were largely provisionecl using materials cast-off
from the main settlement. The slave clwellings were all
wall trench structures. Also described t’y arctiaeologists
as wattle structures, these consisted of posts set into a
trench. Wattle or thatch would have been woven around
these posts. One of the more unusual features of the
slave settlement is a prvy, which may represent the only
privy identified with a slave settlement in the southeast.

About the tum of the century, corresponding
with the death of George Roupell, the slave settlement
was dramatically transformed. The old style wall trench
structures were replacecl with earthfast post and beam
frame houses and more ceramics were purcliasecl
specitically for the use of the slaves. It was also about
this time that use of the slave privy was discontinued.

Roupelmoncl also evidences some unusual
specimens, inclucling several worked stones, a very l’ligl‘l
incidence of prel’iistoric litl'iics, and a number of t>eacls,
all of which seem to be related to the African American
occupation and may reflect religious or spiritual
activities present at the site cluring the eigl'iteentl'i
century.



This study also provicles information on the
ﬂoral, {aunal, pollen, an(l pl’xytolith remains £rom the
plantation. Although the results are tentative, they offer
suggestions of eighteenth century subsistence strategies
on the part of the African American community at the
plantation.
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INTRODUCTION

Development of the Project

Roupelmond, also known as Ferry Plantation,
is situated on Port Royal Island about 15 miles north of
the City of Beaufort overlooking Whale Branch, or
what has often called the upper reaches of the Coosaw
River (Figure 1). At the time of the initial discovery,
the arcl'laeological remains of the plantation's slave
settlement were situated in old felds, planted in pine,
while the main house was found in mixed pine and

hardwoods along‘ the marsh eclge (Figure 2).

The site was first encountered during a
reconnaissance and the £ollowing intensive survey
conducted in early 1997 for Construction Control, a
firm selected to oversee the clevelopment of a new
middle and hig}l school on the 56 acre tract (T rinkley
1997a, 1997bh). The site was eventually determined to
be eligible for inclusion on the National Register of
Historic Places l)y the S.C. State Historic Preservation
Office (SHPO) and a Memorandum of Agreement
(MOA) between the SHPO, the Office of Ocean and
Coastal Resources Management (OCRM), and the
Beaufort School District was concluded on June 16,
1997.

Since the proposed school clesign would not
allow the site to remain preserved as a parlz, this MOA.
stipulated that excavations would be necessary to recover
the signiﬁcant information the site contained. Chicora
Foundation submitted a proposal for the excavations on

April 2, 1997, which was approvecl on ]uly 16, 1997.

The archaeological investigations  were
conducted by Chicora Foundation in late ]uly, August,
and early September O£ 1997. Since that time the
collections have been cataloged and analyzed, and
special studies of different types of materials have been
conducted. This report provicles the outcome of that
work and exp]ores what the site has told us about life at

late eiglqteenth and ea.rly nineteenth century plantation.
It is submitted in fulfillment of the MOA and

represents the {*mal report o{ excavations at tl'lis site.

Previous Investigations

The initial reconnaissance study of the tract
(Trinkley 1997a) was conducted in compliance with the
Beaufort County A.rcl'laeological and Historic Impact
Assessment Ordinance. The initial study of the site,
conducted in January 1997, involved a day of historic
research coupled with a clay of field survey. This work
resulted in the identification of one archaeological site,
38BU1689, consisting of a broad range of both
prehistoric and historic materials. The historic research
also resulted in the discovery that there was goocl
documentation that an early nineteenth century
plantation had existed at the site.

Because of the quantity of materials, their
recovery in what appearecl to be good contexts, and the
extensive historic information, an intensive survey was
recommended in order to determine boundaries for the
site, as well as undertake an assessment of National

Register eligi]:i]ity.

This second phase, or intensive survey, was
conducted in early March and included additional
historical research and field investigations. The field
stucly included shovel testing the entire tract at 100 foot
intervals, as well as close interval (50-foot) testing of
two site concentrations — thought to be the main

) house and also the slave settlement. Tl’le field worlz also

incorporated the excavation of two 5-foot squares to

explore several areas of the slave settlement.

Additional historic documents were identified
for the intensive stucly, although it also became clear
that much of the plantation's historic record was lilzely
in the National Archives. Based on the available
evidence, it appeared that the plantation migl'lt date as
early as 1740, terminating about the time of the Civil
War. Using these dates produced a mean historic
occupation date of about 1800.



ROUPELMOND PLANTATION

s
.’--~,;,(
nisfA

sleod” \=" "/ ST HELENA
&R\ SOUND
= }‘%\ E
FNA (2 Q
unting
1sland

Fripps Inlet

Skull Injet

PORT ROYA
-

& -
" —— _
2 g Bull Pt :
Y & Q:‘\Y SOUND Trenchards Inlet
=
=Y 5

¥HiltopHead Island

oach, NP
jEBILTON~A Fally Fietd
20 30 Miles

—

Figure' 1. Location of Roupelmoncl Plantation in the Beaufort area (base map is USGS South Carolina 1:500,000).




INTRODUCTION

Figure 2. View of the marsh fronting Roupelmond Plantation.

two areas of structural
remains were found.
Tdentified were ta}:)}:)y
chunks, coquina }aloclzs,
clay bricks, and mortar
(what some call tabby)
bricks. Surrounding
them was a fairly dense
]:)elow-ground
distribution of artifacts,
scattered along the bluff
edge for about 600 feet.
We also encountered
archaeological remains
in the marsl'l,
representing a portion of
the site which has been
eroded and depositecl
below mean l'llgl'l tide. At
the time of our visit, and
even continuing clun'ng
our field work, we found
evidence  of looting,

prol)a]oly facilitated lay

Of the 389 shovel tests excavated on the tract,
146 or nearly 38% were positive, containing pottery,
ceramics, glass, nails, ﬂal:zes, ]:)ricl:z, or other materials.
Seven distinct site areas were recognized and these were
largely used to create the site boundaries of nearly
1,400 feet east-west }ay 900 feet north-south (Figure
3).

The prelaistoric assem]alage appearecl as a thin
wash across the entire site. No concentrations were
revealed and materials like the pottery were consistently
small and l—xeavily plow eroded. The remains covered a
temporal span from at least the Late Archaic (ca. 3,000
B.C) tl'lrougl'l Mississippian {ca. A.D. 1400). Altl'lougl'l
the site producecl several interesting artifacts, there was
no indication of integrity and the prel—xistoric remains
were not considered eligﬂ)le for inclusion on the
National Register.

Tl—xe historic assem]olage, on the other hancl,
appearecl concentrated with large quantities of remains

coming from discrete site areas. Along the marsh edg‘e

the use of a metal

detector. Moving inland,
two very dense areas were found acljacent to one
another, covering an area about 900 feet north-south Iay
400 feet east-west.

These historic remains were found to contain
a range of early eighteentl'l century wares, such as North
Devon gravel tempered and lead glazed slipwares, as well
as rm'd-eigl'lteentl'l century ceramics such as Nottingl'lam
stoneware, wl')ite salt g‘]azecl stoneware, clelft, ancl
Westerwald. Late eigl'lteenth and early nineteenth
century ceramics included creamware and pearlware.
The mean date for the combined surface collections was
1806.5, although the two excavated units produced
dates of 1789 and 1776 (Trinkley 1997b:46). Taken
togetl—xer, these were in close agreement to the mean
historic date.

The survey found both higl—x and low status
motifs and a range of other artifacts that was consistent
with an eigl'lteentl'l century plantation settlement. Of
special interest, especially in ligl'lt of some of tl—xle
historic accounts that suggestecl the presence of a

3
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INTRODUCTION

British
fortification in
the general area,
was the recovery
of a white metal
button with a
stamped "71" on
its face. This
represents a
uniform  button
the of the
Seventy—tirst
Higlilanclers —
one of the

primary detachments in the area while Beaufort was
held tay the British &uring the American Revolution.

Figure 4. British button from the intensive
survey.

Also present, altl'iougl'i in very small quantities,
were proloalole postloellum remains. In tact, while early
twentieth century maps indicated that several house
sites should be located on the property, amazingly little
evidence was encountered. While the antebellum
remains were recommended eligilale for inclusion on the
National Register, the posttaellum remains were so
scattered and so laclzing in integrity that tliey, like the

prel'iistoric remains, were recommencleci not eligil)le.

Research Themes and Questions

The eligitaility of this site was based on a range
of potential research questions and the site's al)ility to
address those questions. Altliougli not all were equally
explorecl, nor is it lilzely that all are equa.l.ly tenable, tliey
are still wortl'iy of at least brief discussion.

The Development of Interior
St. Helena Parish

Roupelmon(i is in St. Helena Parish, an
administrative district originally inclu(iing St. Helena,

Lady's, and Port Royal islands, as well as the mainland.
In 1745 the Parish of Prince William was created,
leaving St. Helena covering the region from the Broad
River west to the Coosaw and from the Atlantic Ocean
north to Coosaw and Whale Branch. This parisl'i is
most often associated with those planters, especially on
the Sea islancls, which focused on Sea Island cotton.
Because of l'iigl'i arcl—iaeological and historical visit;ility,

couplecl with the nature of compliance arcliaeology,
there have been a number of projects exploring these
wealtliy, primarily anteloellum, planters. Chicora
Foun(iation, for example, has conducted research at the
Haig Point Plantation on Daufuskie (Trinkley 1989),
the Seabrook (Campo et al. 1998) and Pope (Trinlzley
1990a) plantations on Hilton Head Island, as well as
the Spring and Callawassie island plantations (Trinlzley
199010). All of these sites, while on sea islands, are in
neighboring St. Luke's Parish. St. Queuntens
Plantation (T rinlzley and Hacker 1998) is the only
La(iy's Island site, situated in St. Helena Parisli, which

has been examined in any detail.

Turning inlancl, liowever, the number of
explore(i plantations steaclily declines. In fact, the only
three interior plantations which have received any clegree
of proiessional attention have been Rose Hill and Old
House (Adams et al. 1995, Trinkley and Hacker
1996a), and 38BU1259 (Kenne&y and Roberts 1993),
in both Prince William and St. Lukes parislies.

Yet, there seems to be evidence that many
planters in this portion of the parisl'i, at least (iuring the
antebellum, were distinct from their wealtliy colleagues
toward the coast. This is perl'iaps most clearly revealed
l:)y commentators such as E(imun(i Ru{‘tin, who noted
that in this portion of the parisl'i were primarily "pine
l:)arrens, & some inferior cotton lands" (Matllew
1992:122). It seems that the land in tllis area, t)eing
lower and better drained than the san(iy soils of the sea
islan(is, was seen as less favorable. The plantations
tended to be smaller.

Our brief evaluation of the agricultural census
for this tract based on the initial survey level data
revealed that it was an average to sliglltly above average
pro&ucer of cotton in the parisl'i, proclucing 25 bales in
1860, wl'iile the parisl'i-wi(ie average was 22.9 bales.
Tl’iis, liowever, fails to tell the whole story. The median
number of bales produceti was 50, repoxtecl loy 24 of the
132 plantation. The number of bales range(i from none
(reported by five owners) to 600 bales (produced by only
one — ]TE Fripp). Well over a third of the
plantations (35.6%), produced 100 bales or more.
These were the large plantations about which so much
is written. Those producing 30 or fewer bales represent
just over a quarter of the plantations. Clearly,
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Roupelmoncl was at the low end ot the St. Helena

spectrum — lilzely because of its interior setting.

At the time of the survey the only "neighbors"
we had identified were Verdier to the south and
Seabrook to the west. Both appear to have operatecl
somewhat more protitalale tracts; Verdier proclucecl 50
bales and Seabrook 120 bales of cotton. While both
exceeded the mean for the parisli, both still represent
modest plantations when comparecl to those on the Sea
Islands. Tl—iey do, however, empl—iasize another feature of
Roupelmoncl Planation — that it appears to be among
the least protitalole l—iol&ings.

The available data sets from Roupelmoncl,
inclucling structural remains, a wide range of domestic
artifacts, and faunal remains, were tllougl—it to have the
at>ility to expan& our unclerstan&ing of how the planters,
and their slaves, fared on these smaller tracts, removed
from the mainstream of St. Helena's Sea Island cotton

plantations.

We tl'iougl'it that the architectural remains,
l:zeye& into the available historical documents, migtit
provicle information on the status of the architecture
present on the tract. Were even these modest owners
attempting to present a facade of conspicuous
consumption to reinforce their place in planter society?
We suggestecl that this migl'xt be addressed l:)y the
arcliaeological remains along the marsh e&ge. What
types of tauildings were present (l:)ase& on l:mil&ing
features and artifact patterns, for example)? How were
tliey arrange& (sprea& along the shore to maximize their
water-front view or clustered into work units)? And of
what were ttiey constructed?

The domestic artifacts are of particular
importance to us, since tl—iey most clearly reflect status.
How migtit the artifact pattern of this plantation, and
its different components, reflect the standard pattern
used l'>y arctiaeologists and found elsewhere on the Sea
Islands? How migtit tlley reflect revisions previously
offered based on temporal, and even more importantly,
economic, divisions (see Trinlzley 1993a:70-76, 211)7
Work at other plantations, such as the Pope's tract on
Dautuslzie, l—ias revealecl tl—xat tlie poverty ot tlie owner
may be clearly observed in the poverty of the slaves —
that ttie wealtli and status ot ttie owner, at least uncler

6

some circumstances, did affect the liteways, if not the
treatment, ot tl'ie African-American bondsmen.

For the eigliteentl'i century component of
Roupelmoncl we also suggestecl that it would be
appropriate to see to what clegree the owners participatecl
in the refinement of America. How pervasive was the
effort to hold on the "Georgian world view," especially
on the edge of Carolina's society, far away from
Charleston. Are the types of artifacts so common at
l’ligl’l status eigliteentli century sites such as Broom Hall
(Trinkley et al. 1995)? Even if we recognize that
differences in wealth are lilzely to be reflected in
differences in uncorrected numbers of items, are the

same types of materials present?

It was also suggeste& that it miglit be
appropriate to expan& this question to focus not just on
what the site miglit be able to contribute to our
lenowleclge of small planters in St. Helena, but also what
the site miglit be able to contribute to our
un&erstan&ing of small planters in general and also
tl'irougl'i time.

While what actua].ly would be found at the site
miglit limit our at>ility to address these questions, so too
would the lack of comparative sites. An examination of
the SCIAA data base for this portion of Beaufort
County reveals only four other studies — all of them
surveys and not suitable for comparison. Consequently,
much of our stu&y at Roupelmon& would be explorative.

The Contribution of Historic Documents

It has been our experience that no matter how
goocl or complete the historical documentation, there is
relatively little that is suitable for the exploration of
lanclscape or cleveloprnent of status studies. For
example, one project which proclucecl extraorclinary
historical resources was our work at the Vanderhorst
mansion on Kiawah Island in Charleston County
(Trinkley 1993b). In spite of the huge volume of
Vanderhorst tamily papers, there was virtually notl—xing
regar&ing the ancillary l:)uilclings at the plantation —
notl'iing regarcling how tlley were usecl, when tl'iey were
built, or how use migl'it have cl'iangecl over time. And
while some observations regarcling’ status and wealth

were recoveral:>le trom various diary comments and
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business papers, the economic l'iistory of the tamily was
difficult to piece togetl'ier because the records were still

not complete.

Altl'iougli a number of historic documents
would eventually be identified cluring our research at
Roupelmoncl, the situation there was found to be nearly
the same. Altl'iougl'i a map of the plantation was
ictentitiect, it was very difficult to reconcile with oral

liistory accounts.

This points out one the weakest links in using
liistorical documents — we must often accept with blind
faith their accuracy. Yet we have all seen situations
where even multiple documents have been in error.
Eventually a painting of the plantation surtacect, but it
provictes only an overview — ctramatical_ly affected l:>y the
artist's talent and school of painting. It doesn't show
hidden l)uilclings, it doesn't reveal tunctions, and it
doesn't accurately reflect other lanctscape teatures, such
as roads or sligl'it differences in lauilcling alignments.

Moreover, virtual.ly no economic data was
recovered, laeyoncl that available in agricultural census
records. Consequently, the only avenues open are
confused l)y ctivicling data between multiple properties,

as well as reconciling it with oral l'iistory accounts.

As a result, the major issue trequently turns
out to be the integration of the historical documents
into the arcl’iaeological research. At Roupelmonct, the
arcl'iaeological stucly (loasect on tl:ie data sets we tl'iougl'it
would be present) should be able to confirm the location
of structures shown on the various documents. Beyoncl
that, questions of diachronic cl'iange are wortl'iy of
consideration — exploring how the settlement cl'iangect
tlirougli time, evolving to meet the needs of the
plantation owner and his place in low country society.
For example, does the main house evidence expansion
tl'irougl'i the addition of wings or attached flankers?
Also, how are the various structures on the plantation
connectecl, or isolatecl, trom one another. What was tl'ie
pliysical, or psycl‘iological, separation between the main
house and slave settlement? Was the slave settlement
used to buttress the owner's presentation of wealth and

power?

What Can Arcliaeology Tell Us About
Life on a Remote Plantation?

We found cluring a recent examination of the
Whitesides Plantation in Christ Church that the
owner's arcl'iaeological signature  was almost
inctistinguisl'ialole from that of a slave (Trinlzley and
Hacker 1996). The architecture was very modest, there
were few features associated with the arcl'iitecture, and
the artifacts were limited and low in status. While not
nearly as spartan, the investigations at St. Queuntens
Plantation on Lacly's Island (Trinl?_ley and Hacker
1998) suggests that it is possible to clearly detect status

ifferences among planters, further expancting earlier
research that has revealed differences between
eigl'iteentli and nineteenth century plantations, as well
as plantations with different economic foundations
(Trinkley 1993a). The investigations at Roupelmond
l'iact, we telt, the aloility to further refine this researcl'i,
providing yet another scenario to factor into the overall

researcl'i.

In other words, there may be differences
between the liteways on a major Sea Island cotton
plantation near Beaufort or Charleston and the
associated major sea coast transportation systems, and
the liteways on a smaller, less protital:;le, plantation
further removed from the social circles of major cities
and towns. This may be reflected in a different approacl'i
to Georgian opulence. There may be less evidence of
table glass, less evidence of tancy ceramics, less evidence
of teaware, and less evidence of personal items. There
may be, instead, a focus on the worleing aspects of the
plantation, with more plain china and more orctinary
possessions. Or there may be a difference in the cl.ensity
or quantity of arcl'iaeological remains. Or the difference
may be seen only the plantation architecture. Or it is
even possil)le that the major differences will be found in
the slaves' lifeways.

One reviewer questionect that Roupelmoncl was
isolated, noting its proximity to a terry, the Shell Road,
and Coosaw River. All of this is true, yet isolation can
mean many different tl'iings. Fernand Braudel
(1973:148-152) offers an interesting discussion of
island life in the Mediterranean cturing the age of Pl'iilip
II. He observes that islands are often caugl'it “between

the two opposite poles of archaism and innovation,”
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demonstrating extraordinary advances, while at the same
time clearly remaining apart of other major
developments‘ Island, because of their environmental
settings, are often far more isolated than tl'ley may first
appear. Clearly the seas which “cut off” the
Mediterranean islands were far 1arger than the mars}les,
creeks, and rivers of the South Carolina Jow country.
Yet the isolation of those 1iving in these areas echoes
t}lrough much of the low country’s history. With or
without a ferry, or shell road, travel was exceedingly
difficult ancl, even into the mid-nineteenth century,
armies felt secure in the isolation and protection that

the coastal environment providecl.

Qur exploration of Roupelmoncl, since it is
being conducted for the school district, also focused on
simple questions about everyctay life. While these
research topics may not draw cleeply from the well of
science, they are of special interest since these issues will
help make the plantation come alive to the kids.

Although JErequently those differences may be
ignorecl t)y arcl’laeologists

The Natural Setting

Toc].ay Roupelmond Plantation is divided into
a number of small tracts oriented with Stuarts Point
Road (Beaufort County Road 70), which runs
eastwardly off US 21, dividing Stuarts (also called
Stewarts) Point into two rougl'lly equal halves. To the
north is the Coosaw River, often called Whale Branc}l,
while to the south is McCaHeys Creek, itself ﬂowing
eastward into the Coosaw (Figure 5). In 1997 the land
is g‘eneraﬂy quiet, largely the home to a small black
community on the eclge of the 1arge1y white, and largely
afﬂuent, City of Beaufort. Altl’loug}‘l wood frame
houses, many c]ating from the early twentieth century
are giving way to mobile trailers, this area is still very
much "country," reﬂecting cleep agrarian roots. Fields
are plantecl in truck crops and home garclens are
common. Chickens and pigs are a staple in many yar&s.
It is an area that clevelopment has not yet spoilecl.

The portion of the plantation on which this

research is focused consists of a roug}lly rectangular

tract of land bordered to the north by Whale Branc}l, to
the east by an acljacent tract (witl'l a an old field clrainage
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ditch forming much of the line), to the south by Stuarts
Point Roacl, and to the west by US 21, for years known
as Shell Roacl, or as "the road to Port Royal Ferry."
That ferry 1anc1ing was 1i12e1y under the existing double
briclge crossing Whale Branch — another sign of the
relentless march of progress. The original survey tract
was about 51 acres in size, with the archaeological site
defined as Roupelmoncl Plantation covering much of
this area (see Figure 3).

Pllysiograplly

Beaufort County is located in the lower
Atlantic Coastal Plain of South Carolina and consists
of bot}l mainlancl, as weH as marcl'l, barrier, and sea
islands. Port Royal is a Pleistocene sea island s}laped
somet}ling like a shoe stancting on its toe. Its sole,
consisting of the flat eastern side of the islancl, is
separatecl from Lacly's and St. Helena islands by
Beaufort River and Briclzyard Creek. In the middle of
this "sole" is the City of Beaufort, situated on a point
projecting more-or-less eastward. At the southern tip of
the island is Parris Islancl, once a small enclave of
plantations, but toclay a Marine training facility. The
"top" of the shoe, or western side of Port Royal, is
bordered by Broad River and, to the north, by Whale
Branch.

The island is punctatecl by a series of small
tidal creeks, originating about the midline of the island
and ﬂowing either east toward either Beaufort River,
Battery Creek or Bricl:zyarcl Creek, or west toward Broad
River. As a result, the island tends to have a central
high sancly riclge, with elevations fauing to the east and
west. US 21 which runs from Whale Branch southward
to the City of Beaufort, follows this "route of least

resistance,” generally staying on the high, sandy core of
the island.

Elevations on the southern two-thirds of the
island range from sea level up to about 40 feet above
mean sea level (AM SL), at a spot known as Grays Hill,
overlool:aing the headwaters of McCaHeys Creek. Toclay,
as you drive US 21, there is a graclual, almost
imperceptil)le gracte northward from Beaufort to Grays'
Hill, at the junction of US 21 and Beaufort County
Road 71. Past that point, the topography clrops rapicﬂy



Oy

5 / VY ‘\ -
e A\ ;\\; . . @

2 2 N

i VSIS

/P%(L DY P

o N/ \%\{V
J@ W%@ !
| \J\\/ROUPELMOND

ST TI0AL FL
—

-
T/D\AL\
S FLAT P

Figure 5. Area of Stewarts or Stuart's Point (l)asemap is Dale 7.5' USGS topographic map).

NOILLONJOILNI



ROUPELMOND PLANTATION

to the creek, then climbing slowly upwarcl again to
between 25 and 30 feet AMSL as US 21 crosses a

series of small marshes before crossing Whale Branch.

Stuarts Point consists of generaﬂy low lancls,
ranging from sea level to about 15 feet AMSL.
Altl—lougl—l there are several pockets of sligl—ltly l—xigl—ler
lancl, the higl'lest property is that found in the stucly
tract, adjacent to US 21. The ground slopes almost
imperceptﬂaly to the marsh. Along the marsh eclge there
are a few areas where there is a sligl'xt banlz, with a clrop
of around 3-feet onto tl'xe hard marsl’x, altl’xougl'x more
commonly there is onjy a foot or so clrop.

The vicinity of the 1'u'gl'1er bluff is also the area
su})jected to the most noticeable tidal erosion. Upwarcls
of 100 to 120 feet have eroded in the past 100 to 200
years. At least part of this erosion was man—in&uce&,
since we speculate that this area served as the plantation

lancling.

Along the western eclge of the property there is
a major clrainage ditch and cli]ae, apparently constructed
to prevent tidal ﬂoo&ing. To the east there is another
major ditch, toc].ay serving as a property ]:)ounc].ary, but
prol)a]:)ly originaﬂy serving as only a field marker.

Geology and Soils

The Sea Island coastal region is covered with
sands and clays originaﬂy derived from the Appalacl’xian
Mountains and which are organizecl into coastal, ﬂuvial,
and aeolian cleposits. Transportecl to the coast cluring
the Quaternary periocl, they were clepositecl on Mesozoic
bedrock. These se&imentary bedrock formations are onjy
occasionaﬂy exposecl on the coast (in the Beaufort area
they are at least 1640 feet below the surface), although
tl—ley {Tequently outcrop along the fall line (Matl’xews et
al. 1980:2; Smitl'x 1933:21).

As previously mentioned, Port Royal Island is
almost exclusively Pleistocene in origin and these
sediments are organize& into topographically clistinct,
but 1ithologically similar, terraces paraﬂel to the coast.
Representing previous sea floors, these terraces were

formed at l‘ligl'l stands of the ﬂuctuating, altl'xough

10

fa“ing,l ocean and consist cl—lieﬂy of sand and clay
(Coolze 1936; Smith 1933:29). Cooke found that
most of Port Island consists of the Pamlico Terrace,
althougl—x there is a small remnant area of Talbot
Terrace in the Grays Hill area, partially accounting for
its elevation. In fact, Cooke observes tl'lat, "the Talbot

terrace is representecl by many irreg‘ular patcl'les that

were islands in the Pamlico sea" (Cooke 1936:7).

Within the Sea Islands section, the soils are
Holocene and Pleistocene in age and were formed from
materials that were &eposite& cluring the various stages
of coastal sulamergence. The formation of soils on Port
Royal is affect by the parent material (primarily sands
and clays), the temperate climate, the various soil
organisms, topograpl—ly, and time. In general the Sea
Island soils are less diverse and less well clevelopecl than
the older mainland soils, 1aclzing a well-defined B
horizon. Organic matter is also often low and the soils
tend to be acidic.

Mills commented that only two types of soil
are present in the district: those associated with swamps,
which are very pro&uctive when drained, and "the high
lands lying between the swamps, . . . cl’lieﬂy composecl
of sand, bottomed on clay" (Mills 1972:367 [1826]).
Ruffin, reporting only a coupl_e of decades later, is far
less ﬂattering:

The next ferry, over the Coosaw, (salt
water here,) took us into Port Royal
Islancl, & 10 miles tl'xence, mostly
over pine l)arrens, & some inferior
cotton lands, ]:)rougl'xt us to the town
of Beaufort (Matl'lew 1992:122).

Nevertheless, Mills was in some respects
correct, there are two primary soil groups associated

' The sea level, alt}xough ﬂuctuating tlirougliout the
periocl from about 2,000 B.C. on, has in general dsen. Data
from the nineteenth and twentieth centuries suggest that the
level is continuing to rise. Kurtz and Wagner (1957:8) report
a 0.8 foot rise in Charleston, South Carolina sea levels from
1833 to 1903. Between 1940 and 1950 a sea level rise of
0.34 feet was again recorded at Charleston. Although these
data do not dist'mguish between sea level rise and land surface
sul)mergence, the result is the same.
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with Port Royal Island — the Wando-Seabrook-Seewee
Association and  the Coosaw—WiHiam-Ridgelancl
Association. The former ranges from excessively drained
to somewhat poorly drained and is associated with soils
that are sancly throughout their profiles. The latter
association is in general poorly drained and often have

a loamy subsoil, overlain by sancls.

The previously discussed t0pograp}1y is
reflected in the soils found on the tract. Both Coosaw
loamy fine sands and Chisolm 1oamy fine sands are
present. The latter soils are well drained and exhibit an
Ap horizon of grayish brown (10YR5/2) sand about 0.9
foot in depth, overlying a B horizon of yeﬂowish-recl
(5YR5/8) sancly clay loam (Stuclz 1980:65). These
Chisolm soils are found in the center of the stucly tract,
borclering Stuarts Point Road. Although the plantation
site extends into this area, it does not contain the
densest remains, in spite of the generauy goo& c].rainage.

The Coosaw soils are somewhat poorly drained
and typicaﬂy have an Ap horizon of dark grayish-brown
(10YR4/2) sand about 0.7 foot in depth which grades
into a brownish—yeuow (IOYR()/()) sand (Stuclz
1980:65). It is the areas of Coosaw soil which are
dominated l)y the tract's ditch network. In spite of being
less well drained, both prehistoric and historic remains
are found on these soils, sometimes in fairly dense
numbers. In fact, it is on these soils that both the main
house and the slave settlement were identified.

Although the exact boundaries of Roupelmoncl
Plantation are not lznown, if the soils on Stuarts Point
are examined, 10 soils series are found, including
Bertie, Chisolm, Coosaw, Muracl, Nemours, Tomotley,
Wal'xee, Wan&o, Wi]_liman, and Yemassee. Of these, the
excessively well clrainecl, well clrainecl, and moclerately
well drained soils comprise 43.1% of the land, while the
somewhat poorly to poorly drained soils account for the

remaining 56.9%.

With over half of the available acreage
representing poorly drained soils, drainage efforts may
reasonably be expect to impact historic settlement
patterns, as well as cultivation (ancl hence plantation
wealth) cluring the colonial and antebellum periocls.
Plants such as indigo and cotton require well drained
soils, while rice required ﬂooding (ancl therefore soils

capal)le of holding the water) (Hammoncl 1884; Hilliard
1984; Huneycut 1949). A number of period accounts
discuss the importance of sail clrainage. Seabrook
explainecl:

subsoil so close as to be impervious
to water; so that the excess of the
rains of winter cannot sink. Nor can
it flow o{'f, because of the level
surface . . . . The land thereby is
lzept thoroughly water-soaked until
late in the spring. The long
continued wetness is favorable only
to the g‘rowth of coarse and sour
grasses and broom sedge ...acid and
antiseptic qualities of the sail . . .
sponge-lilze power to absorb and
retain water . . . is laarren, (for useful
crops) from two causes — excessive
wetness and great aciclity. The
remedies requires are also two; and
neither alone will be of the least
usehul e{'fect, without the other also.
Draining must remove the wetness

— calcareous manures the aciclity

(Seabrook 1848:37).
Hammond expancls on this, mentioning that:

drainage ... has of necessity always
been practiced to some extent. The
remarl:zalaly l'xigl'x beds on which
cotton is planted here, being from 18
inches to 2 feet high, subserve this
purpose. The best planters have long
held open drains througl'x their fields.
These were generaﬂy made by
running two furrows with a plow and
afterwards l'xauling out the loose dirt
with a hoe, thus leaving an open
ditch, if it may be so termed, a foot

or more in depth (Hammond

1884:509).

Tl’xus, while Roupelmond had a large

percentage of its land very poorly drained, it seems lil?ely
that it still could have been put into cultivation,
especially for cotton, 13y combining drainage with
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planting on high beds. This approactl, however, requirect
constant attention and representect retatively intensive

plantation activities.

Alttlougtx rocks are uncommon on the coastal
ptain, the area of the Coosaw proctuces two types — one
of which was used in the construction of the
Roupelmoncl settlement, while the other was a

signiticant part of the region's postt)ellum economy.

An early account comes from Mi.].ts, who notes
that while rock is typicaﬂy absent from the Beaufort

area:

there is a species of rock found
occasionaﬂy, of a very firm texture
resembting marble, which is evictently
formed of shell At Captain
Hugennin's plantation, below
Coosawatcl'xie, 1 have piclzecl up small
tragments of it, and understand it is
found in large masses (MIHS 1972:
376 [1826))

Ruffin provides another account:

At the Coosa [Coosaw] terry, the
abutment was covered with stones
like both kinds found at Astxepoo
(one calcareous & the other not) &
also two species of recent coral or
maclrepore [pertorate coral] in 1arge
tumpst All these the terryxnan
assured us were brought from Huspa
creek a few miles behind us. If this be
true, even omitting the coral, there is
reason to believe that the white
limestone found at Astxepoo was
from the river three, as well as in
Huspa creek. The whetstone is
certainly the same. Heard at
Beaufort that these stones are
imbedded in the mucl, of Huspa
cree].z, in great at»unclance, & are
commonty supposect to be petri{:iect

live-oa.le roots (Mattlew 1992:122).

A_tttxough these discussions are far from
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speci{'ic, it is JEairly clear that both were reterring to what
is Commonly called coquina — an organic limestone
formed from a mixture of shells and lime. Toclay the
only commercial cleposits are in Horry and Clarendon
counties, where the material is used for roadbeds

(Murphy 1995:109).

The other rock is ptxosphate, the mining of
which begin in the Charleston area in 1867 and
continued until 1938 (Mathews 1980:27). Two main
types of cteposits were mined: land rock, consisting of
phosphate nodules, petntnles, and fossils in a sand matrix
and river rock, consisting of phosptxate-rictx pet)tnle
gravels in creeks and rivers. Both were similar in
chemical composition and, for a number of years, were

extensively used world-wide for fertilizer.

The ptxosptlates were formed in Oligocene,
Miocene, and Pliocene seas as organic oozes were
ctepositect in shallow areas. These oozes, which
contained calcium phosptxate, combined with the lime
from uncterlying matl to form ptxosptxate of lime. This,
in turn, proctucect carbonic acid which dissolved and
eroded the limestones, proctucing a thin pan of

pl’losplqates (Murptxy 1995:110-111).

In the rivers these beds might be only 3-inches
to 3-feet in cteptl'x and the most important river areas
were the Wancto, Cooper, Ashley, Ectisto, and Coosaw
basins. There the ptxosphates were ctrectgecl out, wastlect,
and hauled to shore for processing, typically in the
Charleston area, which consisted of ctrying the rock and
then grinding it.

One of the major companies in the Beaufort
area, which also extensively ctrectgect the Coosaw, was the
Coosaw Mining Company (Wyatt 1891). This
company, ironicaﬂy, playect a major role in the demise
of the ptxosphate inctustry, aggressively tighting the
efforts of Governor Ben Tillman to reap further protits
for the state t)y increasing taxation on the ptxosptlate
companies. The resulting protractecl 1egal battle, in
conjunction with increasing competition from Florida
and the disastrous 1893 hurn'cane, caused a precipitous
ctrop in proctuction going into the twentieth century.
The inclustry never ttu recovered and river rock was
a.t)anctonecl t)y at)out 1910 and in 1938 only 100 tons
were mined, down from the pealz year of 1893 when
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502,564 tons were shipped from South Carolina
(Kovacik and Winberry 1987:116; Mathews 1980:28).

Altliougll lia.rclly a rocltz, another "geologic"
resource of the Beaufort area were shells, often from
prehistoric sites, were "abundant.” Yet Ruffin notes
that, "no use whatever made in any judicious & clesignecl
manner, with any calcareous manure” (Matliew
1992:126). In lact, ke notes that some planters when
as far as actua.lly removing the shell piles from their
lands in order to get rid of them. Certainly one favorite

use for shell in tlie coastal area, was road construction.

What is today US 21 from Beaufort
northward to Coosaw Creek was originally known as
Shell Road. In 1907, 25 of Beaufort's 400 miles of
pul)lic roads were surfaced in shell (tl'ie remainder were
dirt). By 1915, 40 of the 480 miles were shell roads,
while the remainder continued to be unimprovecl dirt
roads — an increase in the percent of shell-based roads

(Watson 1907:336, 1915:153—154).
Floxistics

The difference between mainland vegetation,
dominated l)y uplancl forest communities, and the sea
) islancls, where a more maritime forest system is iouncl,
can be quite dramatic — and the clivicling line between
the two is at Whale Branch. In the 1930s, before US
21 was made a four-lane highway and convenience
stores laegan springing up at every intersection, writers
noted that:

l)eyon(i the [Wlia.le] branch the
country grows more tropicalr
Palmettos, gray 1moss, and wide
sweeps of marsh grass grow between
the fields. When the tide is out, the
sliining black mud flats give off their
distinctive odor; at liigli tide the
poles suggest pale ocher mirrors
framed l)y marsh grass. Such scenes
have enticed many artists and writers
to Beaufort County (F‘ecleral Writers
Project 1941:323).

Inciee(i., the Soutllern coasts gave rise to such quotes as

that by Fred Powledge, who observed, "The Southern
coast is different: a land of incalculable l)iologica.l
energy, of incomparal:)le l)eau‘cy, of romance and love
and nature's violence; of mysterious lush islands and

. i
serpentine salt marshes.

This environmental setting, while Leginning to
(iisappea.r toda.y, framed the historic occupation and
un(ierstantiing of the llistory of plantations such as
Roupelmon& also requires an un(ierstantiing of the
almost overwhelming l:)iological (iiversi‘cy and power of
the coast.

Even as critical and scientific a mind as
Edmuncl Rugin remarltzeti, in liis owmn way, about the
ecological (iiversi‘cy and character of the coast —
provicling‘ us with a glimpse of what life was like before
the "modern” era. Ta.llzing about the marshes, he noted

at one juncture:

the marshes laor(iering on the river
are very extensive. | liey are covered
l:)y two kinds of tall & coarse grass,
growing usually separately. The one
ltznown as "marsli", furnishes goocl &
early grazing, & cattle were alrea(i.y
upon it [this was in early February].
It supplies a coarse lia.y, & elsewhere
is much used for manure. The other
growl:li is the rush, a longer & taller
grass which is not considered of any

value for any purpose (Matliew
1992:81).

Ruffin also reportecl on the ease of getting lost in the
wide marshes, with their many small creeks and cut-offs
(Mathew 1992:85). He describes these as "extensive Jow
coast lands l:)eing merely intersected l:)y numerous
narrow passages of water" (Mathew 1992:117). Lawson
similarly observed, "the multitude of Creeks lying along
the Main, keeping their Course thro' the Marshes,
turning and win(iing like a Lal)yrintl'i, liaving the Tide
of Ebb and Flood twenty Times in less than three
Leagues going” (Lefler 1967:21).

The maritime forest ecosystem 1s defined most

simply as all uplan(i. areas located on l)arrier islancis,

limited l:)y the ocean on one side and the marshes on the

13
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other. On the sea islancls, such as Port Royal, the
distinction between the maritime and mainland
communities can blur. The forests are characterized Ly
dominance of live oak, "the Firmness and great Weight
thereof," Lawson commentecl, "frightens our Sawyers
from the Fatigue that attends the cutting of this
Timber" (Lefler 1967:99). Closer to the coast the
vegetation is characterized Ly its tolerance to salt spray
(Sandifer et al. 1980:120). Thomas Higginson
described the route to Roupelmond during the Civil
War:

we marched our seven miles out upon
the smooth and shaded roacl, —
beneath jasmine clusters, and great
pinecones dropping, and great
branches of misletoe [sic] still in
bloom among the  branches

(Higginson 1962:134).

While the barrier island may include oalz-pine,
oalz-magnolia, or palmetto woocls, the sea islands are
more mesic or even in some areas Xeric, often inclu&ing
pine forest communities. These are the "pine barrens"
often mentioned by Ruffin during his visits to the island
around Beaufort, inclucling the "pine l)arrens, & some
inferior cotton lands" which he mentioned on Port
Royal Island. Wenger (1968) notes that the presence of
1obloHy and shortleaf pines is common on coastal pla.in
sites where they are a significant sub-climax aspect of
the pla.nt succession toward a hardwood climax.
Longleaf pine forests were equaHy as comrmon (Crolzer
1979). There may also be upland mesic hardwood
communities, also known as "oalz—hiclzory forests"
(Braun 1950). These forests contain significant
quantities of mockernut hickories as well as pignut

hiclzory. ‘

In fact this cliversity was noted by Mills, who
cliscussing Beaufort in the early nineteenth century
observed:

besides a fine growth of pine, we have
the cypress, red ceclar, and live oak .

. white oalz, red oalz, and several
other oales, hicl:zory, plum, palmetto,
magnolia, poplar, beech, bircl'x, ash,
clogwoocl, black mulberry, etc. (Mills
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1972:377 [1826)).

He also cautions that "some parts of the district are
Leginning alreacly to experience a want of timber, even
for common purposes” (Miﬂs 1972:383 [1826)) and
suggests that at least a quarter ofa plantation's acreage
should be reserved for woods. On pla.ntations such as
Roupelmon& it is lilzely that those areas of poorest
clraina.ge would be left iclle, supplying timber.

Coml)ining the ecological data and historical
accounts it is clear that islands such as Port Royal were
often ex‘traorclinarily rich. Yet it was this richness that
was often the greatest hindrance to their I'<:1eveloprnent."
As Lawson comments concerning the Native
Americans, who were "not inclinable to settle in the
richest Land, because the Timbers are too large from
them to cut clown, and too much burthen'd with Wood
for their Labourers to make Plantations of " (Leﬂer
1967:89).

Of equal importance were the marshes — the
estuarine ecosystem. Salinity migl'xt range from 0.5
parts per thousand (ppt) at the head of an estuary to 30
ppt where it comes into contact with the ocean. Tl’xey
were influenced l)y ocean tides; precipitation, fresh water
runof'f {Tom tl'xe uplancl areas, evaporation, temperature,
and wind. The tidal range for the Port Royal Island area
is 6.6 to 7.8 feet, indicative of an area swept by
moclerately strong tidal currents.

Often this area is divided by ecologists into
subtidal and intertidal environments (Sandifer et al.
1980:158-159), although rarely was that division
recognized by the occupants of the area. Regardless, the
richness of the marshes cannot be overstated. The flora
was used for basket mal:zing, cattle feed, and fertilizer;
while the fauna was {Tequently found on the table of

both master and slave.

These resources were important to plantation
whites since tl'xey l’xelped relieve some of the tedium of
the normal diet. Chaplin, on St. Helena Islancl,
remarks in the mid-nineteenth century of coHecting
crabs, oysters, prawns [sl’xrimp], flounders, mullets, and
wacling birds. They were equaﬂy important to the
plantation's blacks since they often supplementecl their
rations by hunting and fishing. Tourtellotte comments
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that in August 1862, "fresh fish in plenty . . . could be
purcl'xasecl in abundance from the ﬂoating horde of
contrabands" (Tourtellotte 1910:41).

Sl’xeﬂfisl'x, cralas, and sl'xrimp are occasionaﬂy
mentioned in nineteenth century accounts such as the
1867 letter from near]ay Hilton Head Island resident,
Eliza Ann Summers:

we are not going to eat any more
oysters after this month. We are
eating fresh fish and crabs every clay,
and the people [tl'xe local blaclzs]
laring us prawns [sl’xrimp] which are
very nice. Tl’ley are about as 1ong as
your finger, are red like a lobster and

taste very much like one (Martin
1977:68).

Tl’ley were equaﬂy plentiful in the creeks of nearl)y St.
Helena (Rosengarten 1987), while further to the south
Kemble reported that "the waters round the island are

prolilr'ic in shellfish, oysters, and the most magnificent
prawns | ever saw (Kemble 1984:257).

Altl'xougl'x rarely laeing mentioned in the
historic accounts, the fresh water palustrine ecosystem
was in many respects equaﬂy important. These included
the swamps, bays, savannahs, pocosins, and creeks
where the salenities measure less than 0.5 ppt (Sandifer
et al. 1980:295). A range of forest types, inclu&ing re&
maple, swamp tupelo, sweet gum, red bay, and cypress,
attracts a number of different terrestrial mammals. Also
found are wading birds and repti.les such as the alligator
and cooter. One of the few accounts for this area which
mentions the fresh waters is Higginson, who explaine&
that alligator steaks were common cluring their pic]zet
duty in the vicinity of Roupelmond (Higginson
1962: 138). Nevertl'xeless, in tl'xe nineteentl'x century
these areas were most often described as "impenetrable

swamps. "

The final environmental area to be mentioned
is the are sand spits and dunes of the ocean front. In
toclay's context, this area tends to be characterized as
possessing a relatively low energy level and laeing
dominated Ly harsh conditions. Yet l'listoricaﬂy, it was

an area frequently used. Ruffin describes a series of

planter's houses in this zone:

except for the always magnificent &
often varying ocean view, these are
dreary & uncomfortable sites for a
continued & almost solitary residence
of five or six months of every year.
Not a tree & scarcely a shrub serves
to relieve the eye from the clazzling
whiteness of the sand which forms
the entire surface & wl'xicl'x, above
higl'x tide is drifted by the winds into
sand-hills . . . . But comfortless as is
this region of sand, in its privations
of all the beauties of the 1an&, it
offers al)unclantly all the riches as
well as the beauty of the ocean. A
cool & l)racing & healthful breeze
from the ocean is always felt. The
pleasures of fishing, from sharks in
the ocean to small fish in the back
creeks, are of the highest order; &
the finest table fish & wild fowl are
the most common & abundant of

food (Matl'lew 1992:184-185).
Climate

During the early eiglqteenth century the
Carolina low country was described as a paraclise, 1arge1y
by those comfortal)ly situated in England writing tracts
to entice potential settlement. By the early nineteenth

century, when the truth was well lznown, the propagancla

was still wiclely espouse& and Mills described the
Beaufort climate as "one of the healthiest (MiHs
1972:377 [1826]). Even into the late nineteenth
century, there were those promoting the area by
commenting that the climate "destroys the germs of
disease, as of yeﬂow fever and of numerous skin diseases

that flourish in similar regions elsewhere (Hammond

1884:472).

A somewhat more honest description extolls
the wonders of autumn, while acknowledging the reality
of the long Sea Island summers:

if there is one month in the whole

year distinguisl'xed above all others for
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its soft sunny clays and refresl'ling
Lreezes, when the over-wearied
denizen, exhausted Ly the pent-up
atmospl'lere and malarionic nite dews
of the long sumumer Weelzs, rejoices in
the renewed strength and alacrity of
laocly and spirit, it is the month of
November (Tlxe Knickerlwclzer,
January 1843, pe- 36).

Carolina planters, lay the mid-nineteenth
century, Legan to see the connection between malaria
and the low—lying swamps. About this time we loegin to
see planters on swamp margins moving their settlements
to higher, drier, grouncl. Some clescriptions offered very
realistic appraisals (see Merrens and Terry 1084:548).
A proverb popular in Englancl was, "Tl’ley who want to
die quickly, go to Carolina," and a German visitor told
his readers that, "Carolina is in the spring a paraclise, n

the summer a l’lell, and in the autumn a hospital”

(quoted in Merrens and Terry 1984:549). In 1864
Charlotte Forten wrote that "yeﬂow fever prevailecl to an
alarrning extent, and that, indeed the manufacture of
coffins was the only business that was at all flourishing"
(Forten 1864:588). A letter written in December 1861
is quotecl l)y Wa]lzley:

between [the 'ﬂeas] and malarial
headache sleep is anytl'ling but restful
... . The matted vines trail down
into the dank eclges of the swamps
and the hot sun Ly clay clecays them
enough to exhale malarious gases l)y

night Waﬂzley 1905:34).

Descn'laing Beaufort itself, Ruffin observes that
while much of the town was free from malaria, the safe
section was limited to "the point, extending most into
the water' — that area of course being subjected to
breezes on three sides which reduced the population of
mosquitoes. The rest of the town, he reports, was

"sickly":

some of the finest houses there are
now cleserte&, on this account; & a
coﬂege which stood still farther,
became unfit to use, & has been

clemolisl'lecl. This town has no trade
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worth consideration. Strange as it
may appear, it is sustained ]:)y the
operation of malaria, which drives
resiclents toit; & but for that cause,
it is not unlilzely that Beaufort would
decline rapiclly, & be soon almost
deserted (Mathew 1992:130).

Oof course, we know that the major climatic
controls of the area are the 1atitucle, elevation, distance
from the ocean, and location with respect to the average
track of migratory cyclones. And also that the malarial
fevers were the result of mosquitoes })reecling in the
stagnant water pools and damp underbrush, not from
the clecay of vegetation.

The region's latitude of about 32°13'N places
it on the edge of the loalmy sul)tropical climate typical of
Florida. As a result, there are relatively short, mild
winters and long, l'lot, humid summers. Tl'le large
amount of nearl)y warm ocean water surface pro&uces a
marine climate which tends to moderate both the cold
and hot weather, at least in tl'leory. The Appalacl'lian
Mountains, about 220 miles to the northwest, block
shallow cold air masses from the northwest moclerating
them before they reach the sea islands (Lanclers
1970:2-3; Mathews et al. 1980:46).

This climate was summed up succinctly in the

1930s:

Summer l)egins about the last of

May and lasts until the middle of
Septeml)er. Travelers should be
preparecl for extremely warm weather,
90° to 100° temperatures are
frequent. Fall and spring
temperatures cool enough to be
zestful. Winters short and milcl; snow
and ice the exception rather than the
rule (F‘ecleral Writers  Project
1941 1xx).

This resulted in a growing season of about 285
clays. And while the yearly precipitation is nearly 50
inches, about 34 of these occur from April through
October, the growing season for most Sea Island crops.
It also supportecl the procluction of oranges, lemons,
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limes, and even bananas on the Sea
Islands cluring the eigl'lteentlj century
(see Hammond 1884:19; Kemble
1984:113-114; Rosengarten 1987). Date

The importance of weather
— economically and socially —
cannot be overstated. The cliary of
Thomas Cl—laplin {(Rosengarten
1987:196-197) begins almost every
daily entry with a report on the weatl'ler,
noting what effect it would have on
his plannecl work efforts and the
status of planting, crop growtl'x, or in
some cases, Crop destruction. He was
concerned enougl—l about the weather
to try to spot tren&s JEJ:om year to year October 2, 1898
and apply the information to his

Table 1.
Major Nineteenth Century Hurricanes in the Beaufort Area
Classi{ication Damage

Septem.laer 7, 1804 Great 7-foot storm tide, effects felt as far
north as Boston

August 27, 1813 Great Most &amage in Cl‘xarleston, but
storm tides in Beaufort, SC

Septeml:er 14-15, 1824 Major Land fall at Darian, GA, much crop
damage

September 7-9, 1854 Major Extensive damage from Georgia
to Winyal‘x Bay, SC,

August 27, 1881 Major Storm surge of 16 feet, nearly
1,000 deaths

August 25, 1885 Extreme 125 mpl‘x wind speecl, eye passecl
over Port Royal Islancl, sC

August 27, 1893 Extreme 1,000 - 2,000 deaths, $10 million

in property losses, 17-20 foot
storm surge
Extreme Tracked south of Savannal'l, storm

surge in SC of 12 feet

agricultural practices.

By the nineteenth century the climate was
cl'langing and it was apparent to many planters that
sul)tropical plants, such as oranges, could no longer be
grown easily. This climatological‘ shift even pusl—lecl the
date for safe planting from March into micl-ApriJ.

Hilliard points out that, "any clescription of
climate in the Soutl-x, however larieirt, would be
incomplete without reference” to a meteorological event
frequently identified with the region — the tropical
hurricane. Hurricanes occur in the late summer and
early £aJl, the periocl critical to antebellum cane, cotton,
and rice growers. These storms, however, are capricious

in occurrence:

in such a case between the dread of
pestilence in the city, of common
fever in the country, and of an
unexpectecl hurricane on the island,
the inhabitants . . . are at the close of
every warm season in a pain£u1 state
of anxiety, not lznowing what course
to pursue, nor what is best to be done
(Ramsay, quotecl in Calboun
1983:2).

The coastal area is a moclerately higl—l risk zone
for tropical storms, with 169 hurricanes }aeing

documented from 1686 to 1972 (roughly one every two
years) (Mathews et al. 1980:56). Although we know
that signi{icant Carolina hurricanes occurred in 1700,
1713, 1728, and 1752, their impact was primarily
recorded in Charleston and their affect on the Beaufort
area is not well documented. Those from the nineteenth
century are better known (Tal)le 1). The last storm in
the nineteenth century was a Category 5 hurricane
which made landfall on August 27, 1893 with winds of
roughly 120 miles per hours and a storm surge of 17 to
20 feet. Over 1,000 people in South Carolina were
reportecl killed (Matl'lews et al. 1980:55).

The Agricultural Basis of Beaufort Plantations

Rice

Altl'lougl'l introduced lay the 1690s, rice did
not become a significant staple crop in South Carolina
until the early eigl—lteentl'x century. At that time it not
only providecl the proprietors with the economic base the
mercantile system requitecl, but it was also to form the
basis of South Carolina's plantation system and

economy — slavery.
At first, cluring the late seventeenth and early

eigl'lteentl'l centuries, rice was grown on inland or uplancl

swamps. [t wasn't until the micl-eigl'lteentl'l century,
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when slave labor became particularly abundant, that rice
l:>egan to be grown in the swamps t>orctering the fresh-
water tidal rivers and inland swamp cultivation was
largely abandoned. The early planters had to solve two
prot>lerns in inland swamp cultivation — initially tl'iey
had to find aclequate clrainage to allow clearing and
afterwards aclequate water for irrigation.

By clamrning the lower end of a chosen swamp,
the planter could prevent,salt water from overﬂowing the
fields. Gates, or trunles, were placecl in this lower &arn,
allowing the water to be either held in the field, or
drained off. The upper end was also clammecl, in order
to clry the area and allow it to be cleared. Couplecl with
this effort would be the excavation of ditches and canals
to l'ielp clry the fields and also to aid in their eventual
ﬂoocling. Even further up the swamp, past the fields
t>eing cleared and preparecl, the planter would create
another dam — this one clesignetl to create a reservoir

of water to be used for irrigation.

It was this reservoir — or rather the
unpreclictatle nature of the water supply that the
reservoir sougl'it to control — that ultimately pusl'iecl
rice cultivation out of the swamps (Heywarcl 1993:12-
14: Meriweather 1940; Sellars 1934).

The process of planting and tencling inland
swamp rice was in many ways different than tidal rice.
Thomas Drayton noted the inland swamp rice was
plantecl several later than the tidal rice (usually the first
or second week in April), "as their soils are of [a] colder
nature”" (Drayton 1802:117). Unlike tidal rice, which
was flooded immecliately after planting, uplancl rice was
rarely coverecl, since the planters didn't want to exhaust
their reservoirs so early in the season. Insteacl, the rice
was allowed to come up naturally. Tl’iis, of course,
created situations where the grain migl'it rot in the
grouncl. Alternatively, it migl'it also be overgrown with

grass and weeds, requiring extensive l'ioeing.

The inland swamp rice planter continued his
slaves l'ioeing tl'irougl'i the "larancl'iing" of the rice.
Typically water was not appliecl to the fields until the
rice laegan to "joint, blossom, and form the ear,” usually
in August, at which time "whenever it can be thrown on
from rivers, Or reservoirs, it is so done: and it is retained

tl'iereon, with a cl’iange of water, if convenient, until a
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few days before the harvest' (Drayton 1802:119).

However different planting was, the collecting
and processing was identical for the different
environments. The process, accorcling to Drayton,

involved several steps:

after harvest, the crop is placecl in the
open barn yarcls, either in stacks or
in large ricks. It is then threshed out
t>y l'ian&-tlails, on a level barn yarcl or
floor, made of rammed clay, or of
portions of sand and tar; and t>eing
winnowed from the straw, is reacly for
t>eating. This operation was torrnerly
pertorrnecl l:>y manual labour, with a
pestle and mortar; and is still so
clone, in some parts of the state

(Drayton 1802:121-124).

Coclanis (1989:97) suggests that in the first
quarter of the eigl'iteentl'i century rice yielcls averagecl
around 1,000 pounds of clean rice per acre, although by’
the time of the American Revolution even inland swamp
rice yields were upwards of 1,500 pounds per acre.
Correspondingly, whereas James Glen, writing in 1748,
explainecl that a goocl slave would procluce about 2,250
pouncls of rice, t>y the second half of the eigl'iteentl'i
century that Jr.igure had increased to 3,000 to 3,600

pounds yearly L)y an average worlzer.

During this periocl rice prices fluctuated from
a low of 2.24 sl'iillings sterling per l'iunctre&weiglit in
1746 to over 12 sliillings sterling per l'iunclreclweiglit in
1772. In 1722 rice prices were at 5.17 sl'iillings or
about $30.06 per hundred pouncls of cleaned rice in
1992 dollars. By 1734 the price had jumped to $50.26
(again in 1992 dollars per l'iunclre&weigl'it), only to fall
to about $36.58 by 1742 (Coclanis 1989:106).

During this same periocl African American
male slaves typically sold for £250 currency, or about
$4120 in 1992 dollars (Donnan 1928:820). While
there were fluctuations, this tigure seems relatively
stable for much of the colonial periocl. Even considering
the very l’ligl'l prices paicl for slave labor, cluring the
period from 1740 through 1770, the annual net rates

of retun on investment in rice agriculture rangecl from
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a low of about 13.5% to a l’ligl’l of 33.5% (Coclanis
1989:141).

These observations are sufficient to illustrate
that rice and slaves were insepara.lale. And with rice and
slavery came, to many, unbelievable wealth. Coclanis
notes that:

on the eve of the American
Revolution, the w}lite population o£
the low country was lay far the richest
single group in British North
America. With the area's wealth
based largely on the expropriation l:Ay
whites of the golclen rice and blue clye
proclucecl Ly black slaves, the
Carolina low country had l:Ay 1774
reached a level of aggregate wealth
greater than that in many parts of
the world even toclay. The evolution
of Charleston, the center of the low-
country civi_liza.tion, reflected not
only the growing wealth of the area
but also its spirit and soul (Coclanis

1989:7).

This Wealt}l, however, was concentratecl, in the
Beaufort area, along the Savanna.}l River ancl, in Prince
Wiﬂiam Pa.risll around the Coosawhatc}lee, Pocotaligo,
and Combahee rivers. St. Helena was largely uninvolved
in rice procluction and where the planters, as Rowland
and his colleagues observe, "had to wait nearly half a
century for the introduction of an export crop suited to
their sancly soil and maritime climate (Rowlancl et al.

1996:161).
Incligo

Problems associated with the uplancl growth of
rice, couplecl with a dramatic decline in rice prices (see
Coclanis 1989:106), provic],ecl the incentives necessary
for serious consideration of incligo l:Ay planters. The

economic motive for in&igo was clear. Carman notecl:

Mr. Glen's account is that one acre
of gooc] land will procluce 80 Ib. and
one slave may manage two acres and

upwarcls, and raise provisions besicles,

and have all the winter months to
saw Jumber and be otherwise
employe&: 80 lb. at 3s., the present
price, is 12£ per acre; and 2Y% acres
at that rate amount to 30£ per slave,
besides lumber, which is very
considerable: but I should oleerve,
that there is much incligo brought
now from Carolina which sells in
London for from 5s. to 8s. a pouncl,
some even lligl'ler, tl'lougl'l t}le chie{
part of the crop may not yielcl more
than 3s. or 4s.; this will alter the
average price (Carman 1939:281-
290 [1775]).

Copenl’laver (1930) suggests that 80 poun&s/a.cre was
l'ligh and a better average was 30 to 40 pouncls per acre.
Eigl’lt slaves could cultiva.te, harvest, and prepare the clye
from a 40 acre plot — with returns of from 30¢ to
$2.25 per pound (assuming Copenhaver was using
1930 dollars, this is $2.51 to $18.85 per pound in
1992 dollars). Coclanis (1989:107) reports prices
ranging from 2.43 shillings sterling ($14.14 in 1992
dollars) per pound in 1747 to 4.33 shillings sterling
($25.19 in 1992 clollars) per pouncl in 1755.

The in&ustry also flourished because of its
unusual aclvanta.ges — an indirect l:tounty, a protective
tariff, and a monopoly on the British market cluring the
various wars which cut off access to the better Spanish
and French incligo supplies (S}larrer 1971). Winberry,
however, suggests that South Carolina's love affair with
incligo ran hot and colcl, unlike its commitment to rice.
At the end of King George's War in 1748, many
Carolina planters returned to rice. Incligo cultivation
continuecl, but it was a.lways of poor qua.lity, typicaHy
the cheapest "copper indigo" quality. Carolina planters
failed to pay close attention to the exacting
requirements of processing, and the result was
disastrous. According to Winberry, "importers also
noticed that in many of the casks there was nothing but
a black spongy substance proclucing a muclcly effect, as
if the incligo were mixed with soil” (Winl)erry
1979:248).

If processing was cli{'ficult, cultivation was {airly
simple. The crop was plantecl from seed in middle April,
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Geograplzy, 1779.

Figure 6. Incligo procluction, from Middleton's Camp/ete System of

Afterwards the liquicl was drained from the vat and
strained tl'lrougl'l woolen cloth to catch the dye. As
Carman notes, "indigo has a very clisagreeat)le
smell, while malzing and curing; and the foeces,
when taken out of the steeper, if not irnrne&iately
buried in the grouncl (tor which it is excellent
manure) breeds incredible swarms of flies" (Carman
1939:288 [1775]). In fact, Ruffin notes that
often the lime and debris from these vats were
often t)uriecl, creating what he called "false marl" or
"Indigo-vat marl" formations (Mathew 1992:165).

The wet clye was carried to the curing shed
where it was presse& to remove as much water as
possilale and cut into cubes about 2 inches square.
It was dried on trays in the shade, then place& in
barrels with clamp moss, where it was allowed to
mold for several days. Afterwards it was brushed off
and graclecl into four categories -- fine blue,
ordinary blue, fine purple, and or&inary copper, the
least desirable (Copenhaver 1930:895).

Rowland and his colleagues note that
from its introduction tlurougl'l the American
Revolution, indigo was a dominant feature of
Beaufort agriculture. They note that:

with a preterence for dry, loose soil typical of "hicleory
lands  and pine barrens" — the lands typical of the
upland on islands such as Port Royal and St. Helena.
The plant was harvested in late June or early ]uly,
immediately after it blossomed, t>y cutting it off at
ground level. This allowed the roots to procluce a
second, and sometimes a third, crop before it was killed
l:)y frost.

The plants were hauled to the indigo vats and
placecl in a steeper made from pine or cypress planlzs
measuring 16 feet square and 34 to 5 feet deep (Figure
6) The plants were weigl—ltetl &own, 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
wi&e, and 5 feet &eep. There the solution was oxidized
t>y Leating. After visible precipitation t>egan limewater
was added from the adjacent lime vat to aid coagula.tion
of the dye and agitation continued for about an hour.
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in 1757, Alexander Fraser's
three hundred acres on the
Coosaw River near the Port
Royal Ferry [in the vicinity of
Roupelmond Plantation] were
said to be typical of the sea
islands, "extraordinary good for
indigo with some mi&clling rice
Jland" [tl'lis also documents that
land  in  the vicinity of
Roupelmon& was also still be
used for rice] (Rowlancl et al.
1996:162).

The ultimate fate of incligo, like rice, was
oblivion. Ruffin observed in 1843 that:

In&igo, once the almost sole sale crop
of S.C. has long been al:)andonecl
every where except in Orangelaurgl'x
district. . . . Since the t;egining [sic]
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of the revolutionary war, & the
procluction of better indig‘o in India,
the price has been so low that it was
abanAOnecl universaﬂy in S.C.,
except as stated in part of this
district. But even here it will soon
clisappear, as there is scarcely any sale
for the article & some planters now
have their last two crops on hand

(Mathew 1992:235).
Cotton

"King Cotton" Lrougl'xt with it a labor pattern
distinctively clifferent, and in many ways much more
tedious, than either rice or indigo. For some it ljrought
wealth to rival eighteenth century rice and indigo
production, although for most it lnrougl'xt only false
hope.

The transition from inc].igo to cotton was fairly
quicle. One observer of Beaufort agriculture remarked in
1796:

the Island of Port Royal occupied
toclay by sixty or seventy planters was,
as late as four years ago, entirely
devoted to the growing of indigo. At
that time, poor results . . . difficulties
in processing and low prices . . .
forced people to try to convert to
cotton . . . [by 1796, indigo had
Leen] totaHy abandoned on Beaufort
Island [Port Royal Island] and on the
neighboring islands . . . where it is

being replaced by cotton (quoted in
Rowland et al. 1996:280).

Cotton prefers a deep, well-drained soil rich in
humus. R.F.W. Allston remarked just prior to the Civil
War that the best soil for Sea Island cotton was "a 1igl'1t
yellow, sandy soil," warning, however, that "it bears well
the admixture of salt and marsh mud with the compost
allied to it" (Aﬂston 1854:13; see also Hobhouse
1985:143). While the Sea Islands had deep, well-
drained sands, these soils were 1ac12ing‘ in humus and
nutrients and required constant attention. Drainage was

improvecl,h albeit sporadicaﬂy, Ly ditching, while marsh

mud and occasiona].ly barn manure were used to improve

the nutrients (see Allston 1854; Seabrook 1848).

Cotton also requires about 4 inches of rainfall
per month during the critical first three months of
growth and then much less during the picleing season
(wl'len rain will cause rust and other prolnlems reclucing
the value of the cotton fil:ers). Drougl'lt restricts gIOW‘tl'l
which provides a quicleer harvest date but much lower
yielcls. Absence of wind is equaﬂy important since the
large cotton bushes were unable to survive gales. Unlike
crops such as rice or indigo, which allowed free time and
even permitted the integration of other provision or
cash crops, Sea Island or long-staple cotton® required
year-round intensive labor. In fact, the production of
the crop took a full 18 months, and work on one year's
crop would overlap with the work still requirecl on the
crop from the preceding year.

The labor lnegan with 1isting, or the hoeing
under of the previous crop's stubble and vegetation. This
would be done, of course, only after the last piclzing,
usuauy in January or Febmary. Next came traclzing the
land, or dividing it into beds and ditches to encourage
dra.inage on the lower lands where there was higher
fertility. At the same time the fields would be set out in
tasks using wooden stakes. Called "running out the
land," t}'lis process aﬂowed sul)sequent worle to lje Letter
managecl by the overseer or slave driver.

About the first of March, as the soil L)egan to
warm, the slaves would Legin the process of hoeing the
fields to create beds or ridges about five feet apart (from
center to center) and several feet high. This would
ensure that the cotton plahts had goocl clrainage.
Planting, during the late antelnellum, was ljegun about
the first or second week of April. One person drilled the
hole, another dropped in a handful of seeds, and a third

? Described by Ruffin as "the great & celebrated
crop - . . which grows only in per{ection in the very limited

space of the space from Charleston to the Southern line of
Georgia [and only about 40 miles mlan&] On no other lands
is the fibre equally fine, silky & long" (Mathew 1992:99).
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slave covered the hole. The task® for planting was a

quarter acre.

Hoeing began when the cotton plant put out
its fourth or fifth leaf and most planters attempted to
get in at least five, and sometimes eight, hoeing over the
course of the growing season. These hoeings allowed the
grass to be chopped away from the cotton plants and
also provided an opportunity to thin the cotton plants
—_ JIz_irst so that the plants were 24 inches apart and
later, n mid-]uly, so that tluey were no closer than 5
feet. This last thinning created the stand and the task
for hoeing was usuaﬂy half an acre.

Within a few weeks of the last hoeing the
cotton would begin to flower and within a few more clays
the flowers would fall, leaving behind the cotton pods or
bolls. Once the bolls began opening the fields would be
in cotton for the better part of six montl'xs, but before
piclzing the slaves were required to manure the fields at
a rate of 40 ox-cart loads to the acre. It would sit in the
fields until turned over the Jf'oﬂowing winter. Some
planters apparently preferred to manure their fields

clur'mg the early February field preparations (see
Hammond 1884:54).

As soon as the first good "blow," usually in. the
middle of August when the plant is 4 or 5 feet tall, the
slaves were called into the fields and piclzing l:)egan. For
Sea Island cotton to be pro{'itable, expert care in the
process of piclzing was requirecl. Either inclucling too
much debris, aHowing the cotton to become stained, or
even handling it too much would dramaticaﬂy lower the
price it would l:)ring. Rosengarten (1987:72) reports
that 25 pouncls of raw cotton per hand per day was a low
average for a fair blow, while 35 to 50 pounds was
considered excellent. A goocl crop might require a dozen
pickings and each time there was a heavy opening of
bolls, the planter rushed slaves into the field to picl:: the

? On the Sea [slands slaves were assigned a speci{‘ic
quantity of work to do in a clay — a task. The basic task
measured 105 feet square, or a quarter acre.

* Called this because the cotton would appear to

"blow" open, creating a sea of white sprea&ing across the

fields.
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cotton before it was rained on (which would also reduce
its value). Usually the picking was completed by the
middle of December.

Miller (1993:159) reports that women and
children ranked among the most productive in picking,
which involved both manual clexterity and stamina.’
While cotton procluction required great labor, it did not
need the artisans or other special skills requirecl L)y rice
and indigo. Consequently, many cotton plantations

included about as many women and children as men.

After picking, the cotton was placed tl'xrougl'x
five operations to transform it from a raw agricultural
product to a semi-finished procluct reacly to be sl'lippecl
to Charleston and then on to Englancl. The first step
was sorting in which a slave would manuaﬂy separate the
white cotton from yellow or stained cotton. The trash
would also be removed. The cleaned cotton ginned easier
and kept a "higher shine." One slave could typically sort
60 pounds of seed cotton per day. Afterwards the cotton
would be wln'pped l:)y a simple machine called a whipper.
This brigl'xtened the cotton and helped throw out more
trash.

After sorting and whipping came the process of
ginning to remove the sticlzy seeds from the lint. Using
a foot gin one person could process 25 to 30 pounds of
"freed cotton" in a day.® Once ginned, the cotton was
laid out in a frame for moting, during which all last
vestiges of trash, yeﬂow lint, and cracked seeds would be
removed. Finally, the cotton would be packed into
round bales, each with a weight of 350 to 400 pounds.
Screw presses, such as those used on sl'xort-staple
cotton, were not used since tl'xey c].amaged the fiber.

5 Harry Hammond, in Jiscussing the picl:zing of
Sea Island cotton, remarked that the bolls were smaller than
the short-stable variety and "insteacl of being JEive-lobecl, are
only three-lobed -- those lobes ljeing so sharp pointecl as to
priclz the ﬁngers to the serious inconvenience of piclzers not
accustomed to gather it. Of course, the small size of the
ljolls, requiring so many to make a pouncl, adds much to

the tediousness and expense of harvesting the crop"
(Hammond 1884:21).

¢ quitney's saw gin could not be used with Sea
Island cotton since its teeth would tear up the long Lber.
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Onece balecl, the cotton was stacked in the cotton house
until the planter was ready to send the bales to his
cotton factor in Charleston or Savannah.

Good planters obtained about 245 pounc],s of
ginned cotton, or about 1140 pouncls of raw cotton, to
the acre. Less successful planters might obtain a third
of these {igures (Rosengarten 1087:75). Planters soon
realized that tl'xey needed between 10 and 20 slaves for
every 100 acres of cotton (Hobhouse 1985:192) —
there})y guaranteeing the future of slavery, at least for
the foreseeable future.

Once in the hands of the factor the cotton was
loosely gradecl })y Englisl'l })uyers, often more on the
basis of planter's past per£ormance than any clearly
identifiable grading process. White Sea Island cotton
was divided into common (tl'le great bulk of the crop
£aﬂing into this category), fine, very fine, and finer
cottons, each of which })rougl'lt higher prices. The
yeHow cotton brought lower prices, with most planters
rea.]izing eight to ten bales of white to one bale of yellow
or stained cotton (Rosengarten 1987:75). For the sale
of the cotton factors usua.Hy took 4% of the proceecls.
The remaining sum was used to clear the planter's
account of mortgages or loans (provided at a rate of 8 to
12%). Whatever was left was passecl on to the planter as
"proﬁt" from the sale.

What is not £tu described here, llowever, is
the risk of cotton procluction. The entire crop could be
destroyecl })y rust, Llight, hurricanes, caterpi]_lars, Jate
frosts, drought, wet springs, poor processing, poor
storage, or fire. It cost the planter between $75 and
$150 (not inclucling transportation and factorage costs)
to procluce one bale of cotton, or between 22¢ and 424
per pouncl, depending on the quality of the fiber
(Rosengarten 1987:74). Planters chose this risk
because of the exceptional returns -- one goocl year
seemed to make it all worth while.

The broad trends found cotton prices
expanding from the mid-lYQOs until 1819, a period

when many planters expanclecl their procluction of

cotton, forsaking earlier efforts at indigo.” By 1820,
however, this bubble had burst and cotton prices began
a steady decline to a low of only 9¢ in 1827.
Agricultural experts reportecl that cluring the early
1840s the "legal interest on the capital of the grower is
rarely ever realized” (Whitemarsh Seabrook quoted in
Rosengarten 1987:85). Prices fluctuated in 1846 and
1847, before a thirteen year climb which Legan in
1848.

There was general prosperity, at least for the
efficient planters, during the 1850s and Sea Island
cotton often })rought better than 50¢ a pouncl. In spite
of these prices, Rosengarten determined that a moclestly
successful planter such as Thomas Cl’laplin on near})y
St. Helena Island, even cluring his best years, saw a
return of only 5%% on his agricultural capital
(prirnarily land and slaves). In the poor years (Which
out-numbered the good for many planters) there was a

negative return — or loss.
Summa'ry

And the result of these various agricultural
efforts? Certainly tl'ley did create owners of great, albeit
transitory, wealth. Rowland and his colleagues present
a clear picture of Beaufort's wealt}),. noting that it
contained 881 plantations with an average of about 34
slaves per plantation. Moreover, there were 79
plantations (8.9% of the total) which contained more
than 100 slaves. Of the plantations, 55 (or 6.2%) were
valued in excess of $20,000. St. Helena Parish —
which included Roupelmond — was even more Wealthy.
The 155 plantations had, on average, 55 slaves and
they note that, "with the average value of an individual
slave Leing approximately one thousand dollars, this
would have made St. Helena Parish, Ly any measure,
one of the wealthiest neighborhoocls in America"
(Rowland et al. 1996:369).

This wealth was generated Ly the 32,492,786

" In fact, cluring this perio& cotton was a luxury
cloth compared to other fabrics. Cotton thread cost 12 to 14
person-days of labor, per pound. Wool, on the other hand,

took at most 1 day per pouncl, linen 2 to 5 person-days per
pound, and silk only six (Hobhouse 1985:144).
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poun&s oi rice and 6,521,200 poun&s of cotton,
buttressed L)y the additional pro&uction of subsistence
crops su<_:i1 as corn and sweet potatoes. Based on tiie

average market prices, the rice and cotton crops were

valued, in 1850 dollars, at $2,170,265.

But Rowland and his fellow authors note that
while St. Helena had the smallest white population of
the parisi’les in Beaufort, it also had the second iargest
black popuiation. Ti'xereiore,, the $2,170,265 worth of
cash crops was "produced for the beneﬁt_ of 5,946
planters and farmers by the labor of 30,279 African
slaves” (Rowland et al. 1996:369). In other words, in
addition to weaiti'x, cotton, rice, and in&igo had also
Lrougi'xt human Londage at a scale unprece&enteci in
American i')istory. African American siavery si’xapeci not
oniy the economic i'xistory of the region, but also its
society, and most especiaiiy its moral fabric.

That slavery had pi'xysicaiiy, economicaiiy,
socially, and rnoraiiy eaten its way ti'xrougi'i Southern
society is cieariy evidenced i:)y such authors as Klein
(1990), Tadman (1996), and Genovese (1992), among
others. It is peri’xaps most cieariy seen in expion'ng the
extraorciinary efforts taken i)y Southern pianters to
justiiy their moraiiy Lanizrupt system of siavery. Moral
society can have no sympati'xy for Hammond's deathbed
realization, in Genovese's Words, that like i'ximseii, "His
beloved southern slave society had also lived too long"

(Genovese 1992:107).2

8 The "cost" of this moral bankruptey, however, was
quite high: 600,000 men in the armies of the North and
South were killed or died prematureiy. These military
casualties amount to more than 12% of those who enlisted or
were conscripteci or more than 6% of the males of mi.iitary
age. No one can caleulate the extent of civilian casualties,
which may well have been as high as 250,000. These figures
are between 5 and 6 times the losses }Dy the United States
(iuring the Second World War and more than ten times the
loses this country suffered ciuring the First World War. In
spite of this cost, some point out that the war "made the
United States, "not only for the obvious reason that the
Union had to be secureci, but also }aecause witilout the
sacrifice, witiiout the waste, ciisease, and cieatii, the meaning
of nationhood would have as much value as it has in
Argentina or Brazil — not very much” (Hoi::iiouse
1985:186).
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Tiie deveiopment of the cash crops of rice,
inci:igo, and cotton had yet another ciiange — this one
on the very environment of the South. Silver points out
how ciramaticaiiy European activities altered the
Southern ecosystem between 1500 and 1800. The
decrease in sturgeon and freshwater i‘isi'x; fewer turiaeys;
&winciiing flocks of both Carolina paraizeets and
passenger pigeons; c].iminisiiing‘ herds of game, inciuciing
musizrats, otters, minizs, and even cieer; the decline in
live oalas; the increase in the turbiciity of streams, rivers,
and creeizs resulting from siasi'x, i:)urn, and aban&on
agriculture — all would signal the impact of man's

arrogance toward and wastefulness of the environment.

Virtuai.iy every writer of the eigi'xteenti'i century
urged greater and grander use of the "paradise” called
Carolina. It wouldn't be until the eariy to mid-
nineteenth century that a few Le'gan soun&ing an alarm
regarciing the damage i:)eing done i:)y sioveniy agricuiture
and wastefulness of the resources. As Silver observes,
most commentators were caugi'it up in the emergence of
an expamiing world economy that:

stressed the importance of private
property, profit, and virtuaiiy
unrestricted accumulation of goods.
It was, in a Worci, capita.iistic. Within
that economic system, resources
became commodities — articles of
value that could be exci'xangeci for
other goods or for goici and silver

(Silver 1990:189).

Coclanis also explores what he describes as "early land-
intensive activities, activities which included not oniy
mixed agricuiture but ru&imentary extraction and
piuncier — the stuff of Mandan primitive accumulation
" which through time gave way to "economic activities
requiring reiativeiy greater inputs of labor and capitai"
(Cocianis 1989:58). He also empi’xasizes that the low
country, in spite of its appearance as a "paraciise" was
actuaﬂy a i-ragiie ecoiogicai area with very limited
economic potentiais.

Viewed ti'xrougi'x the filter of i’xistory, the rural
agrarianism of the antebellum had a disastrous affect on
the South — and in its own way, Roupeimonci cieariy
participateci in these events. Coclanis reminds us that
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just as the market (primarﬂy for rice) was responsil)le for
the area's rise, it was also responsible for the area's later

decline:

For its siren song lured the area into
a pattern of economic and social
&evelopment which was conducive to
economic growtl'l under one limited
set of conditions — great external
demand  for plantation staples
producecl in the low country — but
which would thwart progressive
economic adjustments if  these
conditions ever changed, that is to
say, if external demand . . . ever
faltered. . . . lay establisluing an
economy whose health was depen&ent
almost entirely upon the vagaries of
international demand for
comrnodities, the hegemonists, in

effect, sealed the low country's fate
(Coclanis 1989:157).

While his focus is on rice, virtuaHy all of the
same prohlems can be seen with the host of other
economic ventures the low country tried — lumbering,
naval-stores pro&uction, incligo and cotton cultivation,
and phospluate mining. All were equal in sea.ling the
economic fate of the Carolina low country.

The Educational Component

One of Chicora's main goals in our education

programs is to make history accessil)le to stuclents Wl'lO_

are only exposecl toit in "dry" books. The Roupelmon&
Plantation site offered students and teachers an
opportunity to visit an archaeologica.l site to see how
history affects not just the men and women in the
books, but also in our everyday lives. The site was open
fora week and two local schools, Robert Smalls Middle
School and the Davis Elementary School visited the

site.

Ms. Kerri Barile, one of Chicora's staff

members, took her educational experience from previous
sites she has worked on, and conducted two-hour hands-
on tours to the groups.

The students an teachers at Robert Smalls
Middle School were so anxious to see the site and
become "archaeologists for a day" that over 40 seventh
graders and 10 parents and teachers came out to the site
on a Saturday. Davis Elementary brought over 120
fth grac].e students and 12 parents and teachers during

anotl'ler visit.

Ms. Barile met them at the entrance to the site
and l)egan their adventure lay waﬂrzing them to one of the
excavation areas. Along the way, they found out that
they would not only be seeing the site, but would
actuaHy be wallzing tl'urougl'l it, toucl'ling and analyzing
artifacts, examining stratigraphy (a new word for the
day), and have the opportunity to reaﬂy excavate a
portion of the site. Before that, however, the students
were given a brief introduction to arcluaeology. What is
arcl’iaeology? How do arclqaeologists know where to &ig?
What do they look for? — all the questions that
everyone asks when visiting an archaeological site for
the first time.

The students looked at maps of the area found
in the Beaufort County RMC and compare& them to
recent site maps looking for clues about past activities
in the area. The topograpl'ly and land forms in the area

were also examined for signiﬁcant changes.

After &iscovering the wlqy, they needed to know
the what — what were we loolzing for? Artifact analysis
was one of their favorite parts of the visit. Students were
reminded — lay looleing at things such as clotl'xing styles
— that material culture changes over time. They
appliecl that idea to artifacts styles. Groups were given
an artifact and had to figure out the mystery of who,
what, wlqen, how, and wlqy of artifact identification.

Once tl'ley knew about artifacts and mapping,
the students were given the opportunity to walk through
the site and correlate what they saw on the site map with
what was actuauy remaining on the site. They were also
able to point out which of the artifacts they looked at
migl'lt come from particular areas of the site. T hey
looked at part of the slave house site, an old road bed,
and their favorite — the wood-lined privy. Here
students thought about how soil stains indicate
something happenecl, some type of cultural activity.
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-

at Roupelmond.

Figure 7. Students from Davis Elementary School participate in hands-on arc}laeology

Curation

As part of the
routine curation process,
an up dated
archaeological site form
for 38BU1689,
Roupelmon& Plantation,
l'las been complete& and
filed with the South
Carolina Institute of
Archaeology and
Antl'uopology. Altl'lough
much of the site is in
the process of being
clestroyecl by the school
construction, portions of
the main house will
remain intact along the

marsl'x eclge‘

The field notes,
photographic materials,
and artifacts resulting
from Chicora's

With the introcluctory work over, t}ley were
introduced to what qujc}z_ly became their favorite part —
excavation. A five by 10 foot unit was strung off and, by
troweling and shovel sl:zimming, the students (and some
excited parents and teac}lers), began removing a thick
plow zone that made up the top layer of the unit. The
removed soil was then taken to a screen where it was
sifted by their classmates. Numerous artifacts were
recovered — inclucling ceramics, glass, nails, and pipe
stems. With their new lznowle&ge about arcl'xaeology, t}le
students looked at each artifact d.i{'ferently and l:)egan to
connect them to people in the past. After excavating,
students when on a brief tour of the rest of the site,
inclucling‘ the area of the main house.

Not only did the program reach out to t_l'xese
two schools, but television coverage of the Robert
Smalls Middle School was used by SC ETV for
broadcast into school classrooms across the state,
further enl'xancing‘ the educational benefits of the

program.
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investigations at

Roupelmoncl have been
curated at the South Carolina Institute of Archaeology
and Anthropology under the site number 38BU1689.
The collections have been cleaned and/or conserved as
necessary. Further information on conservation
practices may be found in a following section of this
stucly. All original records and cluplicate copies were
proviclecl to the curatorial facility on pH neutral,
alkaline buffered paper and the black and white
pl’lotograpl'xic materials were processecl to archival
permanence standards. Color slicles, which are not an
archival media, were processecl to the best practical
standards and have been preparecl for permanent

curation using archival materials.
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Methodology

The tract ownerslaip portion of this synopsis
relied tleavily on sources available at the Beaufort
County Register of Mesne Conveyances. Beautort,
however, is one of the several South Carolina counties
which has suffered a significant loss of its early records.
Both prot;ate and clerk of court (inclucting cleed) records
were moved from Beaufort to Columbia for safe tzeeping
prior to the fall of Beaufort to Union forces cluring the
Civil War. This was an unfortunate choice — Beaufort
was protected because it became a Union base of
operations, while Columt;ia, including the Beaufort
records, was burned during Sherman's February 1865
sweep ttlrougtl South Carolina. As a result, there are no
local records pre-dating about 1862, when the federal
forces t;egan attempting to reconstruction ownerstlip in
the area. There were aclditional, post]oeﬂum 1osses,
resulting in incomplete records well into the 1880s.

Consequently, early ownerstup in the Beaufort
area can sometimes be difficult or impossit;le to
determine with precision. Some duplicate records were
occasionany filed in Charleston and certain Beaufort
records were apparently also filed in the Chatham
County, Georgia courthouse. Some gaps may at times
also be filled in using the South Carolina Department
of Axchives and History Combined Alptlat)etical Index,
the state plats COM index, or the General Assemt)ly
papers. While these alternate sources can at times be
tlelptul, most often there is very little available primary

information.

This research combined these sources with a
review of documents available at the National Archives.
In particular, the Cartographic Branch (primarily
Record Group 55) was consulted for any available
intormation, especiatty from early Coastal Survey maps.
The General ]urisdictional Case Files (Record Group
123) were consulted in an effort to determine additional
information concerning the postt;eﬂum restoration
efforts associated with Roupelmond Plantation. The

>

Treasury Department records (Recor& Groups 58 and
217) pertaining to the State Direct Tax Commissions
and school farms were also consulted for information on
the activities which took place on the property as well as

its eventual disposition.

The Lit)rary of Congress was used extensiver
for research on a variety of Revolutionary War accounts.
These were 1argely primary accounts, albeit often written
after the war. We ctxd, tlowever, make some ettort to also
use such documents as Records of the British Colonsal
O]%'ce, a set ot 53 microfilm reels, but discoverecl that
the Lil:)rary of Congress staff was woetuﬂy unprepared to
make these resources useable. Being unable to retrieve
the three volume guicle to the microfarm, there was no
intellectual control — malzing the film worthless for
this project.

The Beaufort County Public Lit;rary's
extensive |ocal history collections were likewise
consulted. This source provecl quite useful, inclucling an
extensive map collection (inclucling several not identified
at the National Arctlives), a series of papers on local
tlistory read before the Beaufort Historical Society, and
vertical files of various properties around the county.

In addition, the holclings of the South
Carolina Historical Society, the South Caroliniana
Lil)rary, and the Map Repository at the Thomas Cooper
Lit;rary were also consulted. In an effort to obtain
information on the Whale Branch terry crossing we also
consulted with the Department of Transportation's Plan
Axchives, ot;taining copies of t_tle early road and tn:iclge
plans for the crossing. We also attempted to consult
their photograptlic arctlives, in an effort to iclentity
visuals of the crossing that might help reveal the
location of the JEerry or remnant lanclscape features. We
discovered that while these items are on a retention
schedule with the South Carolina Department of
Axrchives and History, there is very little intellectual
control, malm'ng the use of the materials prot;lematical.

When ptmotograptls are iclenti{-ied which wou.td be usetul,.
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ot>taining copies can be as difficult as actuaiiy tincling
the ptiotograpi'is. Other sources of piiotograpiiic
materiai, such as the Beaufort County Public Lii)rary,
the South Caroliniana Liiarary, and the Soutil Carolina
Historical Society failed to have piiotograpiis of this
major crossing. Eventuaiiy an image of the crossing,
from the Civil War, was found, aitiiougii it provides
almost no ianciscape detail. This image is reproclucecl as
the front cover of this report.

Aiti’iougii this search has, 13y no means, been
exhaustive, it has expiored the majority of the sources
most iiizeiy to provicle information on Roupeimoncl
Plantation. Where appropriate, we have suppiementecl
that information with seconciary sources, such as
Rowland et al. (1996) in order to provitie a context for
the historical deveiopment of this portion of Beaufort
County.

Beaufort's Early History

The eariy European i'iistory of the Beaufort
area is the i'iistory of Spanish and French competition
for a foothold on the Carolina coast. The eariy voyages
and expeclitions of Captain Francisco Gordiiio, Lucas
Vasquez de Ayiion, and Hernando De Soto set the stage
for Spanisti conquest efforts, while the French relied on
Captain Jean Ribaut.

The French efforts, at both Charlesfort (in the
Beaufort, South Carolina area) and Fort Caroline (in
Fioricia) were disastrous and had little permanent
impact. While the Spanisi‘i efforts at Santa Elena were
somewhat more permanent, ti'iey too had oniy a
reiativeiy brief impact on the i'iistory of the Beaufort
area. Father Juan Rogei was one of the few careful
observers of Native American life around Santa Elena
and his commentaries are certa.iniy one of the most

important results of the settlement.

Neverti'ieiess, tribes from Guaie, Orista, and
Escamacu united to drive the Spanisi‘l from the
Beaufort area and i)rietiy succeeded during a war which
lasted from 1576 to 1579. The Spanisi’i, however,
returned with a vengeance, rebuilt the northern
settiement, and embarked on a reiativeiy peacetui
coexistence with the local Indians until the settlement

was permanently abandoned in 15687. Although there
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were efforts to revive the Spanisti presence nottiing
came of it and the Carolina coast was iargeiy deserted
until the settlement of Charleston iDy the Engiisii in
1670.

This is not, iiowever, to say that there was not
continued expioration of the Beaufort area. Spanisii
missionaries visited the Santa Elena area several times
between 1587 and 1618 (Rowland et al. 1996:50-52).
But ionger—term consequences were associated with the
explorations of Captain William Hilton, who entered
St. Helena bay on September 3, 1663. There he met
with Edisto and Escamaru Indians, visiting their towns
and providing some commentary on their iiteways
(Hoimgren 1959). Also resulting from his efforts was
an Engiisii settlement at Cape Fear, North Carolina.

In 1666 Robert Sandford sailed south from
this new settlement to expiore the Carolina coast,
stopping at Edisto and then moving on to the Port
Royai area. There he expiorecl what are tiiougiit to be
the Broad River and the Calibogue Sound. It was
(iuring this trip that Henry Woodland t>egan to acquire
his exceptionai reputation with the Native American
groups aiong the coast. As Sandford sailed back north,
Woodward chose to stay behind and learn the Indian
ways ancl ianguage. As Rowiancl ancl coi_ieagues oi)serve,
Woodward has the distinction of the first permanent
English settler in South Carolina (Rowland et al.
1996:61).

By 1669 the Proprietors were rea.cty to make a
permanent settlement in South Carolina and three
silips set out intencling to settle the Port Royai area. [t
was oniy ttirougi'i the intercession of the cacique of
Kiawah that the Engiisi’i were persuaded, instead, to
make their settlement at a low bluff called Albemarle
Point on the Asi'iiey River, upriver from what is today
Charleston.

Like other European powers, the Engiistl were
lured to the "New World" for reasons other than
acquisition of land and promotion of agricuiture. The
Proprietors, who owned the Carolina colony until 1719-
1720, intended to discover a stapie crop whose
mari:zeting‘ would provi&e great wealth througii the
mercantile system. This system was designed to protit
the mother country t>y providing raw materials
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unavailable in England and then purctlasing the
finished products — in to&ay's vernacular, targety a
"win-lose" scenario (Clowse 1971).

Charleston's relationstlip with their governing
Bo&y, the Proprietors, was atways uneasy. After the
extermination of the Westos in 1680, largely to break
the monopoly of the Proprietors on Indian trade, the
Proprietors lost interest in the Indians and t:egan to
realize that ttley had yet to make a protit off the colony
(Ferris 1968:124-125). Rowland suggests that the
settlement of Scots at Stuart Town was largely designecl
to t:egin a second commercial venture and perhaps even
to rein in Charleston (Rowlancl et al. 1996:67). The
settlement was established in 1684 about 1.5 miles
south of Beaufort.

As soon as the settlement was established
tensions between Charleston and Stuarts Town t:egan
to rise. An initial concern was the autonomy of the
Scots settlement, alttlougtl a cleeper issue was who
should have authority over the small contingent of
Indian traders who had made settlements in the
Beaufort area after the destruction of the Westo
(Rowlancl et al. 1996:72).

Just has the eradication of the Westo openecl
the Beaufort area to the Proprietors and their Scots
settlers, it also openecl the area to the Yemassee, who
quicl?.ty moved in from the west, spreacting over the low
country in just a few years. The Scots encouraged the
Yemassee to attack Spanistl missions to the south at the
same time ttley alienated Englistl support in Charleston.
As a result, when the Spanistl struck back in 1686,
clestroying Stuart Town, as well as all the Yemassee
towns ttley could tind, Charleston offered little support
or sympathy. As Rowland notes:

now that the Port Royal area had
been scoured of settlers — both white
and Indian — the Englistl at Charles
Town could take up the land and
establish the Indian trade to suit
themselves. During the next ttlirty
years (1686-1720) South
Carolinians acquirecl land grants on
the islands near Port Royal and St.
Helena Sounds. From their frontier

plantations ttley conducted Indian
trade and erected the foundations of
lowcountry plantation society

(Rowland et al. 1996:80).

Expansion in the Earlv Eig’tlteentll Century

Rowland and his colleagues recount the
ensuing land rush. Thomas Naime, one of South
Carolina most active Indian traders, rapi&ly acquirecl
3,000 acres in the Beaufort area; Governor Joseph
Blake acquired what came to be known as Lacly's Island;
Paul Grimball took a warrant for Datha Islancl; and on
it went (Rowla.nd et al. 1996:81).

It was cluring this period of expansion that
Roupelmond was first acquired. On November 4, 1702
700 acres were granted to James Tibbes (Colonial
Grants, vol. 38, pg. 427, see also Abstracts of Grants,
Part I, pg. 134). The tract was on Scotts Island (named
after the abortive Stuarts Town), bounded to the north
by the "Cusa" River, or Coosaw River (Whale Branch
t:eing a nineteenth century term, applied to the
waterway after a whale swam into the channel and
became t>eact1ecl), to the west l:y lands of ]oshua Brenan,
and to the south and east t)y creeks and marshes — the
same boundaries found well into the nineteenth century.

During this early perioct it was possit>le to get
proprietory grants in three ways: ttu'ougtl headright
grants that were offered to encourage settlement,
througtl purctlase, orasa special reward for some service
to the proprietors {Lesser 1995:426). Of these options,
a tleadrigtlt grant seems most reasonable and migtlt
indicate that Tibbes claimed land for himself and
perhaps as many as 13 family members or slaves (at the
50 acres per free person or servant established in 1682;
Ackerman 1977:24).

Alttlougtl this is the only reference to Tibbes
in the Combined Alptlat;etic Index, Salley (1973) does
reveal that he acquired a warrant for 500 acres in 1700
at an unspeci{:iect location and another 500 acres in
1704 on Wembee Island. There is, however, a 1703
warrant for Daniel Calatlan, located "between ]ames
Tibbes and him [Cala.txan] on Port Royal" (Salley
1973:610).
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Accorcl.ing to a later memorial (cl.iscussecl.

lJelow), the land passecl from Tibbes to Robert Graham
and his wii'e, Mary. This may be the Robert Graham
who was, duri.ng this general time periocl, a factor to the
Creek Indians (McDowell 1955). If so, it is unlikely
that he spent any time at the plantation and, in iact,
the tract was lilzely not clevelopecl.

Graham held the tract until 1719 — cluring a
periocl when tension with the Yemassee were growing to
the l>oiling point. It was also the periocl when Beaufort
was established, with the original plat establishing 397
lots. The blocks to the east of Carteret Street were
divided into six or more lots, while those to east were
divided into four or six lots. Twenty-iour lots of lesser
size, lilzely intended for a commercial clistrict, were set
aside on the north of the street acljacent to the river.
Lots twice the size of the largest standard parcels were
established northwest of the waterfront, overloolzing the
marshes — these were ol:viously for planter's mansions
(]olin Milner and Associates 1979:1). This new town,
however, was very slow to grow and as late as 1720 there
were only a handful of houses and businesses.

During either the ownersliip of Tibbes or
Graliam, the Yemassee were allocatecl a reservation in
an effort to stabilize relations between the group and the
English settlers. Called the "Indian Land" it was
bordered on the southeast l:y the Coosaw River — with
Roupelmoncl laying immecliately across the marshes.
Uniortunately, this measure did little to curtail either
the in{'ringements l)y Englisli, greecly for more land, or
the unscmpulous behavior, as tliey sougl'it greater
pro{its from the Indian trade. Rowland and his
colleagues observe that by 1711 the Yemassee owned
debts of 100,000 deer skins — an astronomical sum
reﬂecting advances that continued to mount to the
point where the Yemasssee felt threatened l>y
enslavement as a means of resolving the debt (Rowlancl
et al. 1996:83). This, coupled with years of poor
treatment, lead to the Yemassee War, which l)egan on
April 15, 1715.

What little had been built in Beaufort was

burned l)y the Yemassee, as were almost certainly any
plantations on the Coosaw. Nearl:ay St. Bartholomew's
Parish, it seems, was left virtually unihabitated. For
many areas in the low country, whatever progress had
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been made toward settlement was eliminated (W allace
1951:90). Consequently, if Roupelmond had been
established l>y this time, it's lilzely that the Yemassee
War clestroyec]. the plantation (Rowlanc]. et al. 1996:96).

After a series of counterattaclzs, the Yemassee
were largely subdued lJy mid-1716, altliougl'i hostilities
didn't truly end until a treaty was signecl with the Creeks
in June 1718.

It was sl'lortly after this that Gral'iam, on
September 11 and 12, 1719 sold the plantation to
Samuel Prioleau by deed of lease and release.! We
believe it is with Prioleau's ownership that the
plantation ljegan to take form and was prol)al)ly £ully

clevelopecl.

Prioleau was born in South Carolina and
became a Cliarleston jeweler, silversmith and rnercliant,
although he also had very large landholdings — 4,871
acres on the Coosawhatchie, 1,000 acres on the
Saltlzetclier River, 817 acres on Miclway River, and the
tract on the Coosaw. In addition, he owned houses on
Cliurcli, Friencl, and King streets in Cliarleston, as well
as 61 slaves (Eclgar and Bailey 1977:544). By any
estimation he was a wealtl'iy man who esteemed life in
Charleston and its society. It's unlilzely that he spent
much time at his Coosaw Plantation.

His father, Elie (often called Elias) Prioleau,
had been the pastor of the French or Huguenot Church
in Charleston, and "offered South Carolina's early
refugees steacly, experiencecl, and committed religious
leadership" (Butler 1983:94). Samuel, like many other
Huguenots, lnegan quicl:zly assimilating into Englisli
society. Butler observes that the portraits of Samuel and
his wife, Mary Magdalene, paintecl l)y Carolina's first
known portraitist who capturecl Chatleston's elite in oil,
"underscore the position tlies.e and other Huguenots
reached in South Carolina in the three decades after
their arrival in the 1680s" (Butler 1983:107). Prioleau

became a practicing Anglican, owning a pew in St.

' A lease and release is a very old method of
conveyance in which a lease was first entered into and on the
{ollowing day a release of seisen was given over, the legal result

being a conveyance in fee simple.
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Pliilip, a trait common of many Huguenots as tliey
souglit to not only fit in, but also succeed.

In a similar manner, his gra&ual movement
from jeweler to silversmith to goldsmitli (as noted l>y
Burton and Ripley 1991:80-81) to land owner follows
the course that was very common in eigliteentli and
even nineteenth century Carolina. By gradually
acquiring assets and investing them in land, one migl'it
liope to move into the most favored of all classes — that
ofa planter.

He seems to have no real ties to the Indian
tra&e, altliougl'i he (iicl sell the Indian Commissioners
two guns presentecl to the Indians Cesar [sic] and
Partridge (McDowell 1955:153). His political life was
active, representing St. Pliilip, Prince Wil.liam, and St.
Helena at various times. He also served as a tax assessor
for Charleston and as a Justice of the Peace for Berlzeley
County (Edgar and Bailey 1977:544).

Although the purpose isn't clear, in 1731
Prioleau mortgage& his 700 acre plantation on Port
Royal, plus 51 "Negro, Indian, and Mustee Slaves" for
£5,000 to Elisha Prioleau, his son, also a Charleston
merchant. The mortgage specil:ies that Samuel retained
free use of the plantation, as long the payments on the
mortgage were met (Cl’iarlestbn County RMC, DB K,
pg. 88). Although this document does not indicate
where the 51 slaves were locatecl, their enumeration
with the plantation suggests that tl'iey may have been on
that particular tract — that he was mortgaging all of

this operations at this one location.

By 1733 the Assembly had established a ferry
at Prioleau's plantation,_ called Patterson's Point,
connecting it with the land of Thomas Inns, on the
"Indian Land." Established for a 15 year period, the
ferry was required to maintain "a good and sufficient
boat, two horse and men." The fees for the ferry were
established at 7s 6p for one man, 5s per person when
there was more than one, and 10s for a man and horse.
But, those seelzing the ferry were also authorized to sue
the ferry's operator 5s for the first hour they were
unreasonal:ly clelayecl in crossing and 10s for each

additional hour (McCord 184:1:80-81).

It was also in 1733 that Samuel Prioleau

registere& his land under the 1731 Quit Rent Act (see
Ackerman 1977:68) and obtained a memorial for the
935 acre tract (Memorials, vol. S, pg. 34). It is from
this document that we obtain much of our information
concerning earlier owners. By this time the property
owner to the west was no longer Brenan, but James
Cocllran, a note& pllysician, planter, ancl Commissioner
of the Indian Trade. A portion of this acljoining‘
property would acquire the term "Cochran's Point" in
the micl-eigl'iteentl'i century, altliougl-i Cochran had died
at least by 1724 (Edgar and Bailey 1977:157) 2

This late registration was clearly the norm.
Ackerman reports that lJy Septemlaer 1732 memorials
for only 61,000 acres had been entered in the auditor
general's office, while taxes had been paicl on over a

million acres.

In 1737 the assembly authorized a second
ferry, about a mile to the west, from the plantation on
Cochran's Point to the mainland plantation lJelonging
to Hugh Bryan (McCord 1841:102). Considerably less
expensive than Prioleau's ferry (the charge for one
person was regulateci at 2s 6p and 5s for a man and a
liorse), apparently this was an effort to improve the
route to Pocotaligo and Savannah (Rowland et al.
1996:122).

Curiously, Hugli Bryan would  become
Prioleau's son-in-law, marrying Mary Prioleau in 1744
Bryan, as revealed lJy Eclgar and Bailey and Rowland
and his col.leagues, was at the least, an eccentric. Having
been capturecl and escapecl from the Yemassee, he went
through what has been called a "religious conversion."
He apparently had "mystical experiences,” asserted that
the 1740 Charleston fire was God telling the city of its
sinfulness, and laegan to preacli to large gatlierings of
slaves. While the other behavior was perliaps toleral;le,
the latter was not. He was cliargeci with stirring
insurrection — a cliarge which he cleniecl, claiming that
Satin had taken over his l:ocly. Eclgar and Bailey
(1977:108) report that shortly therefore he became

2 Cochran's memonial for his property is dated 1733
and documents a March 20, 1715/16 grant (Memorials, vol.
3, page 165). This memorial identifies the creek and marsh
to the south as Calahans Creek.
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convinced tl'iat, lilze Moses, he could part the waters,
nearly cirowning in his efforts. Afterwards, he apparently
stoppecl these odd activities (Rowlancl et al. 1996:136).
Nevertheless, it is unforhinate that we have no record of
Prioleau's joy at the prospect of l'iaving Bryan as a
member of his tamily.

Regarclless, in 1751 Prioleau's Patterson's
Point terry was again chartered, this time for a perio& of
seven years. The original charter, of course, would have
expired in 1748, but there is no indication that it
ceased operation. This new act allowed for no increase
in fees — in fact it decreased the cl'iarges. The cost for
one person was set at 5s, while a man and horse would
be cl'iargeci Is 6p. The potential penalties for clelay,
Lowever, increased — 20s for the first hour and 40s for
every following hour (McCord 1841:160).

Prioleau died in Charleston in 1752 and his
inventory revealed an estate valued at more than
£16,000, including over 50 slaves, plantation lands,
cattle, and Charleston property (Cliarleston County
WPA Inventories 79:394, 398). Unfortunately, while
the inventory clearly itemizes his Charleston house and
his Goose Creek Plantation, the tracts in the lower part
of the colony were lumpecl togetlier l)y the appraisers: A
careful reaciing, liowever, reveals that there are two
distinct "sets” of information (i.e., slave lists occur in
two different places, lists of livestock occur in two
different places, lists of tools and {urnisl'iings occur in
two different places). Altliougll unproval)le, it seems
lilaely that the appraisers lumpeci materials togetl'ier
from his interior plantations {on the Coosawhatchie and
Saltketcher rivers), while the Port Royal plantation,
l)eing in the vicinity, but isolated from the others,
represents a clistinctly different listing. Unfortunately,
it is not possil)le to surmise which of the two represents
the Port Royal property (the first "batch” represents a
value of over £4,800, while the second "batch" has a
total value of just under £5,000), the nature of the two

inventories is very similar.

Both included plantation tools: worlzing l’lOES,
sickles, axes, wedges (for splitting wooci), reap hooks (tor
cutting either rice or in&igo), brass and iron wire
"scrives” or screens (used in indigo production), cooper's
tools, and carpenter's tools. Also were items such as
corn mills, for grinding provisions, and "2 stilliards" or
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stil_lyards (lieavy scales for measuring large commo&ities,
such as inciigo or rice). One plantation also included,
"10* hooks and hinges" and "% doz. brick moles" (or
molds), indicating Prioleau was in the process of
expansion — malaing bricks and l)uilding structures that
required l'xung doors or window shutters.

One inventory inclucied seven l'iorses, six oxen,
154 l'lead ot cattle, 39 l'leacl ot sl'ieep, and 50 l'iead of
l’logs, while the other included only six horses and 22
head of cattle. The presence of oxen at the first suggests
that it may have been devoted to rice cultivation, simply
because oxen were trequently used to prepare wet rice

land.

There is also a difference between the two sets
of home lurnisl'iings. At the first there is a wide
assortment of items, suggesting that relatively little
furniture was l)rougl'it in for Priocleau's use. Present were
seven pewter dishes, one dozen plates, one "bason" or
basin, a pair of "Pewter salts," "1 china and 1 stone
bowle 2 wine glasses," a silver spoon, and other lQitcl'ien
wares. The furniture included a chest of drawers, 14
cl'iairs, a cedar ta.l)le, a "bed matrass, l:)edstea&, 2
bolsters, 1 pillow, 2 pillow cases, 3 sheets and 1 pr.
blankets.” One of the more interesting fumiture items
was a "close stool.” These were eighteenth century chairs
or stools with a hole in seat ciesignecl to hold a chamber
pot. In the absence of indoor pluml)ing, these were
intended to make toileting more comfortable. Also
present were a variety of men's clotl'iing items — shirts,

stoclzings, trousers, and caps.

The other batch of items represents a smaller
assortment, suggesting that there the bulk of Prioleau's
needs were transporteci in, prol)aloly by boat. At the end )
of his visit to the plantation they would have been
paclzecl back up and sllippecl back to the Charleston
residence. In fact, the only items included in the
inventory are six cl'iairs, a mattress, bolster (a thin pacl,
often used on dayloecls), a pair of blankets, and a gun.
Everytl'iing else in the inventory is associated with
agricultural activity on the planation.

In a very similar fashion, the Goose Creek
plantation inventory reveals almost no household items
— some pots, "10 old Pewter plates 3 dishes," and two
tables. Clearly, any visit l)y Prioleau to this tract also
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necessitated the transfer of accoutrements essential to

make life livable tay a person of his wealth and power.

It is the Charleston inventory, l'xowever, which
most clearty reveals the early eighteentl'x. century life of
the gentry. For example t)eclding including the t)edstead,
two mattresses, a feather taect, a l)lanlzet, a quilt, and a
"Pavillion and Curtains" (a canopy and curtains,
ctesigned to leeep out insects) with a total value of £40.
Another nearly identical assortment of items was valued
at £45, while a third was valued at £50. Two more were
valued at £30 and £35. Additional bedding include
another bed, four pillows, a bolster, eigtlt paix of
blankets, and nine "duffel" (a coarse, woolen cloth)

blankets.

The house was equippect with a "close stool
chair," as well a "two guns and a Gun Bassel," a "Silver
Mounted Sword and a Cuttoe" (a knife or small sworct),
a pair of pistols, two "old cuttoes,” and four powcter
flasks. There were jars with sugar, wa]_tzing canes, 1o less
than three pair of scales with weigl'xts, and a range of
cloth goocts. Very teHing is the presence of a clock in
the inventory, valued at £65.

Perl'xaps most interesting were the ceramics.
Prioleau’s Charleston house included three teapots, a
pair of "cruets” (condiment bottles), a pair of salts, "4

Enamelled China Dishes,” "4 Coloured China Dishes,"
"4 Blue China Dishes," 24 plates, 22 soup plates, 10
"old dishes," "3 Enamelled Bowls," two blue bowls, "1
dozen Chocolate Cups and Saucers," a dozen blue tea
cups, a dozen "Coloured Tea Cups," 17 saucers, 11
cups, and five coffee cups, a "parcel of odd China," a
"Compleat Set of China and Tea Board," 11 "earthen
bowls" (pethaps Colono bowls, but also possibly
ecarthenware, such as lead glazed slipware), four
decanters, 19 tumblers, 12 "jelly glasses," and 30 wine
glasses. Silver included two waiters, a cup, a two-
handled cup, a pepper box, two porringers, a punch
strainer, 32 table spoons, a soup spoon, eigtlt tea
spoons, tongs, a strainer (probably a tea strainer), two
tan.lzards, a lacue, anct two graters. Cornlainect, this silver
alone was valued at £400.

At this time perioct the median personal wealth
in South Carolina was £2,230 and the mean wealth was
only £5,4065. Only 19% of the estates in Charleston at

this time period are £14,000 or more — placing
Prioleau very close to the top of Charleston's wealtl'xy
(see Coclanis 1989:85-86).

His will devised his Patterson's Point
plantation "containing about nine hundred and tl’xirty
five acres” to his two daughters: Mary the wife of Hugh
Bryan and Elizabeth Prioleau (Ctxarleston County
WPA Wills 6:627). '

About a year after acquiring a moiety interest
in her father's Port Royal plantation, Elizabeth Priolean
m_arriect George Roupe]l (also spe]_ted t)y some historians
as Roupel). Aﬂowing an appropriate time for morning,
it may be that the two were courting prior to Prioleau's
death and the wectcting was postponed an appropriate
lengttx of time.

Roupell had arrived in Charleston about a
decade earlier and almost immectiately succeeded in
being appointect Searcher of the Customs at
Charleston.? Edgar and Bailey (1977:570) also point
out that alttxougtx he was later appointect to additional
offices, inclucting Deputy Collector of Customs and
Deputy Postmaster, he never resignect his Searcher post,
instead holding all of the positions at once.

Stxortly after his marriage to Elizabeth
Prioleau, which made him a land owner, he was elected
to represent St. Helena Parish.* Perhaps the early
proceects from the plantation, couplect with his own

* The Searcher was resp‘onsilale for searching ships,
baggage, and goocls for dutiable items or contraband.

¢ Ttlrougl'lout the colonial period there were
qua].itications for memlnerstlip in the Assemlaly. Initiaﬂy, they
required only the ownership of 50 acres or £10 in chattels.
This was increased to 500 acres or £500 in chattels in 1716.
By 1717 the property qualifications increased to 500 acres
and 10 slaves or £1,000 in chattels (Edgar and Bailey
1977:4). 1t is likely that Roupell, in spite of his government
jolas, would not have qua].itiect without marrying into property.
Perhaps the importance of this was not missed by others,
since the wedc]i.ng announcement in the Charleston paper
described Elizabeth Prioleau as, "an agreeable young lady with
a handsome fortune and other amiable accomplisl’lments"

(Saut}t Carolina Gazette, May 14, 1753).
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savings allowed Roupell, in 1757, to purcl'iase Mary
Bryan's moiety of Patterson's Point. This was also four
years after the death of Mary's l'iuslaancl, Hugl'i Bryan,
so she may have desired cash rather than partial
ownersl'iip ina plantation. Her clisposal of the tract may
also have been associated with her second marriage, this
time to Rev. William Hutson, another convert of

George Whitefield and a tutor earlier hired l>y Hugl'i
Bryan (Middleton 1953:140). Regardless, Roupell
l)rougl'it the plantation togetl'ier, albeit his wife still
legally had control over half of the tract.

Within a year of acquiring a portion of the
tract, Roupell also filed his memorial for the tract with
the auditor general. Although Prioleau's will (and 1733
memorial) identified the tract as 935 acres, Roupell's
memorial identifies the property as containing 950
acres (Memorials, vol. 7, pg. 184). This suggests that a
survey was done, altl'iougl'i no record of it remains. It
may have been among the records clestroyecl in
Columl:ia, or it may have been an unrecorded plat that
was lost, discarded, or ciestroyed..

The ferry, previously established l:>y Samuel
Prioleau, was again mandated in 1762 (McCorcl
1841:205), this time for 10 years and in Roupell's own
name. The fees remained fixed, yet again the penalty for
unreasonable clelay was increased — this time to 40s for
the first hour and £5 for each additional hour. The law
also stipulatecl a wide range of individuals who did not
need to pay, inclucling the Governor, ministers,
mustered militia members, "all persons in time of
alarm,” government messengers, and free Indians. This
ferry was again authorized lay the Asseml:)ly, this time
for seven years, in 1778 (McCorti. 1841:261).

Roupell proclucecl scientific clrawings,
characterized l)y one art historian as "aclequate,"
although his caricatures show "a keen eye and wit,"
being "diverting and expressive" (Rutledge 1949:119).
Eclgar and Bailey are somewhat less Hattering, noting
only that he "enjoyed a local reputation as a caricaturist
and as a "skilled draftsman" (E&gar and Bailey
1977:570). Nevertl'ieless, these accounts perl'iaps reveal
that Roupell was far more at home in the polite society
of Charleston than he was on the frontier of Beaufort.
Rutledge comments that Roupell, "was evidently a 'man
of taste,” his portrait by Copley having been exhibited at
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the Royal Academy in 1780" (Rutledge 1941:119).

[t seems lilzely that l'ie, like Prioleau before
him, sougl'it to spencl as much time as possil;le in
Cl’iarleston, wl'iere l'ie owned a l'iouse on tl'ie nortl'ieast
corner of Tradd and Friend streets (Middleton
1953:163). One would also think that his three
government jol;s would have leept him rather l)usy in
Charleston. There seems little cloul;t, l'iowever, that his
plantation focused on incligo — the primary crop for the
Beaufort sea islands at this time (Rowlancl et al.
1996:161-171). Rowland also recounts that the period
of the 1760s was one of nearly unbridled optimism and
economic prosperity. The French and Indian War was
settled, Spain relinquisl'iecl St.  Augustine, and
agricultural prices were generally l’ligl'l. The only
hinderance to rnaleing more money was an inaclequate
labor supply, SO many planters reinvested their pro{'its in
slavery, swelling the ranks of Beaufort's African-
American population.

Unfortunately, there are few reliable
population estimates for St. Helena Parish. For
example, a 1720 estimate reported only 72 individuals
in that parish — 42 of whom (58.2%) were slaves
(BPRO Transcripts, vol. 9, pg. 23). By 1725 St.
Helena minister Reverend Lewis Jones reported 224
slaves, strangely dropping to 170 in 1726 (Rowland et
al. 1996:129). By 1790, the first year of the federal
census, the Beaufort area population rose to 18,753
people, of which 76.7% were African-American slaves
(Wallace 1951:710). '

Dramatic improvements in the wealth of the
planters in St. Helena's Parish occur between 1720,
when there were perhaps as many as 1234 acres per
slave, and 1769, when this number had ti.roppecl to only
25 acres per slave (Waterhouse 1989:132-133). On
the eve of the Revolution, St. Helena's asseml:;lyrnen,
on average, owned 73 slaves and had estates values at
£3216 sterling. Nevertheless, St. Helena had still not
grown to be an especially prosperous parisl'l. It ranked
fourth from the bottom in terms of average wealth of
asseml)lymen (alaove only Christ Cl’iurcl'i, Prince
Frederick's, and Prince George's) and sixth from the
bottom in average slavel'iolcling. Far wealthier were St.
George's, St. James' Goose Creelz, and even acijacent St.
William's (Waterhouse 1989:175).
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Deteriorating Conditions and the
American Revolution

As Bull (1991:196) explains, 1774 was the
last full year of royal government in South Carolina.
The power of and respect toward the King of Englancl
was visi]aly fading and South Carolinians formed what
amounted to a shadow government, reacly to step in at
the rigl'lt moment. The Asseml)ly was largely kept out of
session, in an effort to prevent the passage of yet more
seditious acts. This is not, however, to imply that all
South Carolinians were ardent supports of a revolution.
Far £rom it. As Kaplanoﬁ (1991:68) ol)serves, "Soutl'l
Carolina was exceptional" — the planters were
extraordinarily wealthy, Charleston was truly the gem of
the southern seaboard, and the area was characterized ]Jy
a wealth built upon the backs of African-American
slaves. He comments tl'lat, "socia]_ly and cultura]_ly, the
Low Country maintained closer links with Britain and
the British Caribbean than did any other part of
America" (Kaplanoﬁ 1991:68). Asa result, a]_legiance
to a revolution was far from solid and this may help
account for the often cl'langing aﬂegiances of Beaufort's

citizens.

Rowland and his co]_leagues trace the graclual
deterioration of relations specific to the Beaufort area
and pay specific attention to the prolalems faced l)y
patriot forces in getting the various trade eml)argoes
enforced in the Beaufort area (see also Weir 1976). As
a major incligo producing area, the embargo on incligo
hit the local economy hard — planters had no other
cash crop to sell and local merchants were virtuaﬂy shut
down. That in December 1775, the Council of Safety
was issuing instructions to the local committee in
Beaufort to take more aggressive action to stem the flow
of illegal ' goocls, reveals the extent of the prolalem
(Rowland et al. 1996:205).

Althougl'l nothing is known about activities at
George Roupe“'s plantation, he attracted attention to
himself in a clispute over the kings mail and, in 1775
was placecl unc].er arrest an& confined, along W‘itl’l otl'ler
officers of the Crown, in his house. It must have been
about this time, in August 1775, that Roupell wrote to
A.nthony Todd, complaining of the harassment faced Ly
friends of the government (Sellers 1975: item 1480).

At some point during the war (after 1775, but
least l)y 1779), Roupell and his sons were apparently
exiled to Eng‘land, altl'xougl'x his wife and clauglqter
remained in South Carolina — lilzely at their
Charleston residence. By 1782, however, he had
returned to Carolina. Given his long service to the
Crown, as weu as his duties as a custom's o{:ficial, it is
strange that he ma.na.gecl somel'low, in the worcls of
Rogers and his coﬂeagues, "to weather the Revolution"
(Rogers et al. 1976:273; see also Edgar and Bailey
1977:570-571 and Middleton 1953:163).

With the fall of Savannah to British forces at
the end of December 1778, Beaufort was placed in clear
threat of the British army. The incursion into Georgia
and South Carolina, of course, was part of a much large
pla.n clesignecl l)y Lord George Germain, clesigned to
"drive a wedge of troops through the pine barrens
westward of the low country, tl'xerel)y isolating the
rebellious planters on the coast and reducing them, as
Germain put it, 'to the necessity of al)ancloning, or
being abandoned l)y their Slaves, or submitting to the
King's authority"' (Weir 1976:13). Furthermore, the
thought was that occupation of the low country would
not only provicle a base of operations for the Englis}l (as
it would for the Union forces during the Civil War), but
that it would also deprive the Americans of its use.

The importance of Beaufort was stated clearly
in 1770 by Lieutenant Governor William Bull to the
Earl of Hi]lsl)orough:

In the year 1731 by direction from
the Lords of the Admiralty, Captain
Gascoigne, in His Majesty's ship
Scarborough, surveyed the bar and
harbour with great accuracy and
found twenty-one feet water at low
tide and the flood rising about seven
feet. I have been informed l)y several
captains of His Majesty's sl’lips that
the bar is wide enougl'l to allow a ship
to turn in or out against wind. A
seventy-gun ship may come over this
bar and run within a mile of
Beaufort Town. About a mile and
half below Beaufort stands Fort
Lyttleton, mounted with fifteen

35



ROUPELMOND PLANTATION

cannon, twenty—iour, twelve and
nine-pounci.ers; it is built with tai)i)y,
a composition of oyster shells and
lime like soft stone. It has barracks
for one hundred men, tiiougii the
provincial establishment is oniy one
gunner. A small garrison here in
time of war would secure the town of
Beaufort from the insults of
privateers (Davies 1973:274)

Foiiowing the fall of Savannah, Augusta was
next, being captured by the British in January 1779.
Even before moving into the Beaufort area in force,
Weir notes that several raiciing parties ventured into the
area. Periiaps the most notable was that taizing piace on
the last several Aays of January, when a iarge i)ody of
British troops arrived in Port Royai Sound. Tiiey made
several ianclings, i)urning plantations deserted i)y their
owners, inciucling the Laurel Bay piantation of General
Stepiien Bull. Confronted i)y superior forces, the
Americans at Fort Ly'l:tieton iiastiiy spiieeci their guns
and blew up their magazine, then abandoned the fort.

A Aay later, on Fei)ruary 1, 1779, General
William Moultrie arrived at the Port Royai Ferry,
crossing over to Port Royai Island (ancl tiirougi'i
Roupell's plantation), with the intention of taking
command of the Beaufort forces and iioiciing Fort
Lyttieton — regrettai)iy a clay too late. He stationed
troops north of Beaufort, to protect the rear.
Meanwiiiie, the British landed at Laurel Bay, to the
west, and marched north to Roupeii's £erry on Fei)ruary
2. There ti'iey discovered Americans encamped on the
opposite bank of Whale Branch and learned that a iarge
force had aireacly moved over and marched southward to
Beaufort. The British turned souti'iwarcl, preparing to
meet the Americans.

Mouitrie, in tum, learned of the British and
marched north from Beaufort on Fei)ruary 3. Rowland
and his coﬂeagues report that the two forces engagecl
"about iiaiiway between the town and the £en’y along the
main road just west of the present U.S. Marine Corps
Air Station" (Rowland et al. 1996:217). Barnwell

offers a little more detail, explaining:

Just where the battle took piace

36

cannot now be accurateiy fixed.
Accorci.ing to General Moultrie's
account, he marched 2 miles and
then 3 miles and then a certain
distance further, trying to reach a
favorable position which he had
picizeci. out for the i)attie; but the
enemy got there first. The British
account indicates that the battle was
at the entry of Rhodes swamp i)eyoncl
a causeway. [n an article pui)iisiiecl in
a newspaper in Beaufort in 1873 by
Dr. Archibald Joiinson of Beaufort,
the battle is said to have been £ougi'1t
at "the Haii-way House" (Barnweii
1945:7).

An undated map of the island, "Sketch of Port
Royal Island and Town of Beaufort," likely dating to the
first decade of the nineteenth century (Figure 8),
identifies the location of the “Half-way House" at the
intersection of the shell road, or US 21, and a road
which looped westward to "Dr. Rhodes," today S-71.
Just south of a marsi'iy area, which almost certainiy was
Rhodes swamp, the map identii:ies, "Battle Ground in
1778" (National Archives, RG 77, Drawer 146-1). A
British account reveals that Moultrie held the iiigii
grounci overiooieing the marsh causeway, but had not
been able to beat the British to the road ieaciing back to
their si’iips:

on the crest of the Pine Barrens
i)eyoncl the swamp, where the trees
were felled but not piearecl OH, —
were ciistinctiy seen, the Americans
with 2 pieces of cannon: a company
of Arl:iiiery, the Virginia Riflemen,
the silk stocieing Company of
Ci'iarieston, all gentiemen, and
other Militia . . . besides Captain
Barnwell's Dragoons. . . . It was
evident that ti'iey did not wish to
i)ring on an action i)y their position
to defend the oniy pass on the roaci,
and ieaving the way to our si’lips open
to us (ciiary of Major Patrick Murray,
quoteci in Butler 1913:315).
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Consequently, it appears that the two armies
engagec] just north of Gray's Hill. Tl’xrougl'i the l'xigl'ier
position, Moultrie was able to take an excellent stand
against the British regulars. Both groups withdrew from
the field — the Americans apparently because of
ctwincuing powcter and the British apparently because of
the e{{ectiveness_ of the American clisplay. Nevertheless,
the battle had little practical e{{ect, as Rowland points
out — Fort Lyttleton had been destroyed (albeit at
American, not British hancls), a number of plantations
had been plunclerecl, and the British suffered no

signiticant losses.

General Augustine Prevost, after the Port
Royal battle, set his sigl'its on Charleston, }aeginning an
exceptional advance with the 71st and 60th regiments
tl'lrougl'x the low country in the spring of 1779. By early
May the Beaufort and Colleton area belonge& to the
British; with American forces rapiclly retreating toward
Charleston. With Prevost within stril:zing distance of
Cl’xarleston, Prevost decided that he lacked both the
naval support he needed and also the lines of supply
which were essential to maintain his position.
Consequently, t)y the time the American forces engagecl
the British in the battle at Stono Ferry, Prevost had
alreacly decided to return to the Beaufort area. Like the
Battle of Port Royal, the American victory was rather
hollow, especiaﬂy with the loss of 150 men.

As Rowland and his colleagues mention, "the
retreat of the British army througl—x the sea islands was
the most remarkable military maneuver of the
campaign” (Rowland et al. 1996:224). By July 3, 1779
Moultrie had received corresponclence from Colonel
Daniel Horxy, carnpe& on the mainland side of Roupell's
Ferry, that Prevost's main force had not yet arrivect,
altl'xougl'i British marines were campecl "opposite his
post,” meaning at either the fen’y or on the associated
plantation (Jones 1960:131). By July 5, Moultre
reportect that the main British force was on Port Royal,
and while he intended to establish his camp "near
Colonel [Benjamin] Carden’s" he would lzeep his
"picquets on the river side" opposite the Jf’erry (Jones
1960:131). By July 17th Moultrie's inteﬂigence
revealed that while some of the British had returned to
Savannah, tl'iey:

have lszept the 71st, the ligl'it-intantry

and some Hessians at Mile-En&,
tl'irowing up some works. This place
is a narrow neck of lancl, about a
mile from the town, not more than
300 yarcts across; on each side is a
naviga.l:le river, which makes it a very
strong post indeed. The ligl'lt infantry
(}aetween 3 and 400) are opposite
Port-royal-terry, in sigl'it of one of
our guarcls at the redoubt (Jones
1960:132).

Similar reports were coming from the British
camps. On July 14, Prevost wrote Clinton reporting
that upon his return to Beaufort he discovered "a
number of the back Inhabitants of Georgia . . . tal:zing
aclvantage of the absence of the Main Body of the Army
... had taken Arms and infested the lower settlements."
He also recounted that he intended, "to leave Col.
Maitland with the 71st and Light Infantry for the
defense of Beaufort and the other Island were the people
have almost all submitted," reporting that the area was
"the Monpellier of this Country" and there was a good
chance of lzeeping the army JEa.irly l'iea.ltl'iy tl'irougl'l the
summer. On the other hand he also commented tl'xat,
"if we can rely on the Accounts of the Inhabitants or
Judge from the present unpromising Appearances, we
have reason to fear that we shall every one of us fall sick
before the End of next Month" (Charleton Papers, July
14, 1779, Maj.-General Augustine Prevost to Sir
Henry Clinton, S.C. Department of Axchives and
History). A very similar account is provi&ecl t)y in a
letter dated July 30, again to Clinton.

Even a number of eigl'iteentl'i and nineteenth
century authors, closer to the scene of events, offer
rather nebulous accounts. Lamb reports only that the
British at Beaufort, "were put in proper stations, and
the whole waited the arrival of such reinforcements as
were necessary for the intended attack on Charleston"

(Lam}a 1809:267), while Stedman recounts:

at Beaufort general Prevost
established a post, the garrison of
which he left under the command of
lieutenant Maitlancl, and returned
with the rest of the army to Georgia;
that the troops migl'xt rest cluring the
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Figure 8. Portion of the "Sketch of Port Royal Island and Town of Beaufort," (National Archives, RG 77, Drawer
146-1) showing the vicinity of Roupell's plantation.
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hot and sickly season (Stedman
1794:119).

Although Rowland and his coﬂeagues report an
earthen bastion was built on Roupeﬂ's plantation,
overlool:aing the Jf’e):ry and that two guns were mounted
there (Rowlan‘d et al. 1996:226), we have been able to
find no evidence of this earthwork. There is
documentation concerning the American fortifications
on the opposite side of the Jf'erry (see, for example, Col.
Barnard Beekman to General Benjamin Lincoln,
August 19, 1779, Lincoln Papers), so it is certainly
reasonable that these were countered l)y British eHorts,

but we have been unsuccessful at ’r.inding documentation
for this.

The "Sketch of Port Royal Island Town of
Beaufort" continues to offer perplexing clues. As stated
previously, based on the tense of the descriptions, it is
clear that the map postclates 1778. In addition, the way
notations are written, it appears that it was produced l)y
Americans, not British. For example, at Laurel Bay,

the map indicates, "The British debarked . . . at this
spot in 1778." The map also shows the earthworks
established l)y Maitland at the entrance to
Beaufort, inclicating that the map also post-

Engineers visited the Beaufort area and made an
evaluation of defensive needs. Captain Prentiss Willard,
also of the Corps, was later sent to South Carolina to
oversee the construction of Fort Marion, at the location
of old Fort Lyttelton. The map may have originated

with either representative.

It indicates that either there was no earthwork
at Roupell's Jf’erry or that it was so minor (for example,
in comparison with the one covering the entrance to
Beaufort), that complete refabrication was necessary.
This circumstantial evidence is about all we have

concerning the supposed British fort at the Jf'erry.

Maitland's stay in the Beaufort area was
punctuatecl l)y the American and French attack on
Savannah in early October 1779 and the British
capture of Charleston in May 1780. Maitland himself
died of malaria just clays after leading his troops on a
perilous journey tl'xrougl'x the back swamps between
Beaufort and Savannah in order to provide
reinforcements to Prevost in Savannah (Boatner

1966:670).

dates July 1779.

The map also reveals a series of
notations concerning proposed fortifications
at three locations. At Laurel Bay is the
notation, "proposed Battery covered by a
Block House." The same is shown for the
bank overlooking Battery Creek at what is
today the west side of the Town of Port
Royal. The third notation is "Proposed
Tate-de-Pont" on either side of the road
leading to the Port Royal Ferry, west of
Roupell's main settlement. At Fort
Lyttelton there is the notation, "Marion."
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lessons learned from British occupation of
Beaufort and applied them to the strategic
defense of the area, almost certainly on the
eve of the War of 1812. Rowland and his
colleagues comment that in 1807
Alexander McComb of the Army Corps of

F‘igure 9. Portion of 1782 map of British operations in the vicinity of
Beaufort, Scavenius CoHec‘cion, Dartmouth College Lil)rary.

39



ROUPELMOND PLANTATION

The accounts of the Beaufort occupation are
scarce, and often biased clepencling on the politics of the
commentator. There is some indication that the British
sought to pacify low country residents. Clinton, while
aware of his army's need to "live off the land,” cautioned
against improper behavior. Banastre Tarleton may have

een among the more unscrupulous. He commented

that:

besides the defense of the {‘rontiers,
another material and national
advantage resulted from  this
c]isposition of the King's troops. The
officers and men of the different
regiments and corps were supplied by
the flour and cattle, whilst the horses
were foragecl }Jy the procluce of the
country (Tarleton 1787:88).

Weir (1976:14) notes that Tarleton remounted his
legion on horses confiscated from the plantations on
Port Royal Island. Nevertheless, it appears that the
British met with some success in winning over the
Beaufort residents, pumping cash into the war tomn
economy, and Weir also comments that, "a substantial
portion of local residents chose to be neutralist or Tory"

(Weir 1976:16).

The British withdrew from Beaufort in
November 1781, leaving the low country in what might
best be described as a subdued state of civil war.
Savannah was still held Ly British forces, Daufuskie was
a strongholcl of Loyalists, and as Rowland and his
co“eagues wryly observe, "many prominent citizens of
the Beaufort District had so committed themselves to
the British cause that they could not now abandon it"
(Rowland et al. 1996:236-237). Although largely
dominated by partisan activities, at least one British raid
was carried out in the area in October 1782, designed
to capture stoc]zpiles of corn and rice. The raid is Lrieﬂy
described Ly Rowland and his coﬂeagues (Rowlancl et al.
1996:241) and another view is proviclecl from the
British perspective as margin notes on a map of the raid
preparecl })y a British officer (Scavenius Collection,
Dartmouth College Library; Figure 9). This was the last
major engagement in the British theater. By the end of
December 1782 the British abandoned Charleston and

the war in South Carolina was essentiaHy over.
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Recovery and tlle First Half of the
Nineteenth Century

The Beaufort area, and its economy, was ba&ly
clamagecl ]oy the war. Perhaps ome of the most poignant
descriptions of the area is offered by the Reverend
Axchibald Simpson; upon returning to his old parsonage
at Stoney Creek, he described the countrysicle:

all was clesolation, and indeed all the
way there was a gloomy solitariness.
Every field, every plantation, showed
marks of ruin and devastation. Not a
person was to be met with in the
roads. All was gloomy L. Ttds
impossible to describe in words how
altered these once beautiful fields are;
no garclen, no enclosure, no
mu].berry, no fruit trees, notl'iing but
wild fennel, bushes, underwood,
briars, to be seen — and a very
ruinous habitation . . .. No one
comes to see me, for none have
horses. All society seems to be at an
end. Every person keeps close on his
own plantation. Robberies and
murders are often committed on the
pul)lic yoads. The people that remain
have been peelecl, pillagecl, and
plunclerecl. Poverty, want, and
hardship appear everyw}iere, and the
mortals of the people are almost
entirely extirpatecl. A general
cliscontent, dissatisfaction, and
distrust of their present rulers and of
one another prevails tl'irougl'iout the
country. . . . It is evident that the
British army came here to pluncler,
and to {'ight or conquer the people,
far less to conciliate them to submit
to the British government. The
appearance of the whole country
shows it 1'1ere, and the vast fortunes
that the officers of the British army
have carried home with them and
realized in Britain, shows it there.

(Jones 1960:138-139).
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Efforts to renew civil rule and operation,
however, were certainly present. In 1784 the General
Assemlaly accepted a proposal for the establishment of
a new terry at Cochran's Point, autl'iorizing the
clevelopment of causeways. The resulting act authorized
the establishment of a commission to oversee the
venture and also to establish procedures to accomplisl'i
the work (McCord 1841:287). Perhaps the Port Royal
Ferry had been heavily damaged by the war, or perl'iaps
this was simply evidence of the displeasure with George
Ruppell.

Nevertheless, only two years later, in 1786, the
Assem.lnly announced that the proposed terry was found
to be impractical. The previously authorized commission
(consisting of such planters as Nathaniel Barnwell,
Charles Givens, Stepl'ien Bull, and Benjamin Garden)
was autliorized, instead, to "erect causeways and

establish a pul)lic terry at or near the place called
Roupell's ferry" (McCord 1841:305).

The previously mentioned map of the area,
prol)al)ly developed in the first decade of the nineteenth
century l)y the Army Corps of Engineers, shows the
terry and its lancling l)eing very close to the present US
21 crossing. It also reveals that a signiticant causeway
had been constructed into the marsh, leading to the
ferry and allowing it to pass at both liigli and low tides.
This suggests that whatever migl'it have been there has
long since been &estroyed l)y a series of laridges (see
discussion laelow).

As previously mentioned, George Roupell and
his son apparently returned to South Carolina l)y
Fel)ruary 1782. Edgar and Bailey comment that he
"returned to Patterson Point” and go on to recount his
death there in 1794 (Edgar and Bailey 1977:571),
leaving one with the impression that his time between
1782 and 1794 was largely spent in Port Royal. This
seems unlileely, a.ltl'lougl'i the Charleston City Gazette
did report on Octol)er 28, 1794:

Died. At his plantation near
Beautort, George Roupell, Esq., tor
many years cleputy postmaster
general of the Southern department
of America (Webber 1921:121).

What s equally unclear is how Roupell
managed to weather the Revolution, how he managed
not be l)anisl'lecl, how he managecl not to have his
property conljscatecl, and how he managed to reintegrate
himself in Charleston society. A historian of the period,
Edward McCra.&y, even mentions how unusual Roupell's

story is (Middleton 1953:163).

George Roupell died intestate and his estate
was divided laetween his wite, Elizabeth P. Roupell, and
children, Mary Magcl.alene Roupell and George Boone
Roupell.

While freed of Britain and hex mercantilisrn,
the new United States found its economy tl'iorougl'ily
clisrupte&. There was no longer a laounty on indigo, and
in fact Britain encouragecl competition from the British
and French West Indies and India "to embarrass her
former colonies” (Huneycutt 1949:44). As a
consequence the economy shifted to tidewater rice
production and cotton agriculture.

A.ltliougli we have almost no information
concerning their activities on the plantation, the Duc de
la Rochefoucauld provi&ed a good summary of the
Beautort situation during his visit in 1796 — just two
years after Roupell's death:

The Island of Port Royal occupie&
tocl.ay l)y sixty or seventy planters was,
as late as four years ago, entirely
devoted to the growing of incligo. At
that time, poor results . . . difficulties
in processing and low prices . . .
forced people to try to convert to
cotton, l)egun two years earlier in
Georgia. . . . [Indigo had l)een]
totally abandoned on Beaufort Island
[Port Royal Island] and on the
neiglilaoring islands . .
being replaced by cotton (quoted in

Rowland et al. 1996:280).

. wl'iere it is

With cotton the clamor for more labor
increased — labor that seemingly could on.ly be supplie&
l)y African slaves. In 1803 South Carolina reopene& the
slave trade, which had been closed since 1787. Perhaps
60,000 new Africans were brought into the South

4]



ROUPELMOND PLANTATION

Carolina low country. In Beaufort the

African-American population nea.rly

doubled  between 1790 and 1820
(increasing from 14,389 to 27,520).
Rowland and his coﬂeagues observe that
between 1800 and 1810 the slave
population of St. Helena Parish, where the
bulk of the cotton lands were situate&,
increased ]3y nearly 87% (Rowlan& et al.
1996:348). In the white
population increased by only 7.2% in the
same time perio&. The proportion of the

contrast,

African-American population increased

from 77% to 86%.

Descri]oing the Beaufort islands,
Mills comments that they were "beautiful to

the eye, rich in production, and withal
salubrious" (Mxﬂs 1826:372). Land prices

=

Figure 10. Portion of Mills' Atlas of 1826 sllowing the settlement was

owned ]:)y Jol'm G. Barnwell, father-in-law of Middleton Stuart.

ranged {‘:om $6O an acre for t}le ]3est, $3O
for "second quality," and as low as 25 cents
for the "inferior" lands. Grain and sugarcane were

cultivated in small quantities for home use while:

[t]he principal attention of the
. devoted to the
and rice,
especiauy the former. The sea
islands, or salt water lands, yiel&
cotton of the finest staple, which
commands the highest price in

planter s ..

cultivation of cotton

marl:zet; it has been no uncommon
circumstance for such cotton to
bring $1 a poun&. In favorable
seasons, oOr particular spots, nearly
300 weight has been raised from an
acre, and an active field hand can
cultivate upwards of four acres,
exclusive of one acre and half of corn
and ground provisions (Mills
1972:368 [1826)).

Elizabeth Roupeﬂ, widow of George Roupeﬂ
died in 1819. Her will, written in 1811, devised the
plantation to her "beloved cl’lildren, Mary Magdalene
and George Boone" (Charleston County WPA Wills,
vol. 34, pg. 93). Apparently the children were not
especiaﬂy interested in being‘ responsil)le for a

42

plantation, since that same year they sold the tract to
]ohn Gibbes Barnwell. Although the deed was among
those destroyed with the buming of Columbia, a copy
has been preserved in the General ]uris&ictiona.l Case
Files, now preserve& by the National Archives (RG 123,
General Jurisdictional Case Files 17,327, Box 1027).
It appears that either George Boone RoupeH never
returned to South Carolina after leaving for London
with his father or he didn't stay long in Carolina before
returning to Englan&. s

The 1826 Mills' Atlas also reveals that the
study tract was owned by J. G. Barnwell (Figure 10) as
revealed ljy the deed. Very little has been found

concerning Bamnwell, or his operations at this

5 There is also some confusion regarcling Roupeﬂ's
claughters. Eclgar and Bailey (1977:570), typically very
tl'xorough in their research, mention only one claughter, Ann,
who married Robert McCulloch. The wills of both George and
his wife Elizabeth mention their claugl'xter, Mary Magclalene,
but do not mention an Ann Roupell. However, Middleton
mentions Polly Roupell, who stayecl with her mother,
Eliza.beth, in Carolina while her father ancl ]:)rothers went to
Englancl. Middleton also mentions that, "later she seems to
have clevelopecl into a curious old spinster, the butt of small

boys of her neighborhood" (Middleton 1953:163).
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plantation. What is certain, l'lowever, is that Middleton
Stuart acquirecl tl'le plantation in 1829, through l’liS
marriage to Barnwell's clauglqter, Mary Howe Barnwell
(Barnwell 1969:141). This source also reveals that the
plantation }Jegan to be called Roupelmoncl (or
Roupelmoncle) about this time — aclcling to the previous
names of Patterson's Point and Ferry Plantation.

After the Civil War, cluring the Stuarts'
restoration efforts (cliscussecl l)elow), the issue of
ownersl'xip came up in the deposition of Sarah B. Stuart
(claugl'lter of Middleton Stuart 0 and his wife Mary).
She explainecl that her father acquirecl the property,
"partly as my mother's share from her father's estate and
partly in payment of my father's services in overloolzing

the estate" (National Archives, RG 123, General
Jurisdictional Case Files 17,327, Box 1027). So,
Middleton Stuart appears to not only have married into
the plantation lands, but also received at least some
interest as a result of his management efforts for

B arnwe]l.

In fact, it seems lilzely that the Stuart family
was involved with Roupelmond at least by 1825, when
Dr. James Stuart (Middleton Stuart's father) filed the
tax return for Barnwell's property in St. Helena's Parish
(Comptroﬂer General, 1824 Tax Returns, No. 1946,
South Carolina Department of Archives and History).

This tax retumn lists 1237 acres of land valued
at $4s/acre and 1237 acres valued at 20¢ an acre,
totalling $5,149.40, suggesting rather miclclling Jands.
Also listed was a town 1ot, valued at $ 6,250 and goods
or personal property valued at $11,4'4'5.40. Finall f
229 African-American slaves were also listed. This tax
return reveals that Barnwell was a Wealtl'ly man l)y the
standards of the clay, even if his Port Royal lands were
only of mid(ﬂing qua].ity.

James Stuart filed his own, far more rnoclest,
tax return at the same time for only 365 acres and 80
slaves (Comptroller General, 1824 Tax Returns, No.
4096, South Carolina Department of Archives and
History). His son, Middleton Stuart (N filed a return
for only 16 slaves and no property (Comptroller
General, 1824 Tax Returns, No. 2153, South
Carolina Department of Archives and History).

Reference to the 1860 agricultural census
reveals that of the 891,228 acres of fannlancl, 274,015
(30.7%) were improved. In contrast, only 28% of the
State's total farmland was improvecl, and only 17% of
the neighboring Colleton District's farm land was
improvecl. Even in wealtl'ly Charleston District only
17.8% of the farm land was improved (Kennedy
1864:128-129). The cash value of Beaufort farms was
$9,900,652, while the state average lay county was only
$4,655,083. The value of Beaufort farms was greater
than any other district in the state for that year, and
only Georgetown listed a greater cash value of farming
implements and machinery (perhaps reﬂecting the more
specialized equipment needed for rice production).

The record of wealth and prosperity, such as it
was, is temperecl lay the realization that it was based on
the racial imbalance typical of Southern slavery. As
previously mentioned, in 1820 there were 32,199
people enumerated in Beaufort District, 84.9% of
whom were black. While the 1850 population had risen
to 38,805, the racial breakdown had changecl little, with
84.7% being black (83.2% were slaves). Thus, while
the statewide ratio of free white to black slave was 1:1.4,
the Beaufort ratio was 1:5.4 (DeBow 1853:338).

Middleton Stuart (I) died in 1840, but his
widow appears to have continued the operation of the
plantation since the 1860 agricultural census lists a
Mrs. Middleton Stuart in St. Helena with a total of
600 acres, 400 of which were improved. A family
l'listory, one of two prepared lay James R. Stuartb,
reportecl that:

6 James Reeve Stuart was a son of Middleton Stuart
0 and his wife, Mary Howe Bamwell. One account reports
that after the Civil War, "he refused to live among freed
Negroes and settled in Wisconsin” (Foster 1952). In his own
account, Stuart clearly found it difficult to a&just to the new
or&er, commenting that Bea.u{ort, "swarmed with
carpetlaaggers and negroes" (Stuart n.d. a:35). Elsewhere he
1ameute& tlle loss of Roupelmon&, ol)serving about the
portion they were unable to have restored to the £amily, "Qur
negroes own the rest" (emphasis in original; Stuart n.d. b:5).
His move to Wisconsin, while perhaps racially motivated, was
also in search for employment in the post-war economy. He
is to&ay known as an artist of considerable talent.
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my father [Middleton Stuart (I)] died
when | was six years old. My uncle
Henry Bamwell took cliarge of his
affairs. He went to the place once a
week to give directions to the
foreman ]acle. Between times Jacle

was in full charge (Stuart n.d. a:1).

This suggests that while owned l)y Mary Stuart, her
l)rotller, Henry Barnwell, took nominal control, while
the ciay-to-clay control was in the hands of a slave driver.

Mary Stuart's plantation appears tairly typical
— the average improved acreage in the parish was 342
acres. The value of the plantation was listed at
$12,000, witl'i tlle implements valued at $250. Tl’ie
plantation livestock included two liorses, five axes, 12
milk cows, seven oxen, 45 head of cattle, 33 sheep, and
45 swine. The value of the livestock was listed as
$1,700.

Agricultural products focused on cotton, with
25 bales being produced. This was slightly above the
22.9 bale average for the 130 planters in St. Helena.
Mrs. Stuart also harvested 700 bushels of corn, 600
bushels of sweet potatoes, 72 bushels of peas, and 10
tons of hay. The milk cows produced 200 pounds of
butter, while the sheep contributed 80 pounds of wool.
The most surprising entry is the 600 pounds of rice,
suggesting that somewhere on the tract, Mary Stuart
was managing to create a freshwater swamp with a
depenclal)le supply of water. Only two other plantations
in St. Helena procluced rice — ]olln G. Bamuwell, who
must have continued to own land in the area, and M.B.
Perryclear. Perryclear, who we believe was in the same
general area, produced 2,000 pouncls of rice, but only
10 bushels of cotton on 300 acres of improvecl land.

Tt seems that Roupelmond was a fairly typical
plantation for this region. Moreover, Mary Stuart was
apparently a successhul planter in her own rigl'it. The
1860 census reports that her real estate was valued at
$15,000 and her personal estate was valued at $4,000.
By way of comparison, her son, Middleton Stuart (1),
was a planter in St. Luke's Parish and he claimed real
estate valued at $9,000 and a personal estate valued at
$30,000.
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Tlie Antel:)e]lum House ancl Lanclscage

One untapped resource for the study of
Roupelmoncl is a painting of the plantation, reproducecl
as a small pliotograpli in Barnwell (1 069:142; Figure
11). It seems certain, altliougl'i not specitieci, tl'lat the
view was created l)y James Reeve Stuart, known as a
relatively accomplisliecl artist. At the time of the
pu_l)lication the painting was owned l)y a Katharin
Woodson of Dallas, Texas. Today, 20 years later, this
painting appears to have clroppecl out of Sigl'lt. All of the
Woodsons in Dallas have been called and none,
apparently, are related to the owner of the painting.

Tt appears to be an oil, with the main house
viewed from the Coosaw River. Consequently, we see the
north facade of the l:)uilcling. The house is two stories,
with a piazza off both the first and second ﬂoors, and
the roof supported t>y four white columns. There is one,
apparently end, cllimney visible, altliougli it was lileely
matched l)y a second. To the riglit (i.e., west), was a
grove of live oaks, while to the left (i.e., east), there are
a number of small trees, perliaps an orchard of fruit
trees. On the water there is a boat, at the left edge of
the painting, l'ieax_i.ing to the west.

Very recently, Roderick K. Shaw, Jr., Esq. of
Tampa Floricla, a Stuart clescendent, proviclecl us with
a pllotograpl'i of a charcoal sketch on wood (Figure 12).

In many respects the two are identical.

The house is certainly the same, altl'iougli the
sketch reveals an individual on the second story piazza,
reputecl to be Mary B. Stuart. There is a l:)uilding on
the far riglit side (i.e., west) of the painting. A_ltl'iougli
largely obscured l:)y a single, large live oak, it appears to
be raised l'iiglier than the main house. On the water
there is a boat, altl'iougli this one is on the riglit side of
the sketch and is lleacling to the east. The charcoal
sketch also appears to show more trees in the grove to
the east.

In the l)aclegrouncl the landscape is flat and
appears to comsist of agricultural fields. The only
structure appears between the main house and the
flanker to the west. A.ltliougl'i incomplete, its sliape
suggests a barn or other utility l:)uilcling. This artwork

also reveals several lattice-worle iences, both east and
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ownecl l)y MI’S Katl'larin WOOC].SOI’! 0{ Daﬂas, Texas.
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west of the main house.

These views of Roupelmoncl are further
supplemented By two written histories of the property,
both procluce& by James R. Stuart — one appearing to
be an elaboration on the other. Both are exceptiona.l
accounts of plantation life and are reproclucecl as
a.ppenclices to this stucly. Stuart provicles an excellent
description of the plantation house:

our place on the Coosaw River
al)utting clirectly upon Port Roya.l
Ferry, the only bond of connection
between the Sea Islands and the
main land. The l'zouse, with the
settlement, stood about a quarter of
a mile from the causeway. . . . The
dining room occupied the whole front
of the house on the lower floor, only
one step above the brick pavement of
the front porch. Above the porch on
the 2nd floor was a balcony
supported Ly four columns of brick,
which rose up to the roof — or
rather, the entablature. The drawing
room was above the &ining room,
occupying the same space and
opening Ly a door and two windows
on the Balcony.7 The brick columns
were plasterecl and whitened. The
clining room had windows on three
sicles, to the Nortl'z, East, and
South, this last one opening on to
the lobby, which was unenclosed
except Ly a l'xeavy laalustracle, which
separa.tecl it from the back porch,
which had a colonnade of six pillars
of brick, which supportecl the 1ong
cross section of the storey [sic]. The
house was on wood and had been
by my gran&tatl'zer
Barnwell, from the original old
quaint French structure of Mr.

remoclelecl,

7 Stuart may have been clescrit)ing casement
windows, which would allow the entire window to open up,

unlike sash windows.
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Roupel. Outside of the East windows
of the clining room |[a] volunteer
. orange tree had sprung up and been
allowed to grow up to the roof, tiﬂing
the window with its pleasa.nt green
foliage. An opening trimmed thro'
this gave a vista Eastward down the
river beneath a couple of grand old
live oaks which stood on a little
promontory three hundred yarcls
away. A few small cedars were
scattered about beneath them (Stuart
n.d. a:6-8).

The account goes on to mention the "Negroes'
Quarters some distance away from the house," "the old
oaks by the dairy on the edge of the river," "the Cotton
and Gin houses a few hundred yards away," and the
"planation burying grounds." In fact, Stuart provicles a
vivid description of the graveyarcl:

This Lurying ground was a clump of
woods on a peninsula jutting out into
the salt marsh to the rear of the
Plantation half a mile away [{Tom the
main settlement, we suppose]. No
axe was ever heard in that wood. It
was a dense thicket, except where the
graves were (Stuart n.a. a:10).

Coupled with these descriptions, James R.
Stuart also drew two maps of the plantation — one
sl’xowing the entire island, including the "Negro Burying
Ground," the "Negro Quarters," the main settlement,
and also the "Redoubt Revolutionary" adjacent to the
Public Road, which is (as will be discussed below) the
south bound lanes of US 21 today (Figure 13). When
this map is compared to the modern topograpl'xic plan of
Stewart's Point (Figure 5) it is impressive how strong
his memory was of the pl'zysical features. If the
topographic features were so strongly remembered, it is
li}zely that the cultural features are as well, or perhaps
even better, placecl.

The plantation consisted largely of cultivated
lands. Only three wooded tracts are indicated — that

small area around the graveyar&, a rectangular tract

caﬂe& New Dam Woocl, and tl'ze eastern end of the
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Figure 13. Sketch map of Roupelmond Plantation made l)y James R. Stuart about 1907.
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islancl, called Chisholm Point Woocl, where there was a
bald eagle's nest and an aﬂigator hole. Chisholm Point
appears, toclay, to be separatecl from the remainder of
Stewarts Point Ly a marsh creek which Stuart failed to
show. Altogether, it probably contains about 150 acres.
New Dam Wood is still recognizable based on the
jutting point of land just to the north of it. These woods
proba]oly included another 20 acres. This is very close to
the estimate of 200 acres being unimproved and
representecl about a third of the tract (altl'xougl'x Stuart's
drawing is clearly out of scale in this regar&).

The issue of wood land also came up &uring
the Stuarts' restoration efforts after the Civil War. At
that time Sarah B. Stuart (a daughter of Middleton
Stuart and his wife Mary), was asked about the number
of acres, replying that according to the Barnwell title
"there are nine hundred and some, but I have a.lways
heard there were six hundred and sixty acres,” which is
in closer conformity to the various agricultura.l census
returns. The 660 acres were also declared for the
property in the St. Helena Parish tax collector's book in
1860. When asked about the quantity of land reserved
for woocl, sl’xe responcle& only tl'xat tl'xere were suHicient

acres reservecl "for {uel

Dr. H.M. Stuart, the nephew of Middleton
Stuart (1) and husband of Sarah B. Stuart, was also
depose& &uring the restoration efforts. He also was
unsure of the amount of wooded acreage, but felt that
is was under 40 acres, stating, "I suppose there may
have been twenty, but I am not sure of that" (National
A_rcl'xives, RG 123, General ]urisclictional Case Files
17,327, Box 1027).

Clearly the acreage, and especially the
proportion of improvecl and unimprove& lan&s, was of
concern in terms of valuation. Altl'xougl'x there would
have been motivation to overestimate the amount the
cultivated land, it is also 1i]zely that owners and children
of owners were far more familiar with the fields ({rom
which came profita]:)le cotton) than with the woods
(which were reserved for fire wood).

Stuart also pro&uce& a second drawing, this
one showing only the main settlement (Figure 14). In
most, altl'xough not all, respects this map is consistent
with the other. We see the main house ]Jeing a T-plan,
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perl'xaps suggesting a central core that had been enlarge&
— hence the previous comment that the original
"quaint” French house was enlarge& ljy Barnwell.
Certainly Barmwell owned the plantation at a time when
cotton was provi&ing great wealth and a number of
plantations were enlargecl. Stuart's clescription of the
house being built just about at grade ("only one step
above the brick pavement of the front porch") is
consistent with both the oil painting and the sketch,
however unusual it is to see this feature surviving in low

country architecture toclay.

To the west of the main house is a buil&ing
labeled "kitchen.” It is almost certainly the building
shown at the edge of the charcoal sketch (wlaicl'x, more
consistent with surviving low country architecture, is
raised a story above the grouncl level). The clairy,
mentioned in the account, is shown labeled on the
overall map, and in the same location, albeit unla]oelecl,
in the more detailed map.

Further to the west are three structures — a
servant's house, almost certainly representing the
residence of the house slaves, unidentified buﬂ&ing, and

a ]Juilcling identified only as "Binl:zy." Also west of the
house was the poultry ya.rcl and the stables.

Vegetative features are sparsely identified.
South of the main house was the vegeta]:)le garclen, a
la.rge recta.ngula.r field which was probal)ly tended
entirely for food and perl'xaps herb production. On the
east side of the house there was a circular rose garden,
while between the house and marsh there was
vegetation, althougl'x notl'xing to indicate a plannecl,
much less formal, setting. To the east a little furtl'xer,
were a grove of live oaks, surrounding the "old fish
pond." Entirely surrounding the main settlement there
was a "double ditch and dam" (perl’xaps meaning two
ditches with an intervening Banlz?), penetrated lay two
gates, one leading to what must have been a plantation
la.ncling and, }:>y way of a brancl’xing roa&, to the main
house. The other gate allowed access to the vegeta})le
garden, stables, and other work areas.

Outside the ditch enclosure — serving as both
a physical and psychological barrier — were corn fields
and the slave settlement. Stuart shows the location of
11 houses. At the west head was Jack, the driver.
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Forming a street were two rows of five houses, each
labeled with occupant: ]anuary, Ishmael, Pompey, Silas,
Tony, Dicls, Venture, Harry, Pompey, and Will. Near
]ack's house was the hand mill, prol)a.}oly where the
individual families were expected to grind their own corn
meal. West of the plantation road leading out to the
main pul:)lic road, were four "Cotton and Gin Houses."

T}ie maps, alt}iough certainly not intended to
represent legal surveys, provi&e an exceptional view of
the plantation. In fact, tl'iey provicle the only plans of
Roupelmoncl known to exist.

The Civil War and Roupe].mond

Hilton Head Island fell to Union forces on
November 7, 1861 and was occupied by the
Expeditionary Corps under the direction of General
T.W. Sherman. Beaufort, deserted l)y the Confederate
troops and the white towns-people, was occupied l)y the
Union forces several weeks later. Hilton Head became
the Heaclquarters for the Department of the South and
served as the staging area for a variety of military
campaigns. A brief sketch of this period, generally
accurate, is offered l)y Holmgren (1959), while a
similarly popular account is provided by Carse (1981).
As a result of Hilton Head and Beaufort's early
occupation l)y Union forces, all of the plantations fell to
military occupation, a large number of blacks flocked to
tl'ie area, ancl a "Department o£ Experiments" was bom.
An excellent account of the "Port Royal Experiment” is
provicled by Rose (1964, while the land policies on St.
Helena are explored lJy McGuire (1985).

While it seems lilzely that the Union piclzets
were stationed at a number of places in the region, the
major ferry crossing at Whales Branch, which provided
a gateway for Confederate attack from the north, must

1'1ave lJeen Of concern.

This is elaborated on by the account of
Thomas Wentworth Higginson, a commander of a
“negro regiment” assigned picket duty along Whale
Branch in mid-1863. His recollections of that duty
provi&e a vivid account of the area and his troops,
althoug}i relatively little is learned about Roupelmond
(Higginson 1962:130-151)
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Altl'iougl'i never mentioned l)y name,
Higginson explains that alt}iough the regiment was
spreacl out along the Coosaw shore, “the main force
being under my immediate command, at a plantation
close by the Shell Road, two miles from the ferry, and
seven miles from Beaufort” (Higginson 1962:135). His

command post and the surrounding camp was only

brieﬂy described:

Our house possessed four spacious
rooms and a pizza; around it were
groupecl sheds and tends; the camp
was a little way off on one side, the
negro quarters of the plantation on
the ot}ier; and all was immersecl in a
dense mass  of waving and
murmuring locust-blossoms. . . . A
large, low, dilapiclated room, with an
immense JEireplace, and with window-
panes cl'iieﬂy broken, so that the
sashes were still open even when
closed, — such was our home. The
walls were scrawled with capital
charcoal sketches l)y R. of the
Fourth New Hampshire, and with a
good map of the island and its wood-
pat}is l)y C. of the Fimst
Massachusetts Calvary (Higginson
1962:136-137).

The description of the plantation house closely
matches that of Stuart himself; per}iaps more
interesting is that Higginson reveals that this troops
camped to the west of the main house — opposite the

slave settlement.

The plantation is most commonly mentioned
in connection with the May 1862 Union expedition
against Pocotaligo and the railroad between Savannah
and Charleston.® For example, Stuart recounts that as
the Union troops retreated from their failed efforts at

8 For a discussion of the May 1862 expedition there
are a variety of sources, such as Brennan (1996) The
expeclition in October 1862 (which did not involve the use of
the Port Royal Ferry) is discussed ]:)y Western Carolina
Historical Research (1997).
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Pocotahgo, that ttley crossed over the Port Royal Ferry:

one of our guns was run down to the
head of the causeway on the channel
and threw some shells into our old
Residence to drive out the Picket
stationed there. The old house was
soon in ruins and from time to time,
when we l'lappenect to be opposite, we
could see the {-ragments &isappear,
t)eing used t>y the piclqets for firewood
{(Stuart 1907:32).

Tlle report t)y Col. W.S. Walker, Wl'lO cl'lased
the retreating Union troops reportect that:

Early in morning | advanced as far as
Port Royal Ferry, where I found the
enemy had crossed &unng the nigl'lt.
Capt. Stepl'len Eﬂiott, Jx., t)rougl'xt
up his arti.uery and battered the ferry
l'louse, which sheltered their pictzets,
and their flat-boats, with which they
had effected a crossing, at the range
of 250 yards (Official Records, Series
1, Volume 14, page 26).

More detail is providect t;y the Charleston newspaper,
that reportect:

Early the next morning our forces
were again put in motion, and
proceectect as far as the terry, but
without the gooct luck to overtake the
invaders, as tl'ley had succeeded in
crossing the river. The Colonel,
unwilling to see the Beaufort
ArtiHery entirely ctisappointect in
their expectation of having an
opportunity for ctisplaying their skill,
consented for the pieces to be moved
forward for the purpose of playing
upon the ferry house and other, on
the opposite side of the river, and
also upon the end of the causeway,
where a few Yankees were seen to be
loitering. The pleces were promptly
place& in position, one on the rigl'xt

and one on the left of the causeway,
the two at once opening a brisk fire
of shot and shell upon the opposite
stlore, quite to the discomfiture of
the sul)jects of Abraham L., who left
with all possit;le speect, whilst the
third force was, in the meantime,
ga]lant.ly taken down to the bulk
l'leact, within a short distance of the
lancting, on the other sicle, and joinect
in the amusement. Some dozen or
fifteen rounds were fired, exl'xit)iting
great skill and eﬂiciency on the part
of the officers and men in cl'xarge of
the guns (The Mercury [Chatleston,
S.C.J, June 3, 1862, pg. 1).

None of these perioct accounts of the
engagement at the terry provicte any clear indication of
the amount of ctamage done, althougl'x both suggest that
the bulk was directed at the ferry l'louse, not the
Roupelmonct main house. Nevertheless, it seems
prot)able that the taom]:ardment, coupled with frequent
Union piclqet duty and the search for Luilding materials
Ly freedmen, probal)ly caused the gradual deterioration
of the Roupelmond house.

Confiscation, School Farms and
Restoration Ffforts

Rose (1964) and McGuire (1985) both
provi&e excellent accounts of the political events
surrouncting the "Port Royal Experiment: and the land
distribution policies of the Tax Commissioners. In
general, tlowever, Congress passed a law taxing owners
in the insurrectionary states to l'xelp pay for the war
efforts. Those not coming forward to pay taxes in areas

where Union forces had gainecl control would have their
property seized and sold tay the Federal government.

That was the fate of Roupelmonct Plantation.
In March 1863 the plantation was confiscated and
placed up for sale. This was one of many plantations
purctlasect t)y the Federal government, which paict $1 00
for the 660 acres tract. A gooct portion of the
plantation (at)out 500 acres, apparently exclucting the
main settlement area ot 165 acres; National A.rcl'xives_,

RG 58, Records of the IRS, District Tax
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Commissioners, S.C., Correspon&ence Relating to
School Farmlands, 1866-99, vol. 1), was resold by the
government to heads of freedmen families, typicaﬂy' in
small parcels. Many of the black families living on
Stuart's Road toclay could lilzely trace their land
ownership back to this process of redistribution. The
government collected an additional $ 837.40 from
these sales, with a quarter of the funds eventuaﬂy passecl
on to the State of South Carolina after the Civil War
(Direct Tax Cases, Beaufort County, South Carolina,
South Caroliniana Lil)rary).

That portion of the property held l)y the
government was known as School Farm 24. One of the
more unique government programs of the "Port Royal
Experiment," these were small portions of plantations
set aside as mini-farms. Rent and sale proceecls from
these acreages formed a pu]olic school fund intended to
assist with the education of the Beaufort freedmen.

The earliest record of School Farm 24 being
leased is in 1864, when Estl'ler Graves rente& the entire
tract for $160, to be paicl in quarterly installments of
$440. The lease proviclecl consicleral)le cletail:

one half of the arable land on the
said school farm, and no more, is to
be cultivated in the said year, 1864,
the other l'lalf is to lie faHow; and a
free clay school is to be lzept on the
said school farm from January 1st to
May 15th and from October 15th to
December 25th of the said year; the
tuition in the said school and the
number of scholars are to be under
the regulations and control of the
said United States District Tax
Commissioners; and the said party of
the second part [Estl'ler Graves] is
also to provicle the necessary books
and stationary; and it is herel)y
understood further and agreecl, if the
said party of the second part shall
faitl'l{-u.ﬂy fulfill the last named
conditions on her part to be
ol)served, that she shall receive the
amount to be paid by her on this

lease, as  compensation for
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maintaining the said school. And it
is herel)y further understood and
agreed that the said party of the first
part, in behalf of the United States,
shall have a lien upon all the crops
raised upon the said school farm to
secure the payment of rents above
specifiecl. And it is also understood
and agreecl that none of the persons
now resicling in the cabins on the
said school farm shall be removed
therefrom, except upon the order of
the said Commissioners, and that the
rate of wages paicl to laborers on the
said school farm shall not be less
than that heretofore paicl l)y the
government for the cultivation of the
plantation (National Archives, RG
217, Entry 888, vol. 1, pg. 15).

This lease is of special interest since it reveals that prior
to 1864 the lands must have been cultivated l)y wage
labor and this was perl'laps the first year that the lands
were leased. It also proposes a unique deal that traded
the lease cost for care and uplaeep of the school.

The foHowing year the same lands were leased
to Henry G. Iu&cl for four years, with the payment of
$220/year "payable half yearly in advance. The lease was
assigne& to Nathaniel Paige just a month after it was
acquirecl l)y Iucl& This lease does not have any
stipulation concerning the school, altl'lough other
standard clauses concerning no more than half of the
land I)eing cultivated and that there be no waste were
included. Also present was an unusual stipulation that
speciﬁed that no one on the tract could be removed:

proviclecl that each of the said
residents capal)le of 1aloor shall work
for the exclusive benefit of the lessee
at least one-half of his or her time in
consideration of such compensation
as shall be agreecl upon in writing l)y
the lessee and the laborer (National
Archives, RG 217, Entry 888, vol.
1, pg. 51).

The £0Howing year only 25 acres of the parcel
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were rented — all to Charles E. Patrick for $50. The
only stipulation in the lease was that the lessor could
remove any }:)uilclings he erected on the property at the
end of the lease (National Archives, RG 217, Entry
888, vol. 1, pg. 164).

The 1870 lease, to William Wilson, involvecl
not only the Stuart School Farm 24, but also School
Farm 25, Gray Hill. They were leased for $80. This
lease specifiecl that no alcohol could be sold on the
propexty and also that "the clweuing or mansion house,
the yarcl lauilclings, the orange trees and all the
unplantecl portions of the Place are to be sul)ject to the
control and clisposal or occupancy of the purcl'laser
thereof, should it be sold at any time within the year
1870" (Naﬁonal Archives, RG 217, Entry 888, vol. 1,
pg. 191). Not only does this suggest that the
government was hope{-ul it migl'lt clispose of the tract,
but also that there must have been some builclings still
extant.

The property was not, however, sold and in
1871 it was leased to Julius Bell (National Archives,
RG 217, Entry 888, vol. 1, ps. 212), who renewed his
lease in 1872. The second year the lease also specified,
"it is understood and agreecl that the large house
£ormer1y used as a drivers house is to be reserved and
under the control of the Collector to be used as a
School House with the rigl'lt of way to and from the
same" (National Archives, RG 217, Entry 888, vol. 1,
pg. 261). This is the first time since the original 1864

lease that a school on the property has been mentioned.

The house, of course, was that of Iaclz, situated at the
head of the slave settlement (see Figure 14).

There is a gap in the records until 1876, when
the property was leased to William H. McGill. The cost
of $40 included some acreage that was tl'lougl'lt to be so
good that it was leased at the rate of $3 per acre
(National Archives, RG 58, Entry 102, Box 2).

[t was about this time that the records Legin to
reveal the growing discontent with the school farm
process. A December 27, 1876 letter from a local
official to the IRS Commissioner in Washington
explainecl, "the renting of these farms has in my
juclgement been l)adly managecl and but little revenue
has been derived therefrom". The foﬂowing Felaruary

the local collector complainecl that many of the school
lands had been taken over by "squatters” who cut the
woods off the lancls, re{usecl to pay 1ease, and coulcln't be
thrown off without legal action, which in typical
bureaucratic fashion had to be instigatecl lay the
Attomey General. Apparently this hurdle was
successful, since in late May 21 correspondence reveals
that six individuals had been arrested and success{-ully

prosecutecl.

It was also at this time that there was a
fundamental shift away from leasing the entire school
farm to one individual ancl, insteacl, 1easing small tracts.

In 1878, for example, six individuals leased tracts of
School Farm 24 Harcly Norman, Sam Ward, Mrs. T.
Green, Charles Green, George Washington, and Abram
Robinson. Although acreage is not speci{'iecl, the
amounts paid vary from as much as $12.50 (by
Norman) to only $1 (by Charles Green, Washington,
and Rol)inson). The total coHectecl was $27.50
(National Archives, RG 58, Entry 102, Box 2).

The clamor from the local Deputy Collector
continued to increase. An August 12, 1879 letter
explainecl that:

some of these school farms are
selections of the poorest portions of
plantations, ]aeing worn out worthless
lands, (the best having been sold to
the freedmen.) Consequently they
would l)ring a very low price if sold.
[Yet for some reason, | the original
owners and parties in interest watch
these lands with jealous care, and it
has requirecl the utmost vigilance on
the part of your cleputy to ]:zeep the
property, l)uildings and timber intact,
and they are a source of great trouble
and annoyance to this  office

(National Archives, RG 58, Entxy
102, Box 1).

Two weeks later, the corresponclent wrote to
explain that the leases from the school lands, "assists in
the support” of various schools around the district,
inclucling two each at Gillisonville, Grahamville and
BluH‘ton; three on Hilton Heacl, four in Beau{ort, one
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on Lacly's Islancl, and three on St. Helena Island. By
this time, l'xowever, the report indicates that none of the
scl’xools were being l'lelcl on scl'xool ancl lands and that, in
£act, "nor are there any l)uilclings on the School Farms
suitable for school purposes" (National Archives, RG
58, Entry 102, Box 2).

In 1879, 40 acres of School Farm 24 were
leased to eigl'xt individuals (Harcly Norman, Sambo
Ward, Jim Woods, Stepiney Simmons, Tony Barker,
Adam Ro]oertson, Mrs. Grant, and George Harris) for
a total of $36.85. In 1881, the next year for which
records were identified, property at the school farm was
rented to 13 individuals. The only repeat is Harcly
Norman. The remaining individuals were all new for
that year: J\llius Bell, Nelson Maxwell, Henry Woods,
Isaac Williams, Tommy Green, James Williams, Leah
Green, Toney Parlzer, David Delany, ]ulius Waﬂ:zer,
Douglas Marshal, and Pompey Devoe (National
Archives, RG 58, Entry 102, Box 2).

In 1882 there were seven lessors, representing
$25 in leases. Hardy Norman was again renting, as
were James Williams, Nelson Maxwell, Toney Parker,
and George Washington (wl'xo last rented there in
1878). New names include Sancly Brown, and "School
House." The last entry perhaps means that someone was
renting the school house (ie., Jaclz's old quarters)
(National Arc]:lives, RG 58, Entry 102, Box 2). By
1883, however, School Farm 24 had only three renters
— Isaac Williams, James Williams, and Toney Parker
— and L)rougl'xt in on}y ¢8 (National Archives, RG 58,
Entry 102, Box 2).

Reports coming out of the Deputy Collector's
Office in Beaufort continue to emphasize the prol:»lems
with the school farm lands. One letter, to the Columbia
office, dated F‘el)ruary 1, 1885 explains that there were
18 school farms at that time, most about 160 acres.
They were, however, a range of odd sizes and shapes,
often "cut up in ten acre lots" that were {:requently not
contiguous, resulting in much confusion and no clear
records. It was reported that the "buildings have mostly
gone to clecay and ruin . . . . Only two school houses
have ever been built on these lands.” One of these, built
]oy the state and worth about $100, was situated on
School Farm 24, suggesting that at some point Jack's
house stoppecl l:»eing used as a school. The letter
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identifies that the Stuart tract consisted of the best
acreage, renting for $2/acre. It also reveals that few of
the renters actuaﬂy lived on the lands they were renting,

"but come in and picl:z out patches suited to the crop
tl’xey wish to plant" (National Archives, RG 58, Entry
102, Box 1).

A letter in December 4, 1886 reveals how
totaHy chaotic the process was. [t reportecl that the
Deputy Collectors had no records of the lancls, no plats,
and no clear idea of even how many acres were involved
in each tract. There were no consistent accounts of the
rents, and what records did exist had been previously
sent to Wasl’lington, leaving almost no documentation
at the local level. The Deputy Collectors again
recommended clisposing of the lancls, explaining that
they were a waste of energy and effort. The only tenants
interested in these lands, tl'ley were so wasted, were "a
very poor and irresponsil)le class, unable to handle more
than five — or, at the outsicle, ten acres” (National
Archives, RG 58, Entry 102, Box 1). The government
was moving, albeit slowly, toward clisposal of their last
agricultural land holclings on the Sea Islands (McGuire
1982:68-69, 135-137, 217).

At the close of the Civil War, Mary Barnwell
Stuart was llvmg with her eldest son, Middleton Stuart
(H) and his Jf'amily in Sandersville, Georgia. Barnwell
reports that Middleton Stuart (In) initiaHy got a short
lived position as overseer of Forest Hill Plantation in
Burke County, Georgia. When the owner of the tract
lost the land, Middleton and his £ami1y moved back to
the Beaufort area (Barnwell 1969:237).

During the late nineteenth century most of the
sea islancl plantations continued as a rural, isolated
agrarian communities. The new plantation owners
attemptecl to £orge an economic relationship with the
free ]olacl:z laloorers and found a multitucle of pro]alems,
inclucling the need to pay l'xigher wages, increasing
prol:»lems with the cotton boll weevil, and &ecreasing soil
fertility.

Stuart quiclzly became involved managing the
William Henry Trescot plantation on Bamwell Island
in the Broad River, about 5 miles from Paris Island.
Trescot described Stuart as a "gentleman in whose

energy, abili’cy, and integrity, I and the whole
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community in which he grew up, have implicit
confidence" (quotecl in Amundson 1967:32). James W.
Patterson, Stuart's own overseer before the war, was

retained as his assistant.

Things, however, did not go well. Stuart found
the labor problems serve, writing | rescot that:

The condition of labor in this
neighborhoocl has been very bad for
the past month, owing to a report
among Negroes that the Government

Beaufort whites, expressecl a clear preference for the "old
system" of labor — slavery was clearly missed Ly the

plantation elite who were now forced to work for a living

(Amundson 1967:33).

The first year's crop at Barnwell Island was
much less than expected, leaving Trescot with a $1,000
debt, rather than the proﬁt he had hopecl for. As a
result, Stuart was not rehired for 1869, with Trescot
commenting that, "his management is not as thrifty as

[ expected" (quoted in Amundson 1967:34). Patterson
was promote& to overseer, with an old "slave driver"

worlzing as his assistant.

Maps from this periocl sl’xortly
after the Civil War continue to show the
location of the plantation. Of greatest
importance is the 1876 U.S. Coastal
Survey map (Figure 15). This map reveals
that the plantation was still in existence

and situated on the e&ge of the marsh. A
road is shown leacling to what is lilaely the
main settlement. In comparing this map to
Figures 13 and 14, it is clear that the road
system remained the same, altl'xougl'l much
of the land around the main plantation
settlement was allowed to grow up in woods
— probably a result of the small acreage
actuaﬂy Leing farmed and failure to

maintain the main settlement facilities.

Figure 15. U.S. Coastal Survey Whale Branch map dated 1876 showing
the vicinity of Roupelmond, including the still standing main house
acljacent to the marsh.

During these postLeHum years
previous owmers slowly came forward to
reclaim, or re&eem, land conﬁscatecl Ly the

Fecleral government. T}le 1872

intends issuing rations. In
consequence several of our hands left
us and the balance [are] much
demoralized (quotecl in Amundson
1967:32).

In particular, Stuart discovered that Trescot's plan to
hire laborers L)y the season was a dismal failure, with
most freedman wanting rlay labor jobs. It seems li]zely
that hiring for a season, especiaﬂy given the wages and
retainage provisions of the contracts, felt too much like
slavery. Indeed, Middleton Stuart (II), like most other

re&emption process was not totaﬂy
success{'ul, partiaHy because some tracts had such low
value. In a&clition, the school farms, such as
Roupelmoncl, were exemptecl from these restoration

efforts until very late.

Middleton Stuart (1) apparently moved to
Union County, where he manage& the Deloach
plantation for a short while and then eventuaﬂy joined
with the migration of unreconstructed Confederates who

moved to Texas (Barnweﬂ 1969:238).

By 1872 the Beaufort area was "in a state of
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said i)uiiclings, with two acres of

land surrouncling the same, shall
be exempt from redemption. will

the parties agree that the portion

exempteti from reclemption shall
be a square pieces of grouncl
containing two acres, of which the
center shall be the i)uilcling? It
will not be necessary to have a
survey made if the parties will give
their consent to this in writing
(National Archives, RG 217,
Entry 888, vol. 1, October 11,
1887).

This was apparentiy agreeai;ie., for

silowing "Stewarts Point."

aiti'iougi'i no survey was made, and no clear
boundaries were established, .in eariy
November 1887, Middleton Stuart (II), his
sister, Sarah Barnwell Stuart, and his

utter disorganization" resu.iting from the efforts of white
pianters to reclaim lands originaiiy sold to freedmen
{(McGuire 1985:132). As an effort to siow, or perilaps
even stop, these efforts, the federal government decided
to restore federal lands that had not yet been sold.
Consequentiy, Congress passeci a law which allowed two
years for the restoration of all unsold Federal iioiciings
once the previous owners paici taxes, costs, and interest.

This law was extended several times and on
October 11, 1887, the Internal Revenue Service
received the petition for reclemption of that portion of
the Middleton Stuart Place contained within School
Farm 24. The required taxes of $10.73 were paid, but
it was noted that within the property:

a small frame i)uiicling ... has been
erected i)y the County Board of
School Trustees for a school house
and [it] is not used for pui)iic school
purposes. Section 6 of the Act . .

provicies that wherever on any
School Farm there are i)uiiclings
which have been erected i)y the State
or United States for school purposes
and are now used for such purposes,
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i)rotiier, James Reeve Stuart, obtained a
Certificate of Release of "School Farm"
lands incorporating about 130 acres. All three surviving
children of Middleton Stuart (1) were listed, since both
their father and mother died without wills and the
property was i)eing divided among the heirs equaiiy.

The initial Certificate of Release indicated oniy
that the tract was on Stuart's Road, with the building in
the middle of the square parcei amounting to two acres
(suggesting about 295 feet on a side). On December
23, 1887, tile recorcis reveai a ietter:

It appears that the Certificate of
Release No. 4 issued to Middleton
Stuart and otiiers, on the 3rd of
November iast, described the two
acres reserved for school purposes as
follows: "In the siiape and form of a
square, the school i)uiiciing i)eing in
the center of said square.” As the
above ciescription would extend the
two acres across a pui)iic roaci, a new
Certificate of Release has been
executeci, ci'ianging the clescription S0
that the whole of the two acres shall
be on the north side of the road
(National Axchives, RG 217, Entry
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888, vol. 1, December 23, 1887).

This new Certificate of Release specitieci that
the whole of the 2 acres would be on the north side of
the pui:)iic road and described the tract as:

The Middleton Stuart Place bounded
Norti'ieriy t;y Coosaw  River,
Souti'ieriy t;y Magnolia and
Greenfield Creeiz, Easteriy t>y
Coosaw River, Westeriy Ly Magnoiia,
containing 660 acres more or less . .
. included in School Farm No. 24
(Beaufort County RMC, DB 15, p.
578).

As Willie Lee Rose so canciiciiy illustrates, the
Northern determination to ensure the freedom and
success of African Americans was graclua.uy eroded. This
included the famous "Bargain of 1877" whereby Hayes
recognizeci Democratic control of the remaining
Southern sates and the Democrats would not block the
certification of his election t;y Congress. With Hayes as
presicient, Reconstruction cam to an end. With its end,
there was considerable less interest in supporting black
ownersi'iip of land.

By the 1890s Southern states were stripping
African Americans of the rigiits granteci t>y the
Fourteenth and Fifteenth Amendments and the South
fell, "to one party rule under control of a reactionary
elite who used the same violence and fraud that had
i'ieipeci defeat Reconstruction to stifle internal dissent”
(Froner and Mahoney 1995:134). As part of the
process to get the Federal government out of land
iioiciing in Southern states, the Direct Tax Rei'unciing
law was passed by Congress in 1891. This allowed
piantation owners to claim compensation for land
confiscated i:)y the Federal government ciuring the Civil
War (McGuire 1982:77). On February 12, 1892
Middleton Stuart, Sarah B. Stuart, and ]ames R.
Stuart filed suit in the Court of Claims (Direct Tax
Case 17,327) for compensation of 530 acres of land
not resold to freedmen (i:)ut never reciaimeci) and 75%
of the value of the proceecis of land sold t)y the Direct
Tax Commissions to heads ot tamiiies. In ca]_i, the
claim was for $3,278.05 (National Archives, RC 123,
General ]urisclictionai Case Files, 17,327, Box 1027).

The information provicieci the court included
the previously cited deed from Mary M. Roupeii and
George B. Roupeii to ]oi’in G. Bamwell, as well as
affidavits from Sarah B. Stuart and Dr. H. M. Stuart
(nepi’)ew of Middleton Stuart @).

The Court awarded the Stuarts $2,650 as the
value of the 530 acres of cultivated land not distributed
to freedmen and an aciciitionai $628.00 as their share

ot the proceecis from the eariier saies.

Twentietln Century Developments

Apparentiy the 530 acres were eventuaiiy sold
to other owners, while the Stuarts maintained
ownership of the 130 acre School Farm lands. It is
iiiaeiy that ti'iey leased the land out for tarming,
although this is unclear. Regardless, in 1901,
Middleton Stuart, ]ames R. Stuart, and Sarah B.
Stuart sold the 130 acres remaining of Roupeimonci to
William H. McLeod and Claudius E. McLeod for
$1,300 (Beaufort County RMC, DB 25, p. 64). This
deed provicies the names of a few of the freedmen who
had purci'xaseci the surrounciing portions of the

plantations: Nancy Brown, Esaw Keison, Cuffie
Heywarci, Adam ]enizins, and Jerry Green.

By 1918 only three structures were present on
the project tract. One was situated adjacent to U.S. 21
immecliateiy before ieaving the iiigi'iianci. Two were
situated north of Stuart's Road about 500 and 700 feet
east of U.S. 21 (Figure 16). There was nothing left of
the main piantation settlement, and virtuaiiy all of the
area had been openeci for iarming, By this time,
however, a swing span i:)ricige had been built across

Whale Branch, with US 21 likely closely following the
original "Shell Road."

By 1930 pians were well unci.erway to repiace
this  original bridge (S.C. Department of
Transportation, Project Numiaer 33R, Plan and Protiie
Bricige Over Whale Branci’i). The existing i:)ricige was
temporarily repiaceci with a detour on the west side. A
series of four pi'iotograpiis were taken ciuring the
construction worie, si'iowing the detour t;ricige, i:)ricige
construction, and the causeway which lead to the
original bridge (S.C. Department of Archives and
History, $233001, Box 1, Photographs 84-87). The
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Figure 17. Portion of a 1959 aerial pl’lotograpl'l sl’lowing the fields surrounding Roupelmond.
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Figure 18. Portion of a 1965 aerial photograph showing the fields surrounding Roupelmond.
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Figure 20. Portion of a 1979 aerial photograph showing the fields surrounding Roupelmond.
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causeway is mass of logs filled with earth. It appears that
the earliest l)riclge at this location used the causeway
originaﬂy constructed for the ferry. As a result, it is
lilzely that the ferry crossing itself was largely c].estroyed
Ly the original briclge and associated road work. The
only other obvious disturbance to the site area were

metal transmission towers on the east side of the lJriclge,

on }I)Otl’l sides of Whale Brancl'x.

The 1959 aerial photograpl'x of the project area
(CDU 2AA-149;Figure 17) shows the 1931 bridge.
Altl'xougl'x the area to the west of the l:riclge at the water
eclge is clearly disturbed, there is no other evidence of
the earlier detour. The store at the intersection of US
21 and S-42 is visible. All of the plantation site was
}Deing cultivated, altl'xough a relatively young pecan
orchard is shown on Stuarts Point Road (S-70).
Likewise, the two structures shown on this road in the
1919 map are indicated L)y large clumps of trees and
other vegetation in the aerial pl’xotograpl'x. They were
lilzely in ruins by this time, with yarcl vegetation allowed
to overtake them.

This new Lridge stood without change through
the 1960 improvements to U.S. 21, which maintained
the 33-foot right-of-w’ay on each side of the centerline
of the two-lane roacl, but raised the road bed about a
foot and resurfaced the road (S.C. Department of
Transportation, Docket Number 7.338). This work,
however, stoppecl short of the l:riclge, going just up to S-
42 on the west side of the highway. It is therefore
unlilzely that it had any signi{icant impact on the
plantation remains. The plans for this unclertalzing,
however, do show the location of the highway
clepartment bridge tender's house on the west side US
21 — a structure which in the past 15 years has been
clestroyecl.

By 1965 a second bridge was constructed to
provicle four lanes of traffic across the river, although
US 21 itself remained two-lanes. This is illustrated in
the November 1965 aerial photographs (CDU 1GG-
243; Figure 18). The orchard continued to grow, the
two structures along Stuarts Point Road (S-70) were
still present, and the fields continued to be well

maintained.

In 1971, US 21 was widened from two to four
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lanes, with the additional two lanes constructed to the
west, again avoicling Roupelmond (S.C. Department of
Ttansportation, File Number 7.393). The existing
1931 bridge was maintained, with the new bridge also
built to the west.

This construction is shown on the 1972 aerial
photograph (45013 372-121; Figure 19), which reveals
the completed grade, but no paving. The fields to the
east remain in goocl condition, althouglu it appears that
there is more vegetation was beginning to fill in along
the marsh and various drainage ditches.

Changes are more clearly revealed by the 1979
aerial photograph (45013 178-62; Figure 20).
Altl'xougl'x the fields are generaﬂy the same, there is a
clearer indication that less care was Leing taken in
maintaining the property. For example, the woods lines
along the clitcl'xes and marsl'x are much l'xeavier, and
some ditches, which had no vegetative covering only
seven years early, do by this time. The orchard is not
only mature, but there is an indication that scrub
vegetation was in existence along the eclges. All of this
suggests that peﬁodic cleaning and maintenance was

l:eing neglectecl.

In 1990 the study tract, along other tracts in
the vicinity totalling 1030.98 acres, were conveyed by
George A. McLeod to the South Carolina National

Banlz, as trustee under a trust agreement signecl May
11, 1990 (Beaufort County RMC DB 553, p. 1052).



EXCAVATIONS

Strategx an(l Mettlods

Baclzground and Research Strategy

As a result of the initial survey phases
(Trinl?.tey 19974, 199713) the entire site had been shovel
tested at 100-foot intervals. These 220 shovel tests were
sufficient to ictentity site boundaries and identity general
concentrations of artifacts. An additional 43 shovel
tests were excavated at 25-foot intervals along the ectge
of the marsh and an additional 62 shovel tests were
excavated at 50-foot intervals in an interior portion of
the site. Fina].ly, two 5-foot units were excavated — one
was placect at the ectge of the interior concentration and
the other was placect at the edge of the densest portion
of the site.

The ceramics recovered from the site include
very early eigtﬂ:eenttl century wares such as North
Devon gravel tempered and lead glaze& slipwares; mid-
eigtxteentt] century wares such as Nottingtlam
stoneware, white salt glazed stones, cteltt, and
Westerwalct; late eigtlteenttl century and early
nineteenth century wares, such as creamware and
pearlware; and mid-nineteenth century ware, such as
whiteware. The mean ceramic dates for the two formal
test units range from 1789.5 to 1776.8, wlqile the
mean date for the general collection from the site is

1806.5.

Assuming the plantation had a date range of
about 1740 to 1860, the mean historic date would be
1800 — very close to the mean date obtained from the
overall survey collection. The earlier dates from the test
units suggestect that there were tempora“y, as well as
spatiaHy, discrete areas within the study area.

The collections have also produced both txigtx
status motifs, such as transfer prints and paintect wares,
and low status edged and annular wares. This suggestect
that assembtages from both owner and slaves were

present in the collections. When the artifact patterns
from the two excavated units were examined they were
found to most closely resemble the Carolina Slave
Artifact Pattern. Although it appeared txigtﬂy 1'112e1y that
some mixing had occurrect, possit)ly l:ay the intervening
years of agricultural activity, it seemed 1itze1y that the
uplanct concentration representect part of Roupetmonde's
eigtlteenth century slave settlement.

In spite of this proloa]:le agxicultural mixing, we
found no especiaﬂy deep plowzone deposits. In addition,
we identified discrete concentrations of artifacts during
the intensive survey, and even very distinct
concentrations of faunal remains. Along the bluff edge
there were multiple concentrations of structural
remains, including talnt)y, mortar t)ricte, fired t)riclz, and
coquina. All of these were interpreted as signs that the
plantation, or portions of the plantation, were litzely in
good condition, with sub-surface features and structural

intormation intact.

One proposecl focus in the plantation
excavation was to be the identification of different
spatial and/or temporal components of the ptantation.
Ideaﬂy the main house and slave row would be clearly
Ctetinect, t)oth in time anct space. We recognizect,
l'xowever, that the main settlement had been in one
Jocation throughout the plantation's tlistory, so that
both eigtlteenttl and nineteenth century remains would
lileel)'/ be mixed. That seemed relatively well established
t)y the data collected dun'ng the survey ptlase, alttxougtx
we couldn't rule out the presence of discrete disposal
areas. [t was also possil:ale ttxat the slave settlements,
built of less permanent materials and affected t)y the
planter's ctlanging ideas, may have ctxangect location.
This might result in distinct archaeological evidence.
The evidence available from the survey pt'lase suggestect
that the inland site core was tairly early, attt]ougtl we did
not have any indication that there was a late settlement

somewt'l ere etse .

For the main tlouse, we were especially
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interested in what migl'lt be gleaned from the
architectural evidence regarciing the l)uilciing style of this
area. Previous efforts on the sea islands have found very
distinctive regiona.l styles. Are these also lil:aely to be
found further inland? The two projects from neart>y
. Prince William Parish seem to suggest a more
vernacular style with relatively few coastal antecedents.
In addition, we were interested in exploring the liteways
of the planter. The current level of historical research
tentatively suggests that this plantation was of midclling
status, at Jeast l)y the late antebellum. RuH'in, in the
1840s, also suggests that the soils in this area of
Beaufort District were rather poor (Mathew 1992).
How migl'xt this lower level of agricultural productivity
have affected the litestyle of the planter, when cornpareci
to plantations like Haig Point, Stoney/Baynarcl,
Seabrook, or other Sea Island tracts? Is it possilale to
see any decline tl'xrougli time, as the lands become more
worn?

Many of these same questions were tl'xougl'it
appropriate for the slave settlement. Isolation of
architectural remains would provicle another piece in the
puzzle of slave architecture in the low country. With
some additional information regarcling architectural
style, even without complete structures, it may be
possil)le to address at least some questions on the layout
of the settlement. We liopecl that we rniglit be able, for
example, to see a situation at this settlement, similar to
sites like Crawl and Crowfield in Berl:zeley County,
where the slave settlement lacked the organization
typical of nineteenth century coastal plantations.
Turning to other aspects of the material culture, how
did the slaves live? What did tiiey eat? What types of
plates did tl'xey eat off of? What did their yarcls look
like? Where did tl'xey throw their garl)age? Did tl'xey
supplernent their diets with wild foods? Did tl'xey ever

h ll{ " . 2
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A.ltliougl'x these are perliaps particularistic
questions, tliey are the questions that tour groups ask,
that kids are interested in, and that are essential for us
to address if we wish to make arcl'xaeology relevant to the
put>lic. Too often slavery is simply not addressed t>y
school text books, teachers, or even guizies or docents.
Black kids have a rigl'xt to know their l'xeritage and to be
proucl — of their survival and the massive part their

ancestors playecl in creating the colonial and antebellum
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worlds. Arclqaeology can l'1elp to contribute to that pride
l)y providing real information on these often invisible

people.

Examples of the research questions which
Roupelmoncle was l'xopecl to address include:

= How does the artifact assemblage of this plantation
compare to other eigl’xteentl'x and nineteenth century
plantations in Beaufort County. We have previously
examined eigl'xteentl'x and nineteenth century main and
slave settlements, proviciing an exceptional comparative
base. While state-wide and even regional comparisons
are also possil)le, we believe that it is more useful to
make comparisons on a very local basis, where it is
easiest to control, or at least ctocument, other Variables,
such as owner wealtl'x, type of plantation, location, and
so forth.

# How do the architectural features at Roupelmonde
compare to other excavated Beaufort and Southeastern
plantations? What is the architectural range in slave
dwellings? How does the architecture compare with
what is known arcl'xaeologically and liistorically about
other nineteenth century slave houses (see, for example,
Wheaton et al. 1983; Zierden et al. 1986; Drucker and
Anthony 1979; see also Adams 1990 for a synthesis)?
Previous research (see Adams 1990) has suggested that
historical accounts of slave liousing do not coincide with
what has been found arcl’laeologically. A.ltl'xougli only a
few houses have been excavated, more data is needed to
better understand cliversity and Cticl'iotomy between
written documents and the arcl'iaeological record.

" How does the architecture and the layout of the
plantation complex reflect  current lan(iscape
movements? In other words, does the plantation exhibit
a Georgian world view? Is there evidence that the
plantation was later altered to reflect the dominant
nineteenth century landscape movement (see, for
example, Brooker and Trinl:zley 1991)? Is there an
initial l)lencling of both lan(iscape types? What does the
plantation landscape at Roupelmoncle tell us about the
view isolated planters had of their world? This question
can be addressed tl'xrougl'x a combination of locating
architectural features (houses and outbuildings),
arciiaeological features (tence lines and roacts), the
relationsl'iip ot tl'ie main iiouse to tl'ie slave row, ancl
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historic plats. '

» How does the slave row and the surrounding area fit
into the planter's lanclscape concept? Are houses rigicuy
alignecl? Are t}ley unevenly place&? Is there evidence for
fences? If yar& features are present, what do these
features suggest about the use of extramural space ]:>y
slaves in the nineteenth century (see Westmacott 1992;
F‘erguson 1992; A&ams 1990)? Althoug}l t}le lanclscape
concept is not new to the }mmanities, only recently have
arc}laeologists tried to implement field tec}lniques to
loegin un&erstan&ing historic lanclscapes.

m s tl'xere evidence for alienation of the slave
population? Some (Terry 1981; Orser 1988) have
suggested that this alienation took place in the mid-
'eig}lteenth century as

along the marsh eclge, which was thought to represent
the main house and Area 8 further inlan&, which was

t}loug}lt to represent the main slave settlement (see

Figure 3).

Area”, situated on the marsh e&ge, consisted
of dense herbaceous brush and mixed hardwood and
pines, thinned both by hand (Figure 21) and using a
bush hog. Eventua].ly a series of three areas were opene
]:>y hand, aﬂowing the placement of units on both sides
of the farm road which provi&ecl access to this area.
Excavations in this area included Blocks 3 and 4
(Figure 22).

. In contrast, Area 8 was entirely plantecl pine
which required extensive hand clearing (Figure 23).

planters obtained more
and more wealth. T hey
then separate&
themselves physicaﬂy
and materiaﬂy from
their slaves. In other
words, although the
planter became richer,
the slaves' conditions did
not improve, increasing
the gap between planter
and slave. Roupelmon&e,
ljecause of its date, o{'fers
a unique opportunity to
explore slave life at a
plantation characteristic
ofa miclc].]ing status land
owner. Is there evidence
that slaves benefitted
from the plantation

owner's wealth?

Archaeolo gica ] Figure 21. Clearing block excavation areas in Area 7, a&jacent to the marsh.

investigations to identi{'y
type of housing and the
artifactual assem]alage can address these questions as

well as historical research to locate wills and inventories.
Arcllaeolog'ical Methods

Excavations, relying on the previous

investigations, were focused on two site areas: Area 7

There we opened one large area, measuring about 100
feet north-south by 150 feet east-west. Excavations in
this area includes Blocks 1 and 2 (Figure 22).

Although these two areas were only about 600

feet apart, they were separated ]:>y very dense woods and
we decided that it would take far more time and energy
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to establish one gricl
system, encompassing
both areas, then it would
be worth. Instead, we
laid in two gricls, both
oriented magnetic north-
soutl’x, and established
permanent points for
each which were later
identified and mappecl L)y
surveyors for the
Beaufort County School
District. This approacl'x
allowed us to maximize
. our field time, while still
obtaining very accurate
data for tying the two
areas into one site plan

(F‘igure 24). ¢ :
2 A NSO
Figure 23. Clearing th

Horizontal -

control in each area was

e planted pines in Area 8 for Blocks 1 and 2, view to the north.

-

. > st

maintained using a

modified Clqicago gricl system. This system assumes an
off-site ORO point and the southeast comer of each unit
clesignates the feet north and rigl'xt (or east) of this
arbitrary ORO point. Hence, the southeast corner of
unit 10R50 would be 10 feet north and 50 feet right,
or east, of the ORO point. To help minimize confusion
between the two different areas, the Lloclzs in Area 7
were l)egun with a central 1000R1000 gricl point,
resulting in the excavated units ranging in the upper
hundreds or low thousands. In contrast, the central
permanent point in Area 8 was identified as 500R500,

resulting in the units from this area running in the mid-

four hundreds to low five hundreds.

Vertical control at the site was established By
reference to an off-site elevation point. In Area 7 the
iron rebar at 1000R100 was assigned an elevation of
11.28 feet above mean sea level (AMSL). In area 8 the
rebar at 500R500 was found to be at an elevation of
14.87 feet AMSL and a second rebar at 500R370 was

at an elevation of 15.51 feet AMSL."! This system
allows the two wiclely separatecl areas of the site to be

precisely comparecl.

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 acloptecl engineering
measurements (feet and tenths of feet) for consistency
in its work, especiaHy on European sites where

structural measurements are most often in feet.

The excavations were By natural soil zZones,
with the site consistently containing about 0.8 to 1.3
foot of dark brown (7.5YR3/2) sancly loam plowzone
(Ap l'xon'zon) overlying a subsoil which varied from pale
yellow (2.5YR7/3) to mottled yellowish brown
(10YR5/6) sand. Excavation was by hand with all fill
clry—screenecl tl’xrough Va-inch mesh using both

! Subsequently we discovered that there was an error
in the off-site elevation, resulting in all o{ the on-site

elevations being 2.17 feet hig}x. As a result, all of the
elevations in this study should be reduced by 2.17 feet to

provide accurate mean sea level elevations.
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mechanical and hand

sifters (Figure 25).

Flotation
samples (ty‘picaﬂy 5
gallons in size) were
collected from areas
which exhibited a high
potential for the recovery
of ethnobotanical
remains. These typica.ﬂy
included dark organic
trash refuse areas. We
have found from past
experience on historic
sites that routine
flotation of samples is
not cost-effective —
tl'xey simply don't provic].e
samples large enougl'l for
meaning{-ul analysis. It

2% "N"_ i <! W 5
Figure 26. Plotting a feature in Block 1 after
excavation.

is far better to search for samples which are 1i12e1y to
produce quantities of food remains than to float
materials by rote in the hope of Jf'incling aclequate
samples. A mechanical water flotation process was use

at the conclusion of the field investigations.

A one-quart soil sample was also collected from
each provenience for future soil cl'xemistry needs. We
also collected poHen and pl’xy’colitl’l samples from
identifiable structures or discrete midden areas.

All brick and rul)Lle from the screens was
collected, Weigl'xecl, and discarded in the field. These

weigl'xts provicle information on total brick and assist in
evaluating construction details such as pier l’xeigl'xt,
presence of continuous brick inset slzirting, and height
of Cl‘z.imney stacks. It can also be used as an indicator of
salvagé or possil)le reuse of brick.

Eacl’l unit was troweled at tl'le top of sul)soil,
pl’xotographed in b/w and color slide Jf'ilm, and profile
and plan views were drawn. Features encountered cluring
the excavations were plottecl and photograpl'xecl (F igure
26). Features, or samples of redundant Jf'eatures, were
bisected to provicle profiles. All feature fill was screened
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tllrougl'x VYa-inch mesh, with samples, typical.ly about 5
gallons in volume, also screened through V4-inch mesh.
Samples retained mim'mal.ly included a soil sarnple and

flotation samples.

Altl'xougl'x we l)egan our work with the intention
of locusing equal eforts on both the main house (Area
7, Blocks 3 and 4) and the slave settlement (Area 8,
Blocks 1 and 2), we found that the main house area had
suffered greater disturbance than originally anticipatecl.
In aclclition, this area was far more l'xeavily overgrown
and requirecl a much greater expencliture of effort to
open. In aclclition, as further information was availal)le
~on the school clesign, it appearecl that this marsh eclge
area was not going to be clirectly impacted l)y
construction (altlmougl'x it would lilzely be subiectecl to
seconclary impacts). Consequently, our attention turned
more toward Area 8.

As a result of these excavations a total of
1,139 person hours were spent in the field and a total
of 2,925 square feet were opened. This includes 725
square feet (797.8 cubic feet) at Area 7 and 2,200
square feet (2,358 cubic feet) at Area 8.

Some readers may wonder wl'xy even larger
blocks weren't rnecl'la.nica.lly openecl, perl'la.ps at the
conclusion of the hand excavations. This miglqt have
provicletl far larger samples of features, al_lowing us to
make more cornprel’lensive statements concerning
architectural and lanclscape features. Even if the funds
had been available for this worlz, it would not have been
possil)le given the &ensely plantecl pines that dominated
the vegetation in both site areas. The quantity of trees
and their placement precluclecl this approacln.
Nevertheless, we are very satisfied with the results of the
stucly — which lqelpetl itlentify a variety of structures
and recovered an exceptional quantity of cultural

remains from this plantation complex.

Field notes were preparecl on alkaline buffered
paper and plnotograplnic materials were processe& to
archival standards. All original field notes, with archival
copies, are curated at the South Carolina Institute of
A.rcl'laeology and Antl'xropology (SCIAA). All specimens
have been evaluated for conservation needs and have
been treated prior to curation (tlnis process is discussed

ina lollowing section of the stucly). The materials have
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been cataloged as 38BU1689-1-1 through
38BU1689-130-3.

Excavation Results

Area 8, Block 1 — The Slave Settlement

As previously discussed (see Figure 24), two
blocks were excavatecl in the slave area. The ﬁrst, 450-
510R490-500, l)egan with units at the northern end
intended to re-open the area of survey Test Unit 1
(Wl'licl'l was identified at 505. 1R492) and was expanclecl
southward in order to explore the dense quantities of
brick found in the excavations.

Table 2.
Brick and Shell Weights for Area &,
Blocks 1 and 2

Weight in pounds

Unit Brick Shell
Block 1
450R490 9 71
450R500 13 76
460R490 9 50
460R500 7 53
4770R490 9 83
470R500 11 51
480R490 13 76
480R500 8 47
490R490 7 89
490R500 10 54
500R490 9 36
500R500 9 38
510R490 10 23
510R500 5 34
Block 2

470R430 19 92
470R440 23 103
480R430 29 90
480R440 64 216
480R450 16 198
490R430 27 34
490R440 72 84
490R450 20 136
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Sufficient time had elapse& between the
intensive survey (wlqen Test Unit 1 was excavatect) and
the current stucty, that it was ctilr‘ticult to recover
evidence of the original shovel testing. As a result we
used close interval shovel testing (25-foot intervals) in
this area of the pine woods to recover what appearect to
be a concentration of cultural materials. This assisted in
the placement of the block whicl'l, as noted aloove, was
successful in rei&entifying the original test unit.

With the opening of 2 20 by 70 foot trench,
this block revealed an area of considerable complexity
(Figure 27). Scattered among the pine stumps, root

stains, and old trees were a total of 43 post holes (24 of
* which were excavate&) and eight features (Features 1-6,
14A, and 14B). Most clearly defined of these features
are a wall-trench structure in the northern half of the
excavations and what appear to be two wagon ruts in the

southern half.

Throughout the excavations we found a dark
brown plowzone overlying a pale yeﬂow sand,
interspersed with brownish yeﬂow and yeﬂowisl'l brown
clay poclzets or domes which are natural to the soils in
this region. The plowing was consistently east-west
across the field, 1eaving very distinct plowscars in the
subsoil (not plotte& in Figure 27). Altl'xough the plowing
was heavy, the cleepest

or both of two wall-trench structures, wl'lile the bricks
and shell seem to overlie the fill of the wagon rut road
to the south (see Table 2). Although there were a
number of post holes, their
problematica.l. For example, the &eepest post holes in
510R500 (PH3) and 500R500 (PH1 and 3) do form

a straight line, but it is on-ly a short segment. Likewise

associations are

there are several potential wall segments in the central
portion of the block, but none can be &efinitively

associated.

The post holes cto, l'lowever, indicate that this
portion of the site was intensively occupiecl. While some
inay actuauy represent posts for framing, many others
may simply represent posts erected for other activities
around the slave settlement.

The most complete wall trench structure in the
northern portion of the block measures at least 13 feet
in width and minimally 18 feet in length (with the
western end not identified in the excavations). There is
no clear evidence of doors or chimney, although the
structure remains have suffered considerable clegradation
from both later occupation and also plowing. The
second structure is much less complete and does not
allow any measurements. These structures prol:ably
represent the earliest slave occupation of Roupelmounct

scars were rarely more
than 1.2 feet below the
surface and the plowzone
itself averagect al)out 0.9
foot. Features and post
holes were distinct in the
and

recognizable .

subsoil easily

Excavations
revealed that the &ensity
of artifacts ctroppe&
noticeaJ:)ly from north to
south, while shell
weights tended to
increase  and  brick
weights tended to heavier
in the south. It seems
lilzely that the artifacts

are associated with one

.

Figure 28. Feature 1, after excavation, view to the north.
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Plantation.

The ruts at the southern end of
the block seem to represent an access road.
The center of the ruts is spacecl about 4
feet apart. The road appears to originate in
the south, and tums to the west in
470R500, lneing lost at that point.

In addition to the historic
occupation evident in this block, there was
also evidence of prehistoric activities. Small
quantities of ﬂalzes, worked stone tools, and
pottery were recovered from all of the units.
In add.ition, the remains of a human burial
were encountered in Feature 3 (cliscussecl
below). These materials, in spite of the
human remains, were not considered to
contril:ute to the site's National Register
eligibility and are only brieﬂy discussed in
this stucly.

Feature 1 was found at the base
of the plowzone in the southwest quaclrant
of 480R490, with a centerpoint of
482.8R485.6. The feature consisted of
heavily mottled brown sand and was 0.71
foot in depth and 1.6 feet in diameter.
Excavation of the feature proclucecl a small

number of mid to late eighteen’ch century

MOTTLED
MOTTLED
BROWN SAND BROWN

PROFILE ALONG R4395

Figure 29. Plan and profile c].rawing of Feature 2, wall trench corner.
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remains in the fill. At the base of the pit

was the articulated skeleton of a cat (Figure 28). This
feature is discounted as a trash pit since so few artifacts
were recovered. In ac].c].ition, the cat appears
to have been carefuﬂy laid out in the base of the hole
and not “clumpecl" in. Everything suggests that someone
took great care to provicle a resting place for the cat —
while trash was simply clumpecl in the nearl)y marsh or
thrown in ranclomly available holes. Given the location
in the midst of the slave settlement, it is lilzely that the
burial was intentional and was associated with one of the
slave houses. This association between cats and African
Americans is currently being explorecl, perhaps as a
mystical or rehgious association (Alicia Paresi, personal

communication 1998).

Feature 2 was found at the base of the
plowzone in the center of 490R500 and consisted of

brown sand. This stain was found to be a corner of the
wall trench structure occurring in the north half of the
block excavation. The clepth of the trench varied from
about 0.1 to 0.3 foot with the width likewise varying
from about 0.3 foot at the ends to about 1.0 foot in the
middle, at the corner. Artifacts were sparse, but included
a small nail ﬁagment, a single Colono ware ceramic,
and several iron fragrnents — suggesting an eighteenth
century date. Only one individual post hole could be
identified in the wall trench, just north of the corner.
This post was rectangula.r, measuring about 0.7 1)y 0.4
foot (Figure 29).

Feature 3 was found in the northeast
qua&rant of 470R490 at the base of the plowzone. The
centerpoint was 477R488 and the stain measured 3.5
feet north-south 1)y 2.6 feet east-west. The pit had the
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[Figure 30. Plan and profile drawing of Feature 3, truncated burial pit.

small prel’xistoric sherds (w1tl'1 sand
inclusions in tl’xe paste), scattered in tl'xe L.
In compliance with S.C. Code of Laws 16-
17-600 both the Beaufort County Coroner
and the Deputy State Arcl'xaeologist at
SCIAA were notified of the find. The
Coroner certified that it was not a forensic
case and the matter was turned over to
SCIAA. Given the disturbance caused l)y
plowing and the isolated context, no
additional investigations were requestecl l)y
SCIAA. In aclclition, the State Historic
Preservation Office determined that no
modifications of the data recovery plan were
necessary, again based on the isolated
context of the burial.

Feature 4 represents another
wall-trench structure corner and was first
encountered at the base of the plowzone in
the southeast qua,clrant of 490R490.
Altl'xougl'x the feature's width varied from
0.9 to 2.4 feet, portions (particularly on
the eastern encl) were quite distinct. The

 —— depth ranged from 0.3 to 0.6 feet. This

corner represents a second wall trench
structure and is not associated with Feature
2. The only datable artifact from the
feature is a fragment of white salt glazecl
stoneware, suggesting a micl—eiglqteentl—x

early appearance of a burial, with large masses of clay
incorporatecl into the backfill, but this was initiaﬂy
dismissed as a coincidence and the feature was bisected
north-south with the east half l)eing removed first
(Figure 30). Within the first few inches we l:;egan to
find bone, but none was immecliately recognizable. In
addition, none of the bone appearecl to be articulated.
The excavation revealed the pit to be only 0.4 foot in
cleptl'x. As the west half was l)eing excavated additional
bone was iclentifiecl, inclucling a number of hiiman
teeth. Sul)sequent analysis of the bone reveals the
presence of a human patella and pl—xalanges. This
feature appears to represent an almost entirely plowecl
out human burial. The condition of the bone is so poor,
and the remains so sparse, it is difficult to interpret, but
it is lilzely to have been a seconc]ary interment. The only

other materials associated with the remains were six

12

date for the dwelling.

Feature 5 was identified at the base of the
plowzone and was bisected by the R490 line, with the
pit falling into 510R490 and 510R500. It measured
about 3.0 feet east-west by 2.4 feet north-south and
contained mottled brown sand and yellow clay £ill
(Figure 31). The feature contained a single coarse red
earthenware ceramic, one piece of clear glass, several
brick fragments and a small collection of faunal
remains. While these remains suggest a date later than
the other features, perl'xaps even into the first half of the
nineteenth century, there are too few specimens to
classi{y the feature as a trash pit. The cleptl—x of the
feature was only 0.6 foot, althougl'x like other features
in this block it is possil:;le that the upper portion was
truncated ]:>y plowing.
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Figure 31. Plan and profile sketch of Feature 5.
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portion of Feature 14A re-appears, a.lso
curving to the west. The fill was a mottled
gray, brown, and very dark grayistn brown
loamy sand. Excavation revealed that the
soil was very mottled, almost churned in
appearance, and that the ruts were relatively
concave in cross-section. Artifacts were
sparse — consisting entirely of early to
micl-eigl'xteentl'x century materials. It seems
likely based on this that the road was
associated with the earliest slave settlement

in this area but was abandoned t>y the

nineteenth century.

Area 8, Block 2 — The Slave
Settlement

To the west of Block 1 is Block 2,
comprising a total of 800 square feet
(F‘igure 32). These units were excavated
based on the seemingly dense surface
scatter of brick rubble and shell in this
area, visible once the pines were removed.
2

In aclclition, a metal detector
survey conducted of the entire cleared area
revealed a seeming concentration of ferrous
ot)jects — thought to be nails — around
this block. The survey was conducted using

The centerpoint for Feature 6 is
516.1R487.6 and it was identified at the base of the
plowzone in the northeast quaclra.nt of 510R490. The
fill consisted of a mottled browm sand with small clay
lump inclusions — nearly identical to both features 4
and 5. Although this may represent a third wall trench
structure, it is too amorptlous to allow this
determination with any certainty. The feature had a
maximum length of 3.3 feet and a maximum width of

1.7 feet. It was found to be 0.7 feet cleep. The only

historic remains were two small nail tragrnents.

Feature 14 was encountered at the base of the
plowzone. It originatecl in the N450 wall in 450R500
and ran northward to 460R500 where Feature 14A
terminated. Feature 14B continued northward to
470R500 where it curved to the west. In this unit a

a Tesoro Bandido II™ with an 8-inch
concentric coil (electromagnetic type, operating at
10KHz). Although the instrument has the capability to
operate in either an all metal mode or discriminate
mode (wl—xicl'x eliminates ferrous metal response), we
found that when ferrous objects were eliminated, few
“hits” were identified and there seemed to be no
concentrations. As excavation would demonstrate, the

quantity of nails in this block was signiticantly hig}mer
than in Block 1. :

Exca\(ation would also reveal that the clensity
of both shell and brick were heavier in this area, with
brick weights ranging from 16 to 72 pounds per unit
(Wit}'l the heaviest clensity occurring in 480-490R440)
and shell weigtlts ranging from 34 to 216 pouncls per
unit (Wlt}'l the heaviest clensity occurring in 480R440-
450) (see Table 2).
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In spite of the t>ricte, which we tend to asscciate
with either ctﬁmneys or piers, we failed to identity any
remains ctearly nineteenth century in origin ‘and, in
fact, only prot)at)te eighteenth century wall trench
structures were recovered. The most plausible
exptanation is that the nineteenth century structures
were more archaeologically ephemeral than the earlier
wall-trench Luildings, with their brick piers and fire
boxes only very shaﬂowly set in the topsoil. Tt is ti]reely
that ptowing, if not intentional robbing for brick
satvage, ctestroyed any evidence of the nineteenth
century slave ctweltings.

Block 2 was equally as complex as Block 1,
producing 28 post holes (with 25 being excavated in this
wortz) and seven features (Features 7-13). Again
agricu.tt'ural activities resulted in a plowzone upwards of
a foot in deptl'x, overlying a place yeHoW sand subsoil.
Plowscars were consistently oriented nearly east-west
and were tairty closety spaced. In spite of the ptowing
intensity, depths of the scars rarely exceeded 0.2 foot.
Moreover, as with Block 1 it was relatively easy to
&istinguish the mottled brown plowscars from the darker

feature stains.

The features include sections of at least four
different wall trench structures, a ctitch, and a privy.
A.tttxougtx many ot ttxe post txoles, lilee in Bloclz 1, cton't
seem to be related, there are several which appear to
form one side of a protaat:le nineteenth century structure
raised on wood piers. Post holes 4 and 5 in 480R430
and post holes 1 and 2 in 490R430 are all about the
same size and ctepth, representing placement of large
massive posts. This li].zely represents the east side of a
t>uitcting since there are no similar posts in any of the
units to the east. Representing about 7 feet of lrngth,
ttxey are prot)ataly the gatale end of a dweﬂing extencting
to the west.

Untortunatety none of the wall trench
structures are complete, protaat:ly suttering ctamage from
later nineteenth century activities at the site, as well as
twentieth century agriculture. Nevertheless, ttxey provicte
clear evidence of just how intensively this site was used
in the eighteenth century, as well as indicating that the
slave settlement went ttxrougtx several periocts of
rebuitding and adjustment, mctucting a signiticant
change in architectural form. At least one of the wall

trenches seems to be associated with a t>ui1cting too
massive to represent a slave cabin. Tt may represent a
barn or other utilitarian structure, suggesting that this
building tectmique saw use t>eyond simple slave housing.

Also  of considerable interest is the
identification of a privy feature, ctating from the late
eigtxteenttx century, in the middle of the slave
settlement. Privies, most especially ones so well’
constructed, are rarely associated with slave settlements,
so this feature seems unique. We considered the
possibility that it migtxt have been built for use t>y the
British soldiers stationed at Roupelmond during the
Revolution, but it seems unliteely that tl'xey would have
established their garrison in the slave settlement. In
addition, the trash t>eing disposed of in this privy seems
almost certainly associated with the slaves at
Roupelmonct.

Feature 7 was the most complex feature at the
site. Large quantities of artifacts and darker, organic
soil were encountered during the plowzone excavation,
but the feature was not clearly defined until the top of
the lighter colored subsoil. The feature was situated in
the southwest quadrant of 480R440, although it
extended west into 480R430. The feature was not
immediately recognized as a privy and, in fact, was at
first ttxougtxt to represent some form of wattle and daub
chimney support, atttxougtx it was at a stigl’xtty different
orientation than the wall trench features. It was onty
througtx the process of excavation that it became
obvious that the feature was a privy pit.

A post hole in the northwest quactrant of the
feature was first removed, then the north half was
excavated by hand with the fill screened through Y4-inch
mesh. This fill was a rich black loam with targe
quantities of ctxarcoal, artitacts, brick and stxell,
removed as Zone 1. The number of artifacts increased
dramaticalty as the depttx increased. The brick was
entirely rubble, although adtmering tragments of lime
mortar were also present. The shell was almost entirely
large oysters. At the base of the black loam, about 2.5
teet {'rom tt1e t>ase ot ttle plowzone, we encounterect a
brown sand with a much reduced artifact content. This
level was removed as Zone 2 and was found to have a
cteptl'x ot about 2 teet, terminating on a flat t:ottom,
parts of which had preservect wood plan].zing. This same
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Figure 33. Plan and profﬂe view of Feature 7, slave privy in Block 2, Area 8.

76



EXCAVATIONS

-

Figure 34. Feature 7, north half and associated wall trench features excavated, view to the south.

wood planlzing was encountered on much of the wall as
the feature was cleaned. The lower 1.5 feet of Zone 2
appears to be privy soil — primarily a light brown sand
with relatively few artifacts other than a number of brick
ﬁagments. These bricks, altl'louglq largely disarticulated,
appear to have been used to line the bottom of the pit

once the wood rotted out.

Beyoncl the wood we found that the clay
“collar” which seemed to surround the black central core
of the pit was simply backfill put in after the wood box
was in place. The box was made of very 1'1eavy 2x11-inch
heart pine planl:zs, which were p‘reservecl below the moist
soil line. The box measure about 3.5 L)y 4.5 feet and
was about 4.3 feet in deptl'l (altluougl'l it originaﬂy would
have been about 5.3 feet in cleptl'x).

Surl:ouncling the privy, on the north and west
sides, are short wall trenches. It appears that the south
wall trench has been obliterated L)y other features not
related to the privy. We found no indication of a wall
trench on the east side, suggesting that this may have
been the cloorway. It was this east side where we found

the pit partiaﬂy caved in, probably from both use and
water entry. The wall trenches lilzely supportecl some
type of enclosure to provicle privacy for the occupant.

The artifact assemblage from the privy is
exceptional, inclucling a range of ceramics (including
Colono ware), glassware, kitchenware, tools, and
personal items. Many of the items are relatively hig}l
status, such as portions of an engravecl tum}aler, while
other remains are clearly work related, such as a hoe,
rake, and scytl'le. Personal items include a bone comb,
buc}ales, and buttons. Arc}litectural remains include not
only the bricks, but also window glass, l'linge fragments,
and portions of a lock box. The faunal remains include
a number of species, althougl'l tl'le most impressive is a
near complete cow skull, as well as horns from several
other cows. The material from the pit represents a cross
section of the plantation — suggesting that at some
point the privy was abandoned and used as a convenient
spot for refuse clisposal.

The datable European ceramics from Zone 2,

which may provide a clue concerning the use periocl of
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Figure 35. Feature 7 excavated, view to the west.

the privy, are dominated Ly creamwares, a.ltl'xougl'x both
North Devon gravel tempere& ware and also pearlware
are present. The mean date for the small assem]alage
(n=24) is 1779 (Table 3). The presence of five
undecorated pearlware ceramics, however, indicate that
the privy must have been open and laeing used in 1780,
although South’s I)rac]zeting tec}mique suggests the
privy may have been used from about 1740 through
179s.

The assemblage from Zone 1 is far larger,
accounting for 604 datable European ceramics. Lhe
mean date for the materials tl'lought to have been
incorporate& into the feature as trash after it was no
Jonger being used is 1791. The collection includes seven
whitewares which provide a TPQ date of 1831. If these
whitewares are discounted as representing intrusive
materials from the plowzone or from animal
disturbances (w}lich were recogniza]ale &uring
excavations), the mean date is change& little, clropping
back a single year to 1790. The terminal date, however,
is changed to 1795. South'’s bracketing dates are 1765
through 1800.
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This information suggests that the privy was
perl'xaps in use as early as the middle of the eigl'xteentl'x
century. The clamage to the wood floor, and the brick
patching, suggest that it was used for a number of years
— perhaps until the end of the eigl'xteentl'x century,
when it was abandoned and quiclzly filled up with
plantation trash. This scenario indicates that the privy
was associated with the slave settlement from its earliest
inception — mal?ing it one of the most unique features
discovered during the past 30 years of research at slave
settlements in South Carolina.

Feature 8 was encountered at the base of the
plow zone in the central portion of 490R450. During
the initial investigation it appeare& as a long, linear
stain, somewhat like a plowscar, but at a different
orientation (Figure 36). Upon excavation we found it to
be fairly shallow (about 0.1 to 0.2 foot in depth),
tapering toward the east end. About in the middle of the
trench there was a post hole measuring 0.7 by 0.4 foot
and extending and additional 0.3 foot in depth. The
trench was out 0.8 foot in width and extended for 3.9
feet. Tt appears that this feature represents a cleep
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portion of a wall trencl'x, most of which has been plowecl wall trench sections , however, this one did not contain
out. The trench proclucecl a small quantity of ceramics, any post holes. Artifacts included Colono ware, lead
inclucling‘ white salt glazed stoneware, creamware, and glazecl slipware, creamware, and pearlware, as well as a
pearlware.

Feature 9 is a Tal:le 3.
trench similax to Mean Ceramic Date for Feature 7
Feature 8 and was
found at the base of the Date Mean Date Zone 1 Zone 2
plowzone in the Ceramic Range (xd) G fixx ) fixix
northern third of Canton porcelain 1800-1830 1815 2 3630
490R450. The trench OG hand painted 1660-1800 1730 1 1730
measured 5.9 feet in UG blue hp porcelain  1660-1800 1730 13 22490 1 1730
length and ‘_’ﬁzl"}eg | Westerwald 1700-1775 1738 3 5214
masammum WG o8 V-0 White SG 1740-1775 1758 10 17580
foot. At its deepest it | Wiy, 9G, scratch bl 1744-1775 1760 1 1760 1 1758
was 03 feet. Three | Blyck basalt 1750-1820 1785 1 1785
distinct post holes were
found in the base of the | Lead glazed shpware ~ 1670-1795 1733 33 57189 2 3466
trench, each rectangular Jackfield 1740-1780 1760 1 1760
to ovoid and measuring
about 0.7 l)y 0.3 foot. Decorated delft 1600-1802 1750 7 12250
The central post was the Plain delft 1640-1800 1720 3 5160 1 1720
depest, about 0.6 foot, | ¢y py 1650-1775 1713 3 5139 1 1713
with the two on either
side ranging from 0.1 t0 | W, annular 17801815 1798 6 10788
0.2 foot. This wall undecorated  1762-1820 1791 323 578493 13 23283
trench section procluce&
only three fragmented | PW, poly hp 1795-1815 1805 19 34295
nails. blue hp 1780-1820 1800 19 34200

. bluetp 1795-1840 1818 70 127260

Feature 10 edged 1780-1830 1805 12 21660
was found at the base of annular/cable 1790-1820 1805 11 19855

. undecorated 1780-1830 1805 59 106495 5 9025
the plowzone in the
western  third of | Wy Llue edged 1826-1880 1853 1 1853
490R450. It had a blue tp 1831-1865 1848 1 1848
somewhat  irregular undecorated  1813-1900 1860 5 9300
sl'xape and was l'xeavily
impactecl lay pine tree Zone 1: with whiteware, 1,081,734 ~ 604 = 1790.9
roots from the west. without whiteware, 1,068,733 + 597 = 1790.2
Nevertheless, when
excavated it was Jf’ouncl Zone 2: 42,695 + 24 = 1778.9
to be {alrly ShaHOW' oG = overglazed; UG = under glazed; SG = salt glazecl; llp = hand paintecl;
al}out 0.4 J:’oot, ancl to _ .
tp = transfer pnnted

slope up at both ends.

The lengtl'x is 5.0 feet
and the width, nearly 1.7 feet in the center, is likely the single example of window glass and five nail Jfragments.
result of root intrusion and smearing. Unlike the other
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Figure 36. Plan and proﬁle views of Features 8, 9, and 10, Block 2, Area 8.
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Figure 37. Plan and profile view of Feature 11, Block 2, Area 8.
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Feature 11 was encountered at the base of the
plowzone beginning in 470R440 and extending
northerly to 490R440 (Figure 37). It was recognized by
its mottled brown fill and had a width ranging from
about 1.2 to 2.2 feet. Upon excavation we
found that it also had fairly straight sides

Feature 12 was encountered at the base of the
plowzone along the east wall of 480R450, bisected by
the R450 profile. The feature was at a sligl'xt angle to
the unit, but roughly paraﬂel to Feature 11, which

and a generaﬂy flat ]:)ottom, with a cleptl’x of
about 0.8 foot. In two areas there were very
large posts set into the base of the trench,
as well as several additional posts on the

Table 4.
Mean Ceramic Date for Feature 11

Date Mean Date

eclges of the trench. These posts are at Ceramic Range (xi) (f) fixx

about 2 feet intervals and range from 0.2 UG blue hp porcelain  1660-1800 1730 5 8680

to 0.5 foot cleeper than the trench itself. )

Artifacts were most abundant in the yﬁte G L ]31 1340_1375 1728 2 ggég

southern half of the trencl’x, where the fill te G, sorate 1744-1775 1760

consisted of mottled and lens soils in the Black basalt 1750-1820 1785 1 1785

upper 0.2 foot, followed by dark brown to

black soil. Also present were a number of | Lead glazed slipware ~ 1670-1795 1733 21 36393

brick {-ragments and 1umps of lime. In the

northern section of the trench the soil is Decorated delft 1600-1802 1750 2 3500

1arge1y replaced I)y large quantities of oyster Plain delft 1640-1800 1720 3 5160

shells. The shells are largely singles,

althou gh a few clumps are present. CW, undecorated 1762-1820 1791 .1 1791
PW, blue tp 1795-1840 1818 1 1818

The artifacts from the feature
include a range of European ceramics as

well as Colono ware, glass container

71,413 + 41 = 1741.8

fragments, kitcl'xenware, wrought pail

UG = under glazecl; SG = salt glazecl; tp = transfer printecl

{-:agments, and tobacco pipe {:ragments.
Also present were a number of animal bone
{:ragments, largely representing 1arger species. When the
ceramics are exam'mecl, tl’xey yielcl a mean date of 1742
(Tal)le 4), altl’xougl'x South’s braclzeting tecl’mique
suggests materials spanning the period from about 1740
through 1800. The TPQ for the feature is 1795, based

on one fragment of blue transfer printecl pearlwa:re.

It seems lilzely that this feature represents a
section of a wall trench, altl’xougl'x the l)uilcling
represented was lil:zely far 1arger and more substantial
than a slave cabin. Based solely on the massiveness of
the trench and associated posts, this builcling may have
been a bam or storage structure of some kind. Altl'xougl'x
it is difficult to determine when it was constructecl, the

£ill appears to be rubble used to close the trench once
the builcling was demolished. The TPQ and upper end
of Soutl’x's braclzet, tl’xen, lilzely dates when the building

was rernove& from service — al)out 1800
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suggestecl that the two migl'lt be associated. Upon
excavation, however, it became clear that this was some
sort of ditch. The expose& portion measures about 7.5
feet in 1engtl1 and upwarcls of a foot in width. We
tl'xougl'xt that it migl'xt represent agricultural clrainage
since the fill was lensed, but upon close examination we
discovered that the lensing was more akin to heapecl
basket loacl'mg then to thin lenses of water laid sand. It
appears that the trench, about 0.6 to 0.8 foot in cleptl'x
below the subsoil, was both excavated and backfilled
when there were relatively few artifacts present on the
site. The £ill contains only three small Colono ware
sl'xercls, one white salt glazecl stoneware ceramic, two
gray salt glaze& stonewares, and one red earthenware
with a clear lead glaze. Also present were five nail
{'ragments and a single pipe stem fragment. The fill
includes a l'xumic brown sand and also a white sa.ncl,

prol)al)ly from a cleep excavation into the subsoil.
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A.ltluouglu the function of this feature is unclear, it was
lileely the earliest in the block and may have been
agricultural in nature; l)eing filled in as the land was
devoted to the slave settlement.

Feature 13 was identified at the base of the
plowzone. Feature 13A was found at the east edge of
480R430 on the west edge of the privy (Feature 7),
while Feature 13B was situated on the north edge of the
privy in the northwest quadrant of 480R440. These two
features were removed after the north half of Feature 7
had been excavated and we were better able to
distinguisl'l them from the surrounc].ing matrix. Feature
13A had three very distinct posts in the wall trench,
while Feature 13B was more difficult to interpret since
it had been intruded on its north edge l)y a plow scar
and its east end was not well defined. Nevertlueless, we
believe that these two wall trenches represent walls
around the privy, with the southern wall l)eing lost to
intrusive disturbances and the east side prol)al)ly l)eing
open or serving as a &oorway. Althouglq we migl'1t be
tempted to interpret these walls as providing privacy
(which they likely did), it seems equally likely that they
were intended to support a roof system to protect the
privy itself from Hooding during l'1eavy rains.

Area 8 Summary

Prior to the slave settlement, perluaps several
hundred years or more ealier, this area appears to have
had a Native American settlement. The proximity to
the marshes of Whale Branch almost certainly provided
an incentive for the settlement, but what is most
interesting is that at least one burial took place.
Whether it was associated with a dwelling cannot be
determined. In lact, four to five hundred years of use
and plowing have signiﬁcantly truncated the burial,
leaving behind perhaps only 20% of the original pit.
Nevertheless, its discovery documents tl'1at tl'1e tract was
intensively exploited long before European settlement.
[t may even have been the abandoned old fields of the
Native Americans which initially attracted historic
settlement to this site. The presence of one historic
feature containing very few artifacts suggests that the
area may initially have been plantecl before l::eing

converted toa slave settlement.

The excavations in Area 8 opened a large area

of the eighteenth century slave settlement at
Roupelmond. A.ltluouglu l'1eavily plowed and later
converted to planted pine, this portion of the site
documents the presence of multiple wall trench slave
houses. These structures, which consisted of a trencl'1,
filled with posts, wattled, with the walls perl'1aps l*inally
protected l>y daub or dried clay, were oriented west-
northwest l)y east-southeast in both blocks, suggesting
that tl1ey formed a linear arrangement. The best
preserved suggests a measurement about 13 feet in
width and something in excess of 18 feet in length. The
number of different wall trench segments also suggests
that these ephemeral structures were frequently rebuilt,
but continued to occupy this portion of the plantation
througluout the eighteenth century.

There is also one wall trench that suggests
sometl'nng larger, and more substantial, than that of a
slave cabin. Tt may have represented a store house, or a
uti.lity l)ui.lcling, altluouglu its orientation was consistent
with that of the slave dwellings.

In addition to the wall trench structures, the
excavations also reveal sometluing of claily life in the
eigluteentl'l century slave row. A.ltl'lougl'x no hearths were
found, we did recover a cat burial which was prol)alsly
associated with one of the dwellings. This feature
suggests that the animal was caretully buried; whether
this represents some ritual association, as has been
suggested, or simply respect for a beloved pet, is
unlenown, but it does l)egin to l'lelp us see these
eigl'lteentl'l century African Americans as real people.

This slave row also revealed sometl'ling which
is very uncommon — a privy apparently intended solely
for the use of the slave population. Well constructed
using very solid heart pine planles, it was even
surrounded l)y a wall trench structure, perl)aps for
privacy or perl'1aps to protect the privy from the weather
and Hooding. It seems to have been used tl'1rougl'10ut the
mid to late eighteentlu century, prol)al)ly l)eing' cleaned

out, and repairecl, onat least one occasion.

The excavation blocks also reveal a range of
post holes, most of which are interpreted to be historic
in origin. A_ltlmouglu it isn't possilole with most to
distinguisln eighteentln from nineteenth century post
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Pt 3 A

Figure 38. Area of Block 3, view to the west from the dirt farm road.

holes, it seems lilzely that most are from the earlier
period, based on the relatively sparse materials present

and only one was still
partially preservecl. The
structure was per}laps 13
feet in width at the gal:ule
end.

Althou g h
additional
on slave life is proviclecl
by the analysis of the
artifacts (in the
following section), the

information

archaeological record has
already proviclecl
considerable information
about the site, helping
us to address questions

of site arcl'xitecture,

ref‘use

activity areas.

disposal, and

in their fill (i.e., they were probably dug, and rotted out,
being filled by surface soils, priox to there being dense
artifacts present at the site). These posts are probably
associated with a range of activities which took place in
the African American yarcls — preparing £oo&s,
cooking, and perhaps even wasl'xing and clrying of
clothes. Some may be remnants of fences to protect

garclen spots or enclose animals.

By the last decade of the eig}lteent}l century or
perl'xaps the first decade of the nineteenth century, the
slave settlement saw considerable change. The “old”
style of wall trench architecture was abandoned in favor
of houses built on large posts. The c}-lange seen at
Roupelm'ouncl, of course, echoes the changes which were
occurring t}lroughout the South Carolina low country
as slave dweﬂings were “improvecl." In spite of the
drastic architectural cl—xange, the slave settlement
retained its slightly off east-west orientation.

Un{ortunately, little of this cl'xange is still seen
toc].ay. In spite of the improvements of greater space, a
raised floor, and proba})ly a built-in cl’limney, these
structures were in many respects even more ephemeral
than the earlier ground—fast wall-trench buildings. Years
of plow'mg have 1a.rge1y obliterated the post hole patterns

3, Area 7
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Axea 7, Block 3, The Main House

Reference to Figures 22 and 24 reveals that
Block 3 consisted of 400 square feet situated just inland

from the marsh edge in an area ex}lilaiting fairly dense
shell and rubble after bush hogging (F‘igure 38).

Not »only did this seem, based on comparison
with the sketch maps and Coastal Survey map, to be the
vicinity of the main house, it was also in very close
proximity to a range of rubble found along the marsh
edge (Figure 39). The materials formed a long, albeit
intermittent, line of rubble debris. Unfortunately, as
this rubble was cleared of vegetation we became
increasingly convinced that it represented materials
pusl'lecl, clrug, or carried there from the acljacent
agricultural field. As agricultural endeavors became
aggressive, there was an effort to remove all obstacles to
easy cultivation. As a result, excavations was focused on
the interior field area, rather than the marsh edge.

Our investigation found that the materials
included bn'clzs, many with shell-lime mortar and some
still bonded to one another. Also present were sections
of taM)y.2 The materials available appear to represent
relatively thin wall sections, altl'xougl'l tl'xey were so
fragmentecl that it was difficult to dJstmgulsl'x pour lines.
Some of the taH)y had a stucco coat still tightly
acll'xering and, on this stucco, were scored lines to make
the taH)y appear like ashlar block construction. It is
clear that at least some portion of the main house was
constructed of tablay. Even more prevalent, however,
were blocks and chunks of coquina. These were also
apparently used as building material, altl'lougl'x it was
unclear if, at this site, they were laid up like blocks and
then paa:ged, or if tluey were used in some other fashion.

Excavations in Block 3 formed a “L."-shaped
trench, opening 400 square feet. The units revealed a
dark browvm sancly loam p]owzone ranging in cleptl'l from
about 0.9 to 1.2 feet. At the base of the plowzone was
usually a heavily mottled brownish yeHow clay sand

2 Ta]a}:)y is a l)uilcling material composecl of shells
and lime. Mixed with water to form a slurry, it was poured
into forms, such like concrete is formed today. When set the
forms were removed and another layer could be added. Each
“rise” or layer was usually between 1.5 and 2.0 feet in depth.

Table 5.
Brick and Shell Weights for Area 7,
Block 3
Weiql'xt in pounds
Unit _Rubble Shell
980R980 581 20
990R980 470 18
990R990 277 12
990R1000 307 12

subsoil. In areas this subsoil was a mottled very pale
brown or a mottled very dark grayisl'x l)rown, but the one
consistency was that features and post holes in this area
were far harder to clistinguisl'l than in Area 8, where the
subsoil was more uniformly ligl'xter in color. Another
distinctive feature was the high proportion of clay in the

sul)soil, which held moisture, malzing screening difficult
and the adjacent road impassal)le at times.

Excavations revealed only a sparse scatter of
shell tl'u'ougl'xout the units, altl’xougl'x l)uilcling rubble was
very dense (Table 5) and appeared to become even more
dense to the south — suggesting that we may have been
on the very edge of the main house area. The rubble
included brick Jfl'agments, mortar, taH)y, and pieces of
coquina. Altl'xougl'x nail jfragrnents and window glass were
common, intact architectura] hardware was exceedingly
uncommon, provicling us with the first suggestion that
the house may have been stripped prior to its final
collapse. Unlike the slave settlement, early to mid-
eigl'xteentl'l century remains are relatively uncommon in
this area and the artifact assemblage was dominated l)y
nearly equal quantities of creamware, pearlware, and
whiteware — suggesting a late eighteentl'x and early

nineteenth century occupation.

The block excavation revealed 13 post holes,
all of which were excavated. In spite of the heavy
cultivation (plow scars were found going in two different
clirections), many of these post holes were well defined
and most were exceedingly cleep, suggestive of fairly
massive supports. In fact, six of these posts seem to
form three distinct lines, inclucling a corner with an
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association extension.’ While this arrangement
is unusual, it might reflect a corner of a flanker
joining onto a main l)uilc].ing core. What is far
more unusual is the presence of the posts at all.
In tal)l)y/coquina/l)rick

construction there should be no need for wooden
posts. Alt}loug}l these may represent a wood
porc}l, no such feature is shown on the historic
clrawings of the lauilc].ing. It seems more likely,
therefore, that the post holes represent
sca&olcling used in the construction of the house.
Althoug}l not consistently found, such
sca{"folcling has been documented often enough
for us to be confident that it was frequently used.
This seems far more appropriate use for deeply
set posts than anyt}ling associated with the actual
house.

No features were encountered in Block
3, although there were several vague and
amorpl'xous stains in the unit. These appear to be
either associated with old trees or to represent ill-
defined agricultural staining. None, l'xowever,
exhibited increased artifact density or other
attributes of a cultural feature.

Axea 7, Block 4

This block was opened up based on our

Figure 42. Feature 15 after excavation, view to the east.

review of the planta.tion sketch map, which

suggested that the servant’s quarters mig}:ﬂ: be in this
general area. A total of 250 square feet were eventually
opened northwest of Block 3 (Figure 41), revealing a
wall trench structure, but no clear evidence for the

nineteenth century structure we were seelzing.

Excavations revealed a dark brown Ioamy
plowzone about a foot in cleptl'x overlying a mottled
yeHowisl'x—l)rown sancly clay subsoil. Like elsewhere on
the site there were occasional clay domes or poclzets
naturaﬂy occurring in the subsoil. Since these units

3 The similar post holes include PH2 in 980R980,
PHs 1, 4, and 5 in 990R980, PH 2 in 990R990, and PH
1 in 990R1000. Not only are all of these post holes similar
in diameter and clepth, but those containing materials all
appear to date from about the same time periocl.
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were just l)eyond the old agricultural fields, on the eclge
of the woods overloolzing the marsh, we found that a
portion of the area was covered with old plowzone that
had been thrown out of the field as plows tumecl,
creating a particularly deep area of plowecl soils along
the western e&ge of the units. We also found that the
area north of the current agricultural fields had also
been plowecl in the past, suggesting that the current
agricultural field had grown sligl'xtly smaller as some
land on the marsh eclge was taken out of cultivation.
This is confirmed l)y the relatively recent age of many of
the trees in the area, few of which are older than
perhaps 40 years.

The excavations founcl the plowzone

consiclera]aly reduced levels of both rubble and shell
when compared to block 3. Unit 1010R910 yieldecl
only 104 pounc].s of rubble, largely brick and coquina
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{ragments, and 7 pouncls of
shell.  Unit 1010R920
proclucecl 127 pouncls of
rubble and 5 poun&s of
shell. Tl’lis, combined with
the relatively steady artifact
density, suggested to us that
we had failed to iclentify the
servant’s quarters since they
appearecl to be of similar
construction as the main

1'10use .

In troweling the
units we discovered that
altl'xough few post holes were
present in this area, we had

PH1

uncovered  another wall
trench structure, exposing
the north waH, a central
partition waH, and what we

tl'xougl'lt migl'lt be a portion
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of the northwest corner. As
a result two additional 5-
foot united were excavatecl,
one at 1015R900, which
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northwest
another

which

0
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Figure 43. Plan and pro{ile of 960R870.

clesignatecl Feature 15 and
was excavated Ly hand to
reveal a trench about 0.3 foot in cleptl'l. The central
partition was more shallow, about 0.15 foot, where it
joinecl the main wall trench, but appearecl to have been
intruded Ly a tree to the south, where it became
consideral:aly deeper. A series of four well defined post
holes were excavated as part of the trench — two in the
center of the trench and two just on the trench eclge
(Figure 42). The south wall was less well defined, but
this is likely because of both more aggressive plowing
and also because the unit fell in the farm road where it

probal)ly suffered additional damage from leaching and

compaction. Nevertheless, this southern wall also
revealed a post hole and similar mottled light brownish
gray and dark grayisl'l brown sand fill. The post hole in

southern wall trench section was the only one to contain

shell in tl'xe {111

Based on the available information it is likely
that the structure measures about 24 feet in leng’c}l and
between 12 and 13 feet in width. Each compartment
would have measured about 12 feet square, provicling

144 square {:eet o{: ﬂoor space.
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When we were unable to iclentify the servant’s
quarters in this block we re-evaluated the sketch plan of
the plantation and wondered if they might actually be
situated further inland and to the west — at the “crest”
of the marsh cut.* As a result we openecl one last unit,

960R870, administratively lumped with Block 4.

This unit, a sing‘le 10-foot square, revealed a
dark brown sancly Joam plowzone about a foot in cleptl'l
overlying a very pale brown sand subsoil (Figure 43).
The unit proclucecl modest amounts of shell (24 pounds)
and brick rubble (68 poun&s) and the artifacts failed to
suggest any definite association with a structure.
Nevertheless, the unit did reveal a single post hole and
an enigmatic stain running roughly east-west which
appears to be another wall trench structure.
Unfortunately there was not enougl'l time to investigate
this stain.

Area 7 Summary

At first glance Area 7 appears to have providecl
consicleral)ly less information about the main plantation
than Area 8 proviclecl for the slave settlement, but that
is not actually the case. We were not fortunate enougl'l
to actually identi{y any of the main settlement
builclings, although we did uncover a large quantity of
architectural rubble and prol)al)ly a portion of the
scaffold used to create the main house.

These ][.:inclings provicle us with some
information on the main house. For example, we know
that tal)l)y, coquina, and brick were used in its
construction. The combination of these materials
suggests that the house may have been built at several
different time perio&s — the tabby and coquina being
used initia]ly when financial resources were limited, but
slave labor was reaclily available. This earlier structure
was stuccoed or pargecl, then scored to make it resemble

4 Compare Figures 14 and 24: we felt that the east-
west dimension of the Stuart map (Figure 14) was slightly
distorted since we had failed to identi{y any archaeological
materials as far west as the sketch map would suggest (see
Figure 3). Of course it is possible that many of the plantation
structures have eroded into the marsh, creating the large mass
of archaeological debris visible at low tide. Altematively, this
debris may simply reflect trash clisposal into the marsh.
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ashlar construction. Later, as financial resources were

more al)unclant, some additional features were added in

brick.

The excavations also fail to reveal any evidence
of Luming. This suggests that while the main plantation
was certainly targeted by Confederate gunners, it is
unli.kely that the house was gut‘cecl or seriously clamagecl
as a direct result of the Civil War. This helps confirm
the cartographic evidence, which indicates that at least
one large plantation buﬂding stood tl'u-ougl'lout the late
nineteenth century. The arcluaeological work also
suggests that this builcling was probal)ly extensively
salvagecl — leaving' very few architectural artifacts to
find their way into the archaeological record.

It seems most lil:zely that the house was
intentiona]ly removed from the lan&scape to allow easier
plowing‘. Large amounts of debris were hauled or pusl’lecl
to the eclge of the field and this activity may have helped
reduce plowing at the eclge of the field. The
disarticulated materials seen in the woods toclay are the
result of this activity.

The presence of what we think may be
scaﬁolcling post holes almost certainly supports
construction using durable materials such tabby or
brick. Frame construction likely could have taken place
with ladders, but the setting of forms or the need to lay
brick would prol)al)ly require the placement of a scaffold.

The archaeological investigations also reveal
that wall trench structures were also constructed in the
main plantation area. These eigluteenth century
l)uﬂclings were prol)a]::ly used l)y the slaves serving the
main house, althougl'l they may also have been used for
other plantation support buildings, such as the kitchen
or storage l)uilclings.

While we certainly did not encounter the
cliversi‘cy in the main house area that we found in the
slave settlement, considerable information was
recovered. Moreover, it is lil:zely that much additional
material remains preserved unclergrouncl — hopefuﬂy in
a section of the proposecl school which will be preservecl
for future generations.
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Introduction

This section is intended to provicle an overview
of the material culture present at Roupelmoncl
Plantation. Since the excavations were conducted lJy
clesignatecl blocks at both the main plantation and the
slave settlement, these discussions are also organizecl in
this manner, altliougl'i we have tried to combine blocks
where possi_l)le since this tends to provicle a better “flow”
of information. A general overview of the recovered
artitacts, their contribution toward arcliitectural or
feature reconstructions, mean ceramic ciating, artifact
pattern analysis, and exploration of status indicators
(inclucling‘, where appropriate, Miller's inclices) are
provi&ecl for each site area. The only artifacts not
included in the detailed discussions (l:>ut, for example,
included in the artifact patterns) are the Colono wares,
which are discussed in greater detail in a JEollowing
section of this stu&y. At the conclusion of this section
there is a summary, which draws togetlier the different
areas at Roupelmoncl and offers more generalizecl
observations concerning the artifacts and their
contribution to our un&erstancling of the occupation at

the plantation.
Laboratory Processing and Conservation

The cleaning of artifacts was conducted in
Columl:ia, after the conclusion of the excavations.
Cataloging and analysis of the specimens was conducted
intermittently during '1998. Conservation treatments
have been conducted l:y Chicora personnel at the
Columbia lal)oratory intermittently &uring the same
period, being completed in early 1999.

All items were evaluated for conservation needs
and at the time of our study the brass items were all
stable, ex.lli.l)iting no active bronze disease. These items

were paclzecl in the same manner as other specimens.

The only ferrous items identified as requiring
conservation treatment were tested with a magnetic and

found to consist of relatively sound metal. Tl’iey were
sul>jectecl to electrolytic reduction in a bath of sodium
carbonate solution in currents no greater than 5 volts
for a period of 10 to 40 days. When all visible
corrosion was removecl, the artifacts were wire brushed
and place& in a series of deionized water soaks for the
removal of soluble chlorides. When the artifacts tested
free of chlorides (at a level less than 0.1 ppm, or 2
/Lml’ios/cm using a con&uctivity meter), tl'iey were
dewatered in an acetone bath and allowed to air clry
under low humidity conditions (s 35% RH) for 24
hours. A series of phosphoric (10% v/v) and tannic
(20% wfv) acid solutions were then applied. The
artifacts were air dried for an additional 24 hours and
coated with a 10% solution (w/v) of acryloid B-72 in

toluene.

As previously discussed, the materials have
been acceptecl for curation l)y the South Carolina
Institute of A_rcl'iaeology and Antl'iropology. The
collection has been catalogecl using this institution's
accessioning practices. Opecimens were paclzecl in
plastic lnags and boxed. Field notes were preparecl on pH
neutral, alkaline buffered paper and pl’iotograpl'iic
materials were processecl to archival standards. All
on'ginal field notes, with archival copies, are also curated
with these facilities. All materials have been delivered to
the curatorial Jf‘acility.

Analyses

A.nalysis of the collections followed
protessionally accepte& standards with a level of
intensity suitable to the quantity and quality of the
remains. Prehistoric pottery was uncommon in these
investigations (an& outside the scope of the research
plan), so it is only lJrietly examined. The temporal,
cultural, and typological classifications of the historic
remains follow such authors as Cushion (1976),
Godden (1964, 1985), Miller (1980, 1991), Nogl
Hume (1978), Norman-Wilcox (1965), Peirce (1988),
Price (1970), South (1977), and Walton (1976). Glass
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artifacts were identified using sources such as Jones
(1986), Jones and Sullivan (1985), McKearin and
McKearin (1972), McNal.ly (1982), Smith (1981),
Vose (1975), and Warren (1970).  Additional
rei:erences, especially for the Colono wares, will be
discussed in the iollowing section.

The analysis system used South's (1977)
functional groups as an effort to subdivide historic
assemlalages into groups which could reflect behavioral
categories. Initially cievelopecl for eigl'iteentl'i-century
British colonial assem.lalages, this approacl'i appears to be
an excellent choice for the Roupelmonct collection.
Altl'iougl'i criticized  for prolalems in sarnple
comparability (see, for example, Joseph 1989), even the
system's detractors note that:

whatever its JElaws, the value of
artifact patterning lies in the fact
that it is a universally recognized
method  for organizing large
collections of artifactual data in a
manner which can be easily
understood and which can be used for
comparative purposes {J osepl'i

1989:65).

The functional categories of Kitcl'ien, Arcliitecture,
Furniture, Personal, Clotl'iing, Arms, Tol)acco, and
Activities provicie not only the range necessary for
ciescril:ing and cliaracterizing most collections, but also
allow typically consistent comparison with other

collections.

Another important analytical teclinique used
in this stu(iy is the minimum vessel count, as both an

alternative to the more traditional count of ceramics1

! Altliougli counts are used in this, and virtual.ly
every si:u<iy of historic wares, we know that tliey are biased as
measures of the proportions of types. Simply put, the
proportion l)y number of sherds of a particular type reflects
two tliings — first, the proportion of that type in the
population, and seconcl, the average number of sherds into
which vessels of that type have broken (lznown among some
researchers are their l:)rol:eenness) in comparison with the
brokenness of other types. In general, however, brokenness

will vary from one type to another and also from one size
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and also as a prerequisite to the applicatiori of Miller's
cost indices. The most common approacl'i for the
calculation of minimum number of vessels (MNV) is to
lay out all of the ceramics from a particular analytic
unit (sucl’i as a i:eature), grouping the sherds lay ware,
type, and variety (e.g., floral motif vs. pastoral). All
possi.l:le mends are then made. Body sherds are, from
this point on, considered residual and not further
considered. Remaining rim sherds, which fail to provide
men(is, are examined for matches in clesign, rim torm,
colors, and other attributes which would inclicate
matches with previously defined vessels. Those which
tail to match either mended vessels or other rims are
counted as additional vessels. Where there were rnultiple
units or proveniences from a block, all were combined
for this analysis, using a minimum distinction method
for the MNV, which tends to provicie a relatively
conservative count. This also seems appropriate since all
of the block excavations were relatively disperseci and
there seems to be little likelihood that i‘requent Cross-
mends would occur over large portions of the site.

Altl'iougl'i 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 bases in a given asseml:)lage being used to define
the MNV. Attempts were made to mend and match
vessel bases in order to ensure the accuracy of the
count. If a glass artifact exhibited a different color
and/or form not represented t)y the counted bases, then

it was ciesignateci a separate vessel or container.

Two methods were, used to determine the
occupation span of the various excavation areas at
Roupelmond. The first method is South's (1977)
l:)raclzeting teclinique. This method consists of creating
a time line where the manutacturing span of the various
ceramics are placeci. The left bracket is placeci l)y

vessel of a particular type to another size vessel of the same
type. Usual.ly, types with a liigli brokenness will be over-
representecl in comparison to those with a low brokenness.
More importantly, this bias not only affects the stucly of a
single asseml)lage, but may affect the si:ucly, or comparison, of
different assernl)lages which may have a different level of
brokenness.
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detennining where at least half of the ceramic type bars
touch. The riglit bracket is placed the same way,
liowever, it is placed far enougli to the riglit to at least
touch the taeginning of the latest type present (South
1977:214.4). We have cl'iosen to alter Soutli's l)raclzeting
teclinique sliglitly t>y 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 which have
liigli counts are poorly represented in the ceramic
asseml)lage. Because of this valid complaint a second
method was used to determine occupation spans. The
second method used is a ceramic prol)alaility
contribution chart. Albert Bartovics (1981) advocates
the calculation of prol)al:)ility distributions for ceramic
types within an asseml)lage. Using this teclinique an
approximation of the prol)al)ility of a ceramic type
contribution to the site's occupation is derived. This
formula is expressed:

Pilyr. = _{1_ where
FxDj

Pj = partial prol)al)ility contribution
lj' = number of sherds in type j
F = number of sherds in sample

Dj = duration in range of years

One reviewer wondered why we had not made
use of pipe stem dating. These are several reasons. One
is that pipe stem bore diameters are trequently not
consistent tlirougl'iout their lengtli. There are also
lingen’ng concerns over the adequacy of various sample
sizes — Noel Hume (1967), for example, argued that
a minimum sample of 900 to 1,000 stems was
necessary, while Hanson (1971) suggested that 30
stems were adequate. We are inclined to believe that the
larger tigure is lil:zely more viable.

There are similar questions concerning when
the dating tecl’mique l)egins to break down, with dates
ranging from 1744 through 1800 having been offered.
Since Roupelmond clearly dates from at least the early

eigliteentli century tlirougl'i the mid-nineteenth century, -

use of pipe stem dating becomes prol)lematical.

Moreover, there are actually a variety of dating
tecliniques — at least six variations liaving been
proposed in the past. Binford's (1971) last proposed
dating formula requires so much time to calculate that
this ettort, we l)elieve, out weiglis its usefulness as a
dating device when more accurate methods are available —
as tl'iey were for this study.

Pfeiffer (1978) offers a review of the problems
inherent in using pipe stems for dating. Readers who
nevertheless would like to calculate pipe stem dates can
do so, since we have provided the number of each bore
diameter for the various blocks.

Altliougl'i we provide some- brief comments
concerning the temporal placement of collections dun'ng
our discussions of the different l)loclzs, far more detailed
information is available in our concluding sections for
each block. Readers with particular questions
concerning dating issues may want to review these

sections first.

The observant reader will also note that both

metric and Englisli units of measurement have been
used in the analysis. We recognize that this departure
from consistency may be troul)ling, and may require
some conversion back and forth. We have, however,
tried to ensure an internal consistency. Where the
artifact was lil:zely described tay its maker or user in
Englisl'i measurements, tliey have been retained. The
only exception to this is when there has been extensive
research on the artifact class which uses metric
measures (one example l)eing the work on Englisli
"wine" bottles l)y Olive Jones). When the maker or user
of the ot:ject prot:ably had no reason to refer to a
specitic measurement (sucli as the lengtl'x or diameter of

a pencil), we have used metric units.

In the tollowing discussions, the first time a
particu.lar artifact type, or class, is encountered, it will
be discussed in greater detail than it is when found in
sulosequent contexts. While this may cause some
ditticulty for those interested in only one particular area
of the site, it will reduce the shear volume of text and
will make these discussion flow in a more readable
fashion.

We have also attempted to reduce the “jargon”
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in these discussions, altl—xough readers should be aware
that some clegree of technical discussions are
occasionaﬂy essential to ensure accuracy and

unc].erstan&ing among other protessional arcl'xaeologists.

The Slave Settlement

Bloclk 1

Block 1, originaﬂy selected based on initial site
testing which identified a concentration of material in
this area, pro&uce& 11,231 artifacts from 1,400 square
feet, yielcling an artifact clensity of 8 artifacts per square
foot.

Kitchen Group Artifacts

A total of 9496 Kitchen Group artifacts was
recovered, most representing ceramics (6194 or 65.2%)
or glass (3035 or 31.9%). Recovered were a wide range
of early eighteentl'l tl'lrougl'l mid-nineteenth century
ceramics, inclu&ing porcelains, white salt glaze&
stonewares, lead glaze& slipwares, cleltt, clouded wares,
creamwares, and pearlwares. Also present were a few
ceramics typicaﬂy considered to be early eighteenth
century wares, such as Westerwald (altl'xougl'l no North
Devon Gravel Temperecl was recovered from this Hoclz).
As discussed laelow, the latest ceramics recovere&, which
provi&e the TPQ date for tl'le l)loclz, are tl'le wl'litewares.
Other materials, however, provi&e a TPQ as late as
1870-1890. '

The major types of ceramics are shown in
Ta}ale 6, revealing t}lat tablewares, suclq as the
porcelains, white salt glaze& stonewares, &eltt,
creamwares, and pearlwares, account for 90.0% of the
ceramics. Utilitarian wares,2 such as the brown and
blue/white stonewares, account for about 10.0% of the
collection. This is very close to the proportions found in
the eighteenth century Broom Hall slave settlement
(Trinlzley etal. 1985:163, 169)

2 Utilitarian wares are those used in food

preparation and storage. They typica.uy include stonewares and
coarse ea:thenwares, but exclude Colono ware, because of the
possible ethnic differences in food preparation and

consumption practices.
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Table 6.

Major Types of Datable Pottery in Block 1
Porcelain 223 3.6%
Stoneware 544 8.8%

Brown 124

Blue/Gray 93

White 282

Other 45
Earthenware 5427 87.6%

Redware 55

Slipware 715

Refined 52

Coarse 303

Delft 321

Creamware 1564

Pearlware 1451

Whiteware 843

YEHOWWBIE 56

Bumt 67

The most common eigl'lteentl'l century ware is
lead glazed slipware, accounting for 711 examples.
Slipware was a traditional eighteenth century form of
pottery decoration in which a white or cream-colored
slip is trailed over an buff or red earthenware l)ocly. A
clear lead glaze& slip is then applie& before {'iring'.
Examples of pinl:z and buff tire&-clay bodies were
encountered. Cushion observes that most slipware
potters, “were primarily concerned with pro&ucing the
everyclay necessities for the more humble table”
(Cushion 1976:79).

During the eighteenth century utilitarian
slipwares made in Staffordshire and other parts of
Englan& were exporte& to the colonies in huge numbers.
These were often offered for sale in newspapers and
while no examples are immecliately available from
Cl'larleston, Miller cites several examples from

elsewlle Ie:

in 1757 a New York merchant
ottered for sale “. . . Crates Common
yellow Wares both cups and Dishes .
... Another New York vendor, in
1768, advertised “yellow Dishes by
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the Crates . . .” (I\/Iiﬂer 19744:2].3

It seems lilzely, tl'lerefore, that the slipwares were ‘a
common, and very inexpensive, commoclity importecl

into the colonies.

A total of 24 slipware vessels were identified,
with the bulk of these representing pie pan forms
(MNV = 16) which were smaller and more shallow
than milk pans or l)alzing dishes. All of these specimens
had a pie crust or notched rim form. The prevalence of
this form is a little surprising, but we haven't been able
to locate any research into how common the different
forms were, or exactly how each was tended to be used
cluring the periocl. Nevertheless, we assume that the pie
pan form, l)eing somewhat miclway between a bowl and
a plate, was useful in serving up the spoon meals which
comprisecl the bulk of the African American diet. There
were, in ac].c].ition, two conventional milk pans, ranging
in diameter from 14 to 16 inches in diameter. The next
most common slipware form was, in fact, the bowl.
Seven of the eigl'lt examples rangecl in diameter from 5
to 6 inches, while a seventh specimen, 12 inches in
diameter, was prol:)alt)ly used for food preparation. Six
examples are slightly 1arger than mugs, but smaller than
})owls, ranging from 4 to 4% inches. Only one plate
form (with a diameter of 8 inches) and one mug (with a

diameter of 3V inches) were recovered.

Tin-glazecl delft is the next most common
eighteenth century ceramic recovered from this portion
of the slave settlement, accounting for 321 specimens.
All of the specimens are typicaﬂy English and include
either plain white clelftware, delft with a cobalt blue
c].ecoration, or delft with a purple or manganese splatter.
Cushion indicates that, like slipware, the bulk of the
delft until sometime in the eighteenth century was
utilitarian, intended for the table. By the eighteenth
century there were merely decorative forms, although

none were encounterecl at Roupelmoncl.

The recovered delftware includes 12 bowls,

ranging from 5 to 9 inches in diameter. The one plate,

3 Pn’.ngle, on several occasions, does mention crates
or hogsl:eacls of “earthenwares,” although he doesn't speci{:y
the type (Edgar 1972:1:147, 403).

an undecorated form, had a diameter of 6 inches. This
later example, given its size, may have been a saucer to

a tea service.

White salt glazed stoneware accounts for 282
fragments. These wares were more durable than the
earlier style c].el{'t, which tl'ley replacecl, and the
clevelopment of block molds allowed the creation of such
intricate relief patterns as l'clot, cliaper and basket” and
"barley.”" In Block 1, 284 undecorated examples were
recovered, representing 23 vessels. These included seven
cups, 10 l)owls, and six plates. One of bowls and four of
the plates exhibit molded patterns.

In acldition, the collection incluclecl five scratch
blue })owls, and one scratch blue saucer.* Another use
of cobalt was as a slip decoration, without the use of
scratching, which resulted in the stoneware’s decoration
taldng on a somewhat smeared or flowed blue color. The
slave settlement area proclucecl one exa,rnple, a cup, with
this decoration. Also recovered were one cup and one
plate of polychrome hand paintecl white salt glazecl

stoneware.

The next most common eighteenth century
pottery was Chinese porcelain. Of the 183 fragments
identified, 180 (98.4%) were underglazed blue and
three (1.6%) were overglazed enameled. Until the early
nineteenth century Chinese porcelain was an expensive,
very fine, thin ware usuaﬂy associated with the tea ritual
(and therefore most commonly found in tea forms).® Its

* Scratch blue is white salt glazed stoneware which
was incised and filled with cobalt prior to £iring, resulting in
a white body with thin blue lines. These examples are typical
of eatly (i.e., pror to ca. 1760) examples where the lines
omament cups, saucers, and bowls. Later the style expanded
onto chamber pots and mugs, in a effort l)y the English
potters to take the market held }Jy. German utilitarian wares.

3 James Deetz (1977:60-61) observes that at least
l)y 1780 the porcelain found in colonial inventories is 1arge1y
limited to "tea sets, and prol)al)ly demonstrates the adoption
of the full-blown Enghsh tea ceremony for the fixst time. This
custom can be considered a goocl indicator of the re-
Ang]icization process that was at work at the time." He points
out that porcelain is therefore a socio-technic artifact and
therefore less likely to be broken, and enter the archaeological
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presence is considered an indicator of high status (Lewis
1985; Stone 1970:88). During the nineteenth century
the quantity exportecl into the United States increased
and the quality declined dramatically, malzing it a poor
indicator of status or wealth cluring this later periocl. It
is lilzely that this, along with other more expensive
wares, such as the white salt glazecl stoneware, had
originaﬂy been purcl')asecl for use by the owners of
Roupelmoncl and subsequently found their way into
slave houses — perl')aps as styles changecl and the owner
acquirecl new sets, or as the individual pleces were

damagecl, or perl'laps even as theft.

The forms recovered are dominated by tea
service pieces and include nine cups (ranging from 2%
to 4 inches in diameter), seven bowls (ranging from 4 to
7 inches in cliameter), one saucer, and six plates

(ranging from 6 to 8 inches).

Other preclomi.nately eigl'lteenth century wares
found in the slave settlement include nine specimens of

recor&, than more technomic arti{:acts. Henry Ho]al'xouse
(1987) describes this ritual, as well as the ceramics associated
with it, "The eighteentl: century Europeans, like the Japanese
but unlike the Chinese or the Russians, regarded tea malzing
as a ceremony. There was the Loﬂing 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 owm" (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 Englisl'x
taste and manners" (Watethouse 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 lzugh mortality of the new colony, the
long-estal)lisl'xed links between Carolina's elite and the Englisl'x
gentry, the close tracling (and economic) ties between the two
groups, and the desire of the Carolina elite to establish itself
as a ruling class which was rigidly hierarchical and mo]aility
was severely limited. Watethouse also contends that the "black
majority” of Carolina "&eepene& the psycl’xological need for
South Carolinians to adhere to the mormative values of
English culture” (Waterhouse 1989:108). The tea ritual, with
its associated very expensive i.mported porcelains, was one
aspect of this overall process.
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Nottingham stoneware, 37 fragments of Westerwald,
seven pieces of Jaclzfielcl, and 18 specimens of clouded

wares.

Nottinglqam is a type of red and brown
stoneware which has a metaﬂic—looking, semi-matte
surface comprisecl of an iron oxide and salt glaze
yielding a faintly metallic luster (Feild 1987:563, 90).
Altl'xougl') some quite strange clesigns were proclucecl, far
more common in America are the posset-pots, mugs,
jugs, and bowls (Blacker 1980:244). Westerwald is a
gray salt glazecl stoneware with incised, stampecl,
spriggecl, and cobalt paintecl decorations. Altl'lougl'l
mugs and jugs are most common, there are examples of
chamber pots (Noél Hume 1978:280-285). The one
example from Block 1 is an 8 inch diameter crock (or
storage jar). Noél Hume describes Jaclz{-ielcl as a “class
of tl'linly turned wares” with a purple to gray Locly coated
with a deep black glaze (No&l Hume 1978:123). Of all
the forms proclucecl, most seem to be tea and coffee
ware, often tea or milk pots (Feild 1987:95). The last
of the eigl'lteentl'l century wares, which l)riclge into the
creamwares (tl'lemselves transitional between the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries) are clouded wares.
These have a cream l)ocly with a c].ip glaze resulting in
wares witl'l purple, l)lue, l)rown, yellow, green, ancl gray
colors (Noél Hume 1978:123). In effect, we see a

creamware l)ocly })eing decorated with colored glazes

(Walton 1976:73).

Eventually this cream bodied ware would be
transformed into the creamware so well known at sites
spanning the eigl'lteentl'l and nineteenth centuries.
Developed in the 1750s by Josiah Wedgwood, this
cream colored earthenware was considered a revolution
in ceramic procluction. It proviclecl a fine glazecl ware at
a relatively inexpensive cost, and came in sets with a
wide variety of vessel forms and styles. In Block 1
creamwares are the most common ceramic, accounting
for over a quarter of the total collection. Of these, the
vast majority are undecorated (1504 or 96.1%),
altl'lougl'l 16 annular creamware sherds, nine
polycl-)ro‘me hand paintecl creamwares, and one cable
creamware fragment were also identified.

The creamwares represent 12 cups, 27 bowls,
one saucer, 34 plates, and four cl’lamber pots. Not

surprisingly, the annular creamware consists entirely of
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bowl forms, ranging from 5 to 6 inches in diameter.
Cups range from 3 to 4 inches in diameter, while plain
or beaded (@ molded clecoration) bowls range from 4 to
11 inches in diameter, representing a range of both
individual bowls and those prol:al:ly intended as serving
pieces. Plates range from 8 tol1 inches and chamber
pots range from 8 to 10 inches.

As potters continued to experiment with
creamware, in an effort to imitate the Chinese
porcelains, pearlware was eventua]ly proclucecl. By 1779
Weclgwood had producecl pearlware, what he called an
“improvement" on the creamware (Walton 1976:77;
see also Nogl Hume 1978:129-132). By 1790 the ware
was further "improved" by Spocle who added a small
trace of cobalt to the formula to serve as a “blue
whitener” (Feild 1987:54). Today pearlwares are
recognizecl lay the blue pudcﬂing of the glaze and over-all
bluish cast.

In Block 1 we recovered 1,405 sherds of
pearlware, with the asseml)lage laeing dominated 1)y the
undecorated specimens (49.2%, N = 691) Polycl'xrome
hand paintecl (N=140), blue hand paintecl (N=122),
blue transfer printecl (N=178), eclgecl (N=129), and
annular/cable (N=142) occur in nearly equal amounts
in the assem.blage. In general these decorations become
more expensive (and hence we often assume tl'zey are
used t)y individuals of greater wealtl'z) as the amount of
hand work increases. Consequently, plain (a{‘ter its
initial introcluction), annular/cal:le, and edgecl are the
least expensive of the wares — and they (beca.use of the
dominance of plain wares) account for 68.5% of the
collection. This might suggest that, unlike some of the
eigl'xteenth century wares which laegan their life in the
main plantation settlement, tl'lese pea.rlwares were

purc}lasecl speci{‘ica]ly {Ol’ slave use.

It is also thougl'xt that the vessel forms may
often provicle a clue to wealth and status. Plates and
more complex pieces tencling to be associated with more
wealthy individuals and bowls tencling to be found in
greater frequencies on slave sites. At first glance the
MNV analysis suggests that the vessel forms contradict
the evidence offered t)y the {‘requency of simple
decorations. Altllougll there are 101 bowl forms in
Block 1, there are nearly as many (90) plates. Yet, when
we look at these plates we find that 76 are eclgecl and an

additional three are plain. In other words, altl'zough
there are 90 plates, 88% of them have inexpensive

de corations.

This could suggest that the planter had fallen
on hard times and was using inexpensive plates — which
eventuaﬂy found their way into the slave settlement. Or
it migl'xt just as easily suggest that the owner was
prosperous and was purcl’xasing inexpensive plates for his
slaves in order to “upgracle" their tooclways. Of couxse,
these competing explanations can only be evaluated as
we ook at the faunal remains {to understand what the
slaves were eating) and the ceramics found in the
vicinity of the planter's house (to see what he and his
tamily were using on their tal:le).

The whitewares represent yet another
clevelopment or stage in the effort to procluce a truly
white ceramic. Whiteware is a fine bodied earthenware
developed by C.J. Mason in 1813. It was patented under
the name of “Mason’s Patent Ironstone China,” yet
clistinguisl'zing ironstone from whiteware presents a
challenge. South (1974:247-248), for example, used
an “ironstone-whiteware” category, while  Price
(1979:11) uses only a “whiteware” category which
includes both “types.” Both researchers point out that
cli{'ferentiating between whiteware and ironstone using
vessel hardness (or degree of vitrification) is an
uncertain or even invalid approacl'z. For the purposes of
this stucly, the term whiteware encompasses both
categories of ceramics. In general, however, there are
very few examples of ceramics which migl'zt be
potentially classified as “ironstone” at Roupelmond.

There are 843 tragments of whiteware
recovered from Block 1. Of these 68.5% (N=577) are
undecorated. The next most common motif is annular
(N=141). Also present are 38 specimens of edged ware,
and two examples of a spongecl decoration. More
expensive motifs include 13 specimens of polychrome
hancl pa.intecl, 45 examples ot lJlue transter printecl, and

six specimens of non-blue transfer printecl.

Like the pearlwares, this collection seems
dominated 1)y less expensive motifs (pla.in and annular)

which may have been purcl'xasecl speci{ically for slave
use. When vessel forms are examined, 66 of the 105
vessels (62.9%) are plates, althougl'x the bulk of the
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Table 7.
Shape and Function of Ceramic
Vessels From Area 8, Block 1

Shape # %
Tableware 426 81.6
Plates/saucers 210 49.3
Bowls 216 50.7
Serving 0 0.0
Tea & Coffeeware 57 10.9
Utilitarian 39 7.5

remaining vessels (N=34) are bowls. But, also like the
pearlwares, almost all of these plates are either plain
(N=36) or edged (N=23). In other words, although
plates are the predominant vessel form, most of them
(89% N=59) are inexpensive forms. Again, is this
because the planter had fallen on hard times in the
nineteenth century, or was it because he was prosperous

enough to purchase ceramic sets for his slaves?

The last of the ceramics identified from Block
1 of the slave settlement is ye].lowware. This ceramic was
made from primarily New Jersey and Ohio clays that,
when firecl, take on a dark yellow color. Sometimes
Wl'leel—tl'lrown, it was more often molcl—cast, with the
subsequent applicaﬁon of an alkaline glaze to intensify
the yellow color. Best known are ]:;owls, often with
decorative color bands. This collection yielclecl only 57
examples, representing six vessels. These vessels were all
bowls, with diameters ranging from 5 to 8 inches.

Looking at the collection from Block 1.as a
whole, it is just barely dominated ]::y bowl forms
(N=216), with plates ranking second (N=205). Table
7 provicles a complete list, revealing dominance of
tablewares, and (within this category) hollowares.
Teaware accounts for just under 11% of the coHection,
while utilitarian wares, such as pans, croc].zs, jugs, and

jars, account for 7.5%.

Althougl'x this portion of the site proclucecl a
large number of fairly early eigl'lteenth century ceramics,
only 180 fragments of Colono ware pottery were
recovered. If these are included in the ceramic group,
they would account for 2.8% of the total, suggesting a
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weak contribution Ly these local, Jow-fired earthenwares.
They are further described in a foﬂowing section of this
report.

Container glass accounts for 3035 fragments
or 32% of the Kitchen Group total. The most prevalent
glass type is that commonly called "black," which is
actuaﬂy dark green in transmitted 1ig1'1t, compfising
71.9% of the glass found in this portion of the slave
settlement (N=2181). These represent "wine" bottles
commonly used in Europe and North America. Olive
Jones (1986) has conducted extensive research on this
bottle style, discovering that the cylindrical "wine" bottle
represents four distinct styles — two for wine and two
for beer — linked to their size and intended contents.
These four styles, however, were not just used for wines
and beers. Other proclucts, such as cicler, clistiﬂed
liquors, vinegar, and mineral waters might also have
been sold in these bottle styles. In addition, tl'xey would
have been used l)y private individuals as containers for
clecanting, storing, and serving beverages either laought

in barrels or made at home.

At Block 1, 31 “black” bottles were identified:
two are case bottle bases, 14 are case hottle bodies, five
are blown in mold bases, and 24: are blown bases. The
case bottles, of course, are square because they were
frequently paclzecl in cases or “cellars,” accorcling to
Noél Hume (1978:62). Frequently ascribed to the
Dutch, these bottles were lilzely proclucecl ]:)y any number
of different countries and in this case, tl'ley are most
likely English. This style was most popular in the

seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries.

Free-blown bottles, especially the so-called
“wine bottles,” were common prior to 1730. After this
date a demand for greater standardization ljegan the
transition to bottled blown inside contact molds (Jones
and Sullivan 1985:21-23). The collection from Bock
1 contains both, inclicating that there are bottles in the
assemblage which probably predate 1730 (although
glassware tended to be curated cluring this period and
the bottles may have been clepositecl much later). In
fact, it is lilzely that at least some of the bases identified
as blown were contact molded, but there simply wasn 't
enough base present for the determination to be made
with certainty.
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The blown (and mold-blown) bases range from
6.5 to 18.0 cm in diameter. Those under about 9.0 cm
are below the range® discussed by Jones (1986) and
those over about 12.6 cm were lilrzely non—cylindrical
styles from the seventeenth century7 (wl'xicl'x Jones also
did not stucly). There are two example of bottles with
basal diameters of 9.0 cm, probal)ly representing wine
bottles from the periocl 1790-1850; 11 with diameters
of 10.0 cm, described by Jones as Imperial wine bottles,
post—dating about 1825; six with diameters of 11.6 ¢m,
identified as beer styles and dating from about 1750
through 1810; and one bottle base with a diameter of
12.6 cm, probably representing an undersized beer

bottle, dating from 1730 into the 1770s.

However these bottles Began their lives, it
seems lilzely that containers were valuable enoug}l to be
reused for relatively long periods of time. It doesn’t
seem to be until the mid-nineteenth century that bottle
glass became Inexpensive enougl'x to be considered a

consumable or disposal)le commo&ity.

The next most common container glass was
aqua — represented by a paultry 271 fragments. These
fragments represent only 10 bottles, including six that
were probalaly free blown (nine with basal diameters
between 2.5 and 3.3 cm and one with a diameter of
15.2 cm) and three that were blown in a mold. These
represent two panel bottles and a square bottle. These
small bottles were lilzely all medicinal. Also included in
this assem]olage of aqua glass was one JEragmentary
South Carolina Dispensary bottle. Altl'xougl'l the exact
form could not be determined, these bottles were only
produced from 1891 through 1905 (Huggins 1971).

Clear glass, accounting for 197 fragments
(6.5% of the glassware assemblage), has a MNV of only
four bottles. One is another South Carolina Dispensary
bottle and the other three have blown based ranging
from 1.8 cm to 5.1 em. The smaller bottle is likely
medicinal, while the function of the other two larger

¢ These include three with basal diameters of 6.5
cm and thee with diameters of 7.6 cm.

7 These include one with a basal diameter of 152

cm and another with a diameter of 17.7 cm.

examples 1s uncertain.

We identified 157 :fragments of manganese
glass, representing 5.2% of the entire glass collection.
Two of the four bottles represente& in this assemblage
are dispensary bottles, while the remaining two have
pl'xarmaceutical or ﬂanged lips, suggestive of medicine
bottles. Althougl'l manganese glass is most commonly
associated with glassware from the last quarter of the
nineteenth century tl'lrougl'l the beginning of World
War 1, it does occur in specimens &ating to as early as
the eighteenth century (Jones and Sullivan 1085:13).
The ﬂange& lips, for exa.mple, are most commonly
found on medicinal bottles of the eighteenth and early

to mid-nineteenth centuries Uones and Sullivan

1985:80).

Brown is the next most common color,
accounting for 83 specimens. The MNV for this glass
includes two blown-in-mold bottles. Sixty—eight
specimens of green glass were identified, altl'louglq only
one MNV was identified — a bottle with a blown base
about 2.5 cm in diameter. There were 64 fragments of
dark aqua glass, altl'louglq only one identifiable bottle —
a blown-in-mold example with a basal diameter of 7.5
cm. The remaining specimens included blue and milk
glass, as well one very small {'ragment of clear glass with
a red coating on the interior surface. Although small,
this does not seem to be what Jones and Sullivan
(1985:14) identify as marbled or “slag” glass, most
popular in the late nineteenth century, but rather some
type of earlier “superimposed” glass (see Jones and

Sullivan 1985:50-51).

Although the discussion of container glass is
rather sparse, this is the result of the tremendous plow
damage and the very small size of the resulting pieces.
What we have been able to ascertain, l'lowever, is that
bottles pz'imarily used for alcohol and medicine were the
most common on the site. It seems that the medicinal
laottles, because of their size, would have seen relatively
little re-use. On the other l'xan&, the beer and wine
bottles migl'lt have been used for any number of
purposes once the alcohol was consumed, either By the

planter or his slaves.

Fi&y-four tableware items were recovered from

Block 1, representing about 0.6% of the Kitchen Group
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artifacts. Inclucte& are 27 tra.gments ot clear glass, 23
tragments of manganese glass, and four utensil

tra.gments.

The clear glass includes an interesting array:
one plain golalet stem, one air-twist golalet stem, one
exa.mple ot cut glass, two exa.mples ot etctlect glass, JEour
gotjlet tJases, two golalet rims, one tumbler t‘ragrnent, six
tumbler rims, two glass bowl rims, and the base of an
unidentifiable glass vessel. Taken togettler these
represent, as MNYV, four go]olets, six turntalers, one
laowl, and the one unidentified vessel.

Concerning the plain go]olet stem, Noél Hume
observes, “alttlough molded stems continued to be made
at least until the rnict—eigtlteenth century, ttley were
never common, pertlaps inctica.ting a lack of popular
acceptance of the austerity of straight lines in an
essentia]_ly plastic mectiurn" (Noél Hume 196919) Ttle
air-twists (called “wormed” in the period) were far more
common, especially from about 1740 through 1750 or
1760. After that time the stems became more elaborate
and color laegan to be added to the twists (Noé’l Hume
1969:20).% The example from Block 1 is rather

complex, consisting of seven-ply spirals.

The distinction between cutting and engraving
is sometime difficult to understand, and both types of
decoration may occur on the same vessel. Using the
approach of Jones and Sullivan (1985:56), cutting
actuaﬂy removes tairly large areas of glass, creating
panels, flutes, and miters. After cutting the glass has a
dull matte finish, which is sulasequently polistlect.
Engraving, on the other hand, is finer, typicaﬂy t)eing
done with copper wheels and some form of abrasive. The
engravect areas have a frosted appearance, which is
usually (tJut not a.lways) left. Engraving allows more
ﬂowing designs, inclucting naturalistic scenes, curved
lines and motits, and inscriptions. Both are common to
British glass in the last half of the eigtlteenth century.

Glass bow] forms had a number of {-unctions,

8 Some authors, such as McNa”y (1982) suggest
dates one to two decades later than Nosl Hume, t)ringing
popularity of the air-twists just to the last quarter of the
eighteenttl century.
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althougtl many were associated with wine — either as
wine glass coolers or wine hottle stands (see, for
example, McNally 1982:58-59). The size and form of
these specimens, however, more closely resembles {'inger

bowls, ranging from 11.5 to 13.0 ecm. As McNalley

otherves:

Finger bowls were part of the table
setting at genteel dinners cturing the
Regency perioct, alttlougtl a French
observer is on record as {-incting the
custom of wastling hands and rinsing
out mouths at the table “extremely
unfortunate” (McNaHy 1982:120).

It is likely that the specimens from Block 1 date to the
first half of the nineteenth century.

The manganese glass includes 17 fragments of
pressect laocty pieces, three tragments ofa pressect lid, two

tumbler rims, and one bowl rim.

Altl'xough small press-molctect items were tJeing
made in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, the
tectlniques used did not allow the creation of entire
hollowware vessels. It wasn't until the first quarter of
the nineteenth century that tableware t)egan to made of
presse& glass, with the items manufactured inclu&ing
tum]olers, salts, cups, a.nct plates (McNally 1982:34).
These early examples, tlowever, were almost always of
clear glass. The specimens encountered in Block 1
suggest a date from the last quarter of the nineteenth
century.

The utensils include one two-tine iron torle,
two tragments of iron Lnife blades, and one tragment of
a brass tang. Stone aptly points out that two-tine forks,
“have little utility for ctating purposes since ttley have
. sites which date from the
seventeenth, eighteenth, and ea.rly nineteenth centuries”
(Stone 1974‘:177). It is, tlowever, unlilzely that the
form was still popular lay the mid-nineteenth century.
The knife blade handles are too {Tagmentary to offer any
ctating assistance. The brass tang (ttle portion which
extends from the bolster into the tlanctle) prolaataly came
from a silver platect utensil, most liteely either a knife or
fork.

tJeen tounct on .
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Altl'lougl'l 33 Kitchenware items were recovered
from Block 1, all of them are kettle fragments. Iron
kettles were clesignecl to either l'lang over the JL:ire, if the
Weigl'lt could be supported, or to actually sit in the coals
of the hearth (F‘eild 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 }11g111y valued” (Lantz
1970:15). By the late nineteenth century kettles, at
least in urlaan areas, were on their way out of fashion,
being replace& lJy the iron stove and more manageable
pots (Lantz 1970:31). This decline is clearly evidenced
when periocl cata.logs 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, the kettle fragments from Block 1 offer
no rzaal assistance in clating since it is clear that kettles,
in rural South Carolina, were used well into the first
several decades of the twentieth century.

Architecture Group Artifacts

A total of 1,117 architectural fragments was
recovered from Block 1, representing about 9.9% of the
total artifact assem};lage.

The single largest category is that of nails, with
the 792 specimens accounting for 70.9% of the
collection. Of these 765, or 96.6%, can be discounted
since they could not be either measured or identified Ly
type. Twelve nails were identified as hand wrought,
meaning they were individually forged Ly blacksmiths,
either in America or England.9 The wrought nail shank
can be clistinguisl'xe& 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, Wl'n'.le largely replacecl Ly machine cut nails at the
beginning of the nineteenth century, continued in
specialized use far longer. Two head styles are present in

? Lounsbury (1994:239) notes that while nails were
certainly manufacturecl locaﬂy in t}le Sout}l, "a sizable
proportion of the nails used in ]:;ui.lclings through the late 18th
century were importecl from England."

the collection. Rose heads (accounting for four of the
eight wrought nails) have a distinctive head created lJy
four strikes of a l'lammer, giving it the form of a four-
leaf clover. Lounsbury (1994:412) notes that this style
was most commonly used in rougl'l framing and
attaching exterior claclcling. The other style present in
Block 1 is a clasp head (sometimes called a "T-head"),
accounting for four specimens (50% of the wrought
nails). This style was produce& 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 usuaﬂy used in trim work where the holding power
of the 1arger head was not needed and the head would
distract from the appearance (Lounsbury 1994:412).

Fifteen cut nails were also found in Block 1.
These were pro&uce& lJy a machine that cut each shaft
from a sheet of iron, tapering the nail along its length
on only two, instead of all four, sides. Altl'xough this
machinery was invented in the 1780s, nails produced by
machine were slow to reach the South, not Lecoming
widely available until the first quarter of the nineteenth
century. Lounsbury (1994:107) suggests that the most
wi&ely available variety from the 1790s tl'xrougl'x the
early 1820s were those whose heads were still hand
forged (that is, a machine cut nail with a hand forged
hea&). After about 1815 machines capable of both
cutting and hea&ing the nails were introduced and hand
forge& heads gra&uaﬂy declined in significance. Of the
machine cut coﬂection, all have forgecl l'leads, suggesting

their use during this earlier perio&.

Because different size nails served different
self-limited functions, it is possible to use the relative
frequencies of nail sizes'® to indicate building
construction details. Unfoﬂ:unately with only eight
identifiable and measurable specimens this effort would
have little validity. It is worth observing that seven of

' Nails were not only sold ]:;y shape, but also ]:;y
size, the lengths being designated by d (pence). This
nomenclature clevelopecl from the medieval Englis}l practice
of clescri]:'mg the size accorcling to the price per thousand
(Lounsbury 1994:239). Nelson (1968:2) provides the same
interpretation, altl'xoug}l the price was per hundred. Common
sizes include 2d - 6d, &d, 10d, 12d, 20d, 30d, and 40d. It
was not, however, until the late nineteenth century that penny
weights were standardized.
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the eight cluster in the 6-8 penny (2-2Y-inch) range.
These would be the sizes typica“y used for applying
sheatl'ling and sicling.

The next most common Axchitecture Group
artifact is that of flat glass (aﬂ of which appears to
represent window glass), accounting for 28.9% of the
group (N=323). Until the modern period window glass
was either crown or cylincler, with crown glass
clom'mating the eigl'xteentl'x and early nineteenth century
market. Regarcﬂess, it is usuaﬂy difficult to clistinguisl'x
the two unless certain, usua.ﬂy large, parts of the glass
are present (Jones and Sullivan 1985:171). At
Roupelmond all of the fragments are small, reﬂecting
considerable fragmentation of the panes, prokakly
during plowing. Both green—tintecl glass, common to
eighteenth century specimens (Nogl Hume 1978:233),
and colorless glass (suggestive of nineteenth century use)
were found in the assemklage.

The final two items in the asseml)lage were an
iron drive pintle and a brown glass doorknob. The pintle
(caHecl a “hook” cluring the periocl was forgecl and about
7.8 cm in length. The pivot was about 5.0 ecm in
height. This size mig]qt have been used for a door, but
more 1ikely was intended to support a window shutter.
While typicaHy used in eighteentl'x century construction
there seem to be many examples of them continuing to
be used well into the first quarter of the nineteenth
century, especiaﬂy in more rural areas. Altl'xougl'x lock
boxes have received considerable attention, there has
been very little research into door knobs. It is li]zely that
this example is from the mid to late nineteenth century.

Furniture Group Artifacts

The only furniture artifacts recovered from
Block 1 are four brass tacks, with heads ranging in
diameter from 9.9 to 12.5 mm. Tacks were a very
common item tllrougl'xout the eigl'xteentl'x and
nineteenth centuries, }Jeing used both to attach fabrics
and leathers to wood frames and also for purely
decorative purposes. Their presence in the slave
settlement might suggest the use of scavengecl furniture,
or it may be that it was only the tacks which were loeing
used.
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Arms Group Artifacts

Arms artifacts are uncommon in Block 1, with
only five ]oeing recovered (accounting for 0.04% of the
total assem]olage). These include one lead shot, one

gunﬂint (gray-black in color), one brass percussion cap,

a .22 caliber shell casing, and a .32 caliber shell casing.

The two shell casings are 1ikely not associated
with any aspect of the site and were probahly discarded
]:>y local hunters. The brass percussion cap, however, is
a “top hat” variety, commonly used with military arms.
Percussion caps were developed between 1808 and 1816
and were adopted for military use by 1845. The copper
cap, containing a minute amount of priming
compound, was placecl on a nipple piercecl with a hole
1eac1ing to the powcler cl'xarge. The cap was struck loy the

ammer, mounted above and behind it (]ol’mson and
Haven 1943:33-35). The recovered example had been
fired and prokakly relates to the Union military
occupation of the site cluring the Civil War.

A review of research concerning gunﬂints is
provided by Davis (1986). In general, however, both
Emery (1979:37-48) and Noél Hume (1978:220)
agree that Englisl'x flints tend to be gray or black, while
French flints tend to be brown or l'xoney-colorecl, with
the majority of flints found on colonial sites coming

from France because of their superior quality.

The specimen from Block 1 was examined }Jy
Dr. Iack Meyer, a noted autl'xority on arms. He concurs
that the specimen is most li}zely English, but also notes
that, based on its size, it was lilzely used in a pistol or
small rifle.

The single lead shot has a diameter of 0.577
inch. This size suggests that it was proloakly not used
during the Civil War, when most round shot was 0.525,
0.638, 0.640, or 0.650 inches (for 54, .67, .64 or .69
caliber weapons). Thomas notes that cluring the
Revolution, American forces used weapons with calibers
ranging from .54 to .75 (Tl'lomas 1997:99) and
Hamilton (1980:127) points out that shot 0.58 inch in
diameter would have been well suited for the many .60
to .63 caliber weapons used cluring the Colonial period.
In addition, the French apparently were using muskets
of this caliber on the eve of the American Revolution.
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These observations suggest that while it is certainly
possible that shot comes from a weapon retained and
used into the nineteenth century, it was more lilzely
used L)y an eigl'xteenth century musket.

Tobacco Group Artifacts

Block 1 proc].uced 519 tobacco artifacts
(representing 4.62% of the total assemblage), including
424 pipe stem fragments, 87 pipe bowl fragments, and
three stri.lze-a—ligl'xts.

Of the 87 bowls, 77 were plain, six had vertical
ribs, one had vertical ribs only at the rim, one had
slashes at the mold seams, another had leaves at the
seam, and one was the classic “TD” bowl. The "TD"
pipes have been discussed by Hopkins (1937),
Humphrey (1969), and Walker (1966). Originating in
the eigl'xteentl-x centuJ:y,11 this pipe style continued to be
made well into the mid-nineteenth century.

The most common diameter

specimen exhibits a foot.

The function and nature of flint stri]ze-a—ligl-xts
are discussed in greater detail with the Block 2 artifacts.
The three specimens from Block 1, however, inclucle
one black, one gray, and one honey-colored example. All
are 25 to 30 mm in lengtl'l ]Jy 20 to 25 mm in width

with at least one edge exhibiting extensive wear.
Clotl'xing Group Artifacts

This category includes 17 buttons and three
other clothing items, accounting for 0.2% of the total
assemblage from Block 1. The buttons, classified by
South's (1964) types, are listed in Table 8. These styles
span the mid eigl'xteentl'x tl'xrougl'x mid-nineteenth
centuries, with most (10 of the 15 identifiable buttons)
dating from the first third of the nineteenth century.
Only the Type 7, 8, and 9 buttons are eighteenth
century. Likewise, only the Type 27 button is clearly
mid-nineteenth century, li_lzely dating from the Civil

pipestem is 5/64-inch, accounting for
65.8% of the collection (N=279),
followed by 4/64-inch (N=119,
28.1%). There are 17 with a 6/64-inch
bore diameter and one with a 7/64-inch

Table 8.
Buttons Recovered from Block 1

diameter. An additional eigl'lt are ;—vpe s;?:: i;:apst:/):hite metal £ Other (messurements in v
ﬁ'agmentary and cannot be measured. with eye cast in place 2 16.9, 17.1
Most have no decoration or information 8 molded white metal
on their manufacturer. with eye boss 1
9 brass flat disc, hand
Of the 5/64-inch specimens, stamped face, no foot 1 10.5
three are decorated, one has a foot with 18 _Stampefl brfss 13'4
a 3-leaf clover, and one is marked 21 ron, lm th fiber Cent(_erh 1 11
“McDOU[GALL]." The McDougall | 2> Boreeain comverwt
ots on edge 1 13.4
Company of Glasgow was the largest | 3 porcelain, convex 7 2-10.7,13.8, 13.9, 14.1,
export manufacturer of pipes in the 14.5,14.9
mid-nineteenth century. The firm 27 brass, domed, machine

opened in 1846 and continued business embossed, back only 1 -
until 1867 (Humphrey 1969:17-18). - black glass, molded 1 15.2
Of the 4/64-inch specimens, two have - brass “drop” button 1 8.1x11.0
feet (one with T.D.). One 6/64-inch
War.

" One of the earliest references we have found is a

Williamsburg, Virginia context of about 1750, reported in
Atkinson and Oswald (n.d.:46).

The other clotl'xing items include two brass
grommets, a L)rass buckle tongue, and a brass tl'limlale.
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The grommets are relatively 1arge for clothing jtems and
so may be associated with more utilitarian items. The
buckle tongue was not decorated and cannot be
speciﬁca].ly identified to function. The thimble is a very
orclinary style, about 15 mm in diameter and 17 mm in
height. There is no remnant silvering.

Personal Group Artifacts

The seven artifacts comprising the Personal
Group represent only 0.06% of the total assern]alage.
Recovered were three coins, a {‘ragment of an iron lzey,
a delicate {‘ragment of brass of uncertain function, and

two Leac].s.

The three coins represent a range of dates. The
earliest dated coin, altl'lougl'x l'xeavily worn, is a silver
Spanish 8 reales. It has a diameter of 16.2 mm and is
probalaly from the 1770s, altl'xougl'x with the wear it may
well have been used far longer. Solomon notes that "the
milled peso cluro of eig}lt reales, known as dos muﬁa’os
or columnaria, authorzed in June 1728, first minted in
Mexico in 1732, was called the Spanish milled dollar by
the American colonists. It and its fractions became the
most important coins to circulate in Colonial America"

(Solomon 1976:31).

The latest coin is an 1863 Army & Navy
token. Yeoman (1990:259) reports that coins of this
nature Legan to privately minted during the Civil War
to meet the pul:lic demand for small copper change and
went out of service as soon as the bronze coins of 1864
Legan to meet this demand.'? The Army & Navy coins
were one type of patriotic coinage, althougl'x Yeoman
points out that approximately 10,000 different varieties

were minted.

The third coin is copper, measuring 27.4 mm,
but both surfaces are completely worn. It may be
British, suggesting an eighteenth century date, but this

1s speculative.

Tt wasn't until 1864 that laws were passed
prohibiting the minting of private 1 and 2 cent pieces and
abolishing private coinage of all types.
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The surviving portions of the iron lzey include
the Lutton, the upper portion of the Lit, and a short
lengtl'l of the stem, Jf’or a total overaﬂ measurement of
6.5 cm. Tl'lis, however, is adequate to estimate the
length of the key at somewhere around 18.0 om
originauy. More importantly, since lock boxes were built
around lzeys using a relatively set formula, its possi]ale to
estimate the size of the lockbox with which this key
fragment was used (Streeter 1974). The width of the
lock box was typically four times the height of the hit
and stem, or in this case about 5% inc}les, and the
lengtl'x of the lock box was between 7 and 8 times this
same height, or somewhere between 9% and 11 inches,
suggesting a 10 or 11 inch rim lock, which would have
been a fairly substantial lock for the periocl.

The brass item is stampecl,, consisting ofa ring
with an oval attachment. It is marked “PAT. FEB 1,
1870" surrounding the circular portion. Although its
function is unclear, the material seems too {Tagile to be
an architectural or furniture item — so it is placecl in
the Personal category ]:;y default.

The two beads include one black glass variety
(Type I1a6, using the Kidd and Kidd [1970] typology)
measuring 6.6 mm in diameter and 5.0 mm in length,
and one opaque blue glass example (also Type 11a)
measuring 7.7 mm in diameter and 7.9 mm in 1engtl1.
Beads are {Tequently associated with slave settlements.

Activities Group Artifacts

This final artifact group includes a total of 63
specimens (or 0.56 %of the total Block 1 assemblage).
The category is broken down into a variety of classes —
construction tools, farm tools, toys, ﬁshing gear, storage
items, stable and barn items, miscellaneous hardware,
and a rather general class called simply, "other" (South
1977:96). The collection includes two clay marbles; two
triangular file {Tagments; four {:ragments of strap metal;
six items listed under miscellaneous hardware, inclucling
two brass nails, one 1engtl1 of chain, two screw
{Tagments, and one nut; 50 items incorporated into the
“other” category, includingl2 fragments of slate, 21
Jf'ralgments of unidentifiable iron, one {Tagment of
unidentifiable white metal, one {Tagmen‘c of
unidentifiable brass, one brass tag, six fragments of flat
ljrass, one piece of folded lead (possil)ly a {Tagment of a
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flint wrap), one fragment of melted ieaci, and one piece
of worked (carveti) stone.

Ciay marbles were prociuceci from at least the
eigiiteentii century and continued to be made at least to
1928, although their popularity declined as glass
became more common and affordable. Baumann
(1991:138-147) brieiiy reviews the various games of
chance which used marbles. A.iti'lougii we commoniy
think of marbles as a child's game, it is important to
realize that ti'ley were just as often used iay adults in
gaming. Games such as “ringer” and “spanner” were
iii:zeiy piayeci for cash wagers and formed the nucleus of
urban backlot gaming. In rural contexts, their function
may have been more benign, but there is little
information (Noéi Hume [1978:329], for exampie,
i)areiy mentions mari)ies, saying noti‘iing about their
use).

Triangular fiies, also known as tapers or three-
squares, are typicaiiy used for siiarpem'ng saws and other
fine work. Ti‘iey seem to be frequentiy found on slave
settlements and ti'ley may provicie indirect evidence of
the amount of woociworieing (sawing) which was ta.ieing
piace i)y slave carpenters.

The strap metal is typicai of barrels and boxes
and tends to be more common on nineteenth century
sites. The hardware items are all bits and pieces that
migiit be found in any agricuiturai context, except for
the brass nails. These were most frequentiy used on
boats and tend to be found in many low country slave
contexts.

The “other” category includes a broad range of
primariiy identifiable materials. The slate, for exampie,
was all i'iigi—iiy fragmenteci. Ti'iey may have been writing
slates, slate roofing saivageci for writing, or simpiy bits
of material which found their way into the slave
settlement to serve other purposes, peri‘iaps as shims or

to insulate piaces where hot pots were set.

The one brass tag identified in Block 1 is of
special interest. Measuring 5.2 cm by 1.0 cm with a
thickness of 1.3 mm, it has rounded corners and a hole
at one end. Neatiy stampeci on the tag is the word,
“Savannah.” There is very little research on how
commaodities, parceis, and i)aggage was marked for

silipments. It seems that irequentiy destinations would
be stenciled on wood boxes and other items migilt have
seals attached to them. This tag, ilowever, doesn't seem
to indicate an owner, oniy a destination or peri‘iaps a
boat.

Also of interest is the worked stone. Consisting
of a reiativeiy soft, unidentified material, it appears to
have been grounci flat on two faces with beveiing on the
two intact sides. The stone measures about 4.0 by 4.5
cm and is about 1.2 cm in thickness. A_itiiougii it is
tempting to attach some signiiicance to this item (iiizeiy
with a focus on African cosrnoiogy), it may just
represent idle or iciiosyncratic behavior.

Block 2

Block 2, selected based on the metal detector
survey and the broad scatter of material exposed ciuring
the process of removing pines, produced 10,191
artifacts from 800 square feet, yielding an artifact
ciensity of 12.7 artifacts per square foot.

Kitchen Group Astifacts

A total of 7,479Kitchen Group artifacts was

Table 9.

Major Types of Datable Pottery in Block 2
Porcelain 206 4.3%
Stoneware 375 7.8%

Brown 33

Blue/Gray 89

White 200

Other 53
Earthenware 4210 87.9%

Redware 5

Slipware 789

Refined 100

Coarse 232

Delft 247

Creamware 1179

Pearlware 1139

Whiteware 378

Yellowware 27

Red earthenware 14

Bumt 100
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recovered, most representing ceramics (4791 or 64.1%)
or glass (2001 or 26.8%). Like Block 1, excavations in
this area revealed a wide range of early eigl'xteentl'x
tl'lrougl'l mid-nineteenth century ceramics. Somewhat
more common in this area, however, were ceramics
typically considered to be early eigl'lteentl'l century wares,
such as Westerwald and North Devon Gravel Temperecl.

As discussed below, the latest ceramics recoverecl, which

provide the TPQ date for the Moclz, are the whitewares.

The major types of ceramics are shown in
Table 9, revealing that tablewares, such as the
porcelains, white  salt glazed stonewares, delft,
creamwares, and pearlwares, account for 91.5% of the
ceramics. This leaves utilitarian wares accounting for
8.5% of the collection. These proportions are very
similar to Block 1.

Here, like in Block 1, the most common
eigl'lteenth century ware is lead glazed slipware,
accounting for 664 examples.

A total of 42 slipware vessels were identified,
far more than from Block 1. In addition, while plate
and mug forms were rare in Block 1, tl'ley account for
9 and 5 vessels respectively in Block 2. However, the
biggest difference is that, in Block 2, the most common
form is the l'Jowl, accounting for 28 vessels, and the pan
- form is entirely a.l)sent, }Jeing replacecl l'Jy the plate form
(nine vessels). The differences are fairly pronounced for
such a small spatial separation that we are inclined to
suggest that there were intra-household differences.

The bowl forms, accounting for fully two-
thirds of the collection, range in size from 5-inches to
8-inches, with most being 5-inch forms. The plates

range from 7 to 11 inches and all but two examples-

have the characteristic pie crust rim form. The mugs
range from 3 to 5-inches.

Tin-glazecl delft is the next most common
eighteenth century ceramic recovered from this portion
of the slave settlement, as it was in Block 1, accounting
for 247 specimens. All are English and include plain
white delftware, delft with a cobalt blue clecoration, delft
with polychrome decoration, or delft with a purple or

manganese splaH:er.
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Plain delft is most common, accounting for 10
vessels. Blue hand painted delft contributes an
additional six vessels, with both the polychrome and
purple both representecl by a single bowl. Seventeen of
the eigl'xteen delft vessels, in fact, are bowls, ranging in
size from 4V4 up to 9 inches. There is one example of
undecorated white delft cup, 2% inches in diameter.

White salt glazecl stoneware accounts for 196
JEzcagments — putting it in third place in Block 2 as it
was in Block 1. One hundred sixty undecorated
examples were recovered, along with 36 specimens of
scratch blue. Many of the undecorated specimens did,
however, exhibit molding, including Royal, Queens,
clot/diaper, and barley patterns. Also found were a very
few specimens of white salt glaze with blue slip.

Of the 290 MNV identifiecl, 11 represent
plates, ranging in diameter from 5 to 10 inches. The
next most common vessel form is the cup, contributing
10 specimens. There are seven bowls in the collection,
ranging from 4% to 6 inches. There is also one 4-inch
saucer. Again, there are differences between the Block
1 and 2 assemblages, suggesting slight, but noticeable
intrasite differences.

The next most common eigl'xteenth century
pottery was Chinese porcelain. Of the 154 fragments
identified, 145 (94.2%) were underglazed blue and nine
(5.8%) were overglazed enameled. The forms recovered
are dominated }Jy tea service pieces and include 15 cups
(ranging from 3 to 4 inches in diameter), 17 bowls
(ranging from 4 to 6 inches in diameter), one saucer,

and 10 plates (ranging from 5 to 9 inches).

Other preclominately eighteenth century wares
found in the slave settlement include 18 specimens of
Nottingham stoneware, 43 fragments of Westerwald,
16 pieces of Jackfield, and four specimens of clouded
wares. But perhaps the most indicative ware of the
eighteenth century are the 45 JExcagments of North
Devon Gravel Temperecl.

T}le Noz‘th Devon wares l‘lave a pinlz body,
often with gray core, and are immecliately recognized by
the large quantity of gravel temper. They have an
interior light—brown to green lead glaze and Noél Hume

(1978:133) notes that their forms are limited to
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creampans, jugs, and jars. The materials from Block 2
include four vessels. One appears to be a plate — but
migl')t be a pan — 15 inches in diameter. The other
four are clearly pans, ranging in size from 10% to

greater than 16 inches.

Also present are a few of the cream l)ocly, green
glaze& wares that are found in eigl')teentl') century
assemblages and often called Southern European wares.
The 31 fragments yielcl only one identifiable vessel, a
plate with a 13 inch diameter.

As we mentioned in the Block 1 cliscussion,
eventuaHy the efforts which proclucecl clouded wares
resulting in the creation of creamware or “Queensware,”
as it was often called. In Block 2, as in Block 1,
creamwares are the most common ceramic, accounting
for over a quarter of the total collection. Of these, the
vast majority are undecorated (1,116 or 97.1%),
altl'lougl'x one ca]ole, 27 annular, and five hand paintecl

creamware were also iclenti{:iecl.

The creamwares represent two cups, 35 ]oowls,
33 plates, and eight chamber pots. Not surprisingly, the
annular creamware consists entirely of bowl forms,
ranging from 5 to 7 inches in diameter. Cups range
from 3 to 3V inches in diameter, while plates range
from 6 to11 inches and chamber pots range from 8 to
14 inches.

Two other forms span the transition between
the eighteenth.ancl nineteenth centuries. Black Basalt,
a clry-l)ocliecl black stoneware, was introduced l:)y
Wedgwood about 1750 and it continued to be used into
the first several decades of the nineteenth century. This
longevity, according to Noél Hume (1978:122) was at
least partiaﬂy because it had become fashionable to use
the matte black ware cluring the mourning periocl. In
Block 2 only six fragments were recovered.

Two fragments were also found of an
earthenware known as Luster ware. This is another
Weclgwoocl variation and also tends to be found on
creamware-like bodies. This pottery has a metallic
coating (usuaHy silver, golcl, or copper) clepositecl on the
surface, sometimes proclucing a splasl'xecl or mottled

effect (Feild 1987:123-124).

In Block 2 we recovered 1,139 sherds of
pearlware — only a handful fewer than creamware. The
collection is dominated })y plain pearlware (N=462, or
40.6%). Blue transfer print is the next most common,
accounting for 286 fragments (25.1% of the pearlware
assemblage), followed by blue hand painted (N=120,
10.5%). Eclgecl pearlwares account for 108 specimens,
followed by polychrome hand painted (N=88) and
annular/cable specimens (N=75).

Although not as prevalent as in Block 1, the
less expensive plain, annular, and eclgecl wares dominate
this collection (accounting for 56.6% of the
asseml')lage). This tends to support the idea that the
plantation owner was purcl'xasing less expensive wares in

the nineteenth century specificaﬂy for use l:)y his slaves.

There are 85 plates represented in the
collection, comparecl to only 80 bowls. Like in Block 1
this initiaﬂy causes some concern, since it is suggestive
of a higl'xer status than would normally be ascribed to
slaves. Yet of these 85 plates, 54 (63.5%) are
inexpensive plain or eclgecl styles. Although  this
percentage is not as high as in Block 1, it continues to
suggest that, given some vanalnln‘:y intrasite, the planter
may have been purclqasing inexpensive plates for his
slaves’ use or that he had fallen on hard times and was
using inexpensive plates himself, with some finding their
way into the hands of slaves. With the information
available from Block 2 — and the quantity of more
expensive motifs present — the first scenario seems

more proba]ole.

The whitewares — the next stage of ceramic
development — account for 378 specimens. Of these

Table 10.
Sl’lape and Function of Ceramic
Vessels From Area 8, Block 2

Shape # %
Tableware 410 82.7
Plates/saucers 193 47.1
Bowls 215 52.4
Serving 2 0.5
Tea & Coffeeware 57 11.5
Utilitarian 29 5.8
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tully two-thirds are undecorated. The next most
common motif is annular (N=55). Also present are 31
specimens of edgecl ware and three examples of spongecl
ware. More expensive motifs include six specimens of
polycl1rome hand paintecl, 25 examples of blue transfer
printecl, and four specimens of non-blue transfer

printecl.

Like the pearlwares, this collection seems
dominated l)y less expensive motifs (plain and annular)
which may have been purcl’lasecl specitical_ly for slave
use. When vessel forms are examined, 42 of the 66
vessels (63.6%) are plates, although the bulk of the
remaining vessels (N=20) are bowls. But, also like the
pearlwares, almost all of these plates are either plain or
edged (accounting for 38 vessels or 90.5%). In other
words, altlaouglu plates are the prezlomina.nt vessel torm,
most ot tl'xem are inexpensive torrns. Again, is tl'1is
because the planter had fallen on hard times in the
nineteenth century, or was it because he was prosperous
enougl'x to purcl'1ase ceramic sets for his slaves? Unlike
the pearlwares, this asseml)lage really doesn't l'1elp us

much to answer this question.

The last of the ceramics identified from Block
2 of the slave settlement is yellowware. The collection
proclucecl only 25 examples, representing three vessels,
all bowls between 5 and 6 inches in diameter.

When we consider vessel form, the Block 2
collection is very similar to that found in Block 1. It is
dominated by bowl forms (N=215), but just barely,
since there are 191 plates also identified. Table 10
provides the complete list, revealing dominance of
tal:lewares, and (witllin this category) hollowares.
Teaware accounts for just over 11% of the collection,
while utilitarian wares, such as pans, crocl?s, jugs, jars,
and chamber pots, account for 5.8%.

Altluougl'l this portion of the site proclucecl a
large number of tairly early eigluteentlz century ceramics,
only 498 Jnragments of Colono ware pottery were
recovered. While a seemingly small number of sherds for
an eigl'xteenth century slave settlement, it is a far l'xigl'xer
proportion than is found from Block 1. If these are
included in the ceramic group, tl'xey would account for
9.4% of the total, compared to only 2.8% in Block 1.
T lley are further described in a tollowing section of this
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report.

Container glass accounts for 2001 fragments
or nearly 27% of the Kitchen Group total. The most
prevalent glass type is that commonly called "black,”
which is actually dark green in transmitted ligllt,
comprising 73.0% of the glass found in Block 2
(N=1460). These fragments represent at least 19
l)ottles, inclucling two case bottles, two blown in mold
bottles, and 14 blown bottles.

As previously discussed for Block 1, the case
bottles are lil?ely Englislz and were most popular in the
seventeenth and early eigluteenth centuries. The free-
blown bottles were common prior to 1730, while the
blown-in-mold bottles lilaely post-date this time. As with
Block 1 there is either evidence of occupation as early
as 1730, or else there has been curation of older bottles.

The blown (and mold-blown) bases range from
6.5 to 12.6 cm in diameter. Those under about 9.0 cm
are below the range'? discussed by Jones (1986). There
are three example of bottles with basal diameters of 9.0
cm, prol)al')ly representing wine bottles from the periocl
1790-1850; five with diameters of 10.3 cm, described
l)y Jones as undersized beer bottles, clating between
1765 and 1805; three with diameters of 11.6 cm,
identified as beer styles and dating from about 1750
through 1810; and one bottle base with a diameter of
12.6 cm, probably representing an undersized beer
bottle, dating from 1730 into the 1770s. Again, it is
important to realize that these bottles were frequently
re-used and their date range does not necessarily reflect

when tl'1ey were broken and discarded in Block 2.

The next most common container glass was
clear, accounting for 177 lragments and 8.9% ol tl'ze
total glassware asseml:lage. These represent five laottles
with blown bases, all of which were lilzely pl'1armaceutical
or medicinal. A sixth bottle has a blown-in-mold base
measuring 7.0 cm, which is sligl'ltly large for a medicine
bottle.

Aqua glass is represented by 120 fragments,

3 There is only one specimen with a basal diameter

of 6.5 cm.
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comprising 6.0% of the glass collection. These
l:ragments represent at least two bottles. One is a panel
bottle, lilzely used for medicine and (iating from the
nineteenth century. The other is a South Carolina
Dispensary bottle. Altl'rougl'r the exact form could not be
determined, these bottles were only produced from 1891
tl'irougl'r 1905 (Huggins 1971).

Brown (inclucling a tairly distinctive purple-
l)rown) is the next most common color, accounting for
90 specimens. The MNV for this glass includes two
blown-in-mold bottles. The purple-l)rown materials
appear to represent only one bottle, measuring about
5.7 cm square. The other bottle is about 5.0 cm in
diameter. We identified 85 {'ragments of manganese
glass, representing 4.2% of the collection. It appears
that only one bottle is representeci — another South
Carolina Dispensary bottle.

The remaining specimens include 49
tragments of green glass, with at least one specimen of
an eigl'iteentli century pl'iarmaceutical vial l)eing
included; eigl'rt Jr‘ragments of blue glass, eigl'rt pleces of
dark aqua glass, and four Jr‘ragments of amber glass.

As with Block 1, most of the containers were
either for alcohol or meclicines, altl'iougl'i the two,
especial.ly in the nineteenth century, we easy to confuse.
Regartiless, there is relatively little ciiversity in the
asseml)lage and conspicuously absent are items such as

soda water, Jr‘oocl, or food condiment containers.

There were 146 tableware items identified
- from Block 2, representing about 2.0% of the Kitchen
Group artifacts. Except for two utensil l:ragments, all of
these items are either clear or manganese glassware. As
MNV counts, the clear glass asseml)lage includes one
stopper, two bowls, six tumblers, four gol)lets, and one
cordial glass. Virtually all would have come from the
planter's table originally.

The single stopper was lilzely used with a

decanter.

The bowls have rim diameters of 10.2 and
15.3 cm. The smaller was likely a finger bowl, similar to
the one described for Block 1 and typical of place
settings cluring the first half of the nineteenth century.

The rim of this vessel was engravecl, aclcling to its cost.
The larger bowl is outside the range for ﬁnger bowls, but
within the range of what migl'it be a bottle stand,
Jr‘requently used when serving wine (see, for example,

McNally 1982:58-59). This vessel was plan, although

it have a decorative rolled rim.

Six of the tumbler l)ases, ranging from 5.2 to
6.1 cm, were blown and lilzely of leaded glass. One was
also engraveci with the word “Lil:erty" and a floral
pattern. This is lilzely a clear reflection of a ca. 1777
time frame, altl'iougl'i tl'rey were lilzely popular for several
decades after the tounciing of the new repul)lic.

The four gol)let forms identified represent at
least three stem forms. One is clrawn, another is lilaely
molded, and the third is another example of an air-twist
(with a 10-ply spiral), similar to the specimen identified
from Block 1. All three lilzely date from the first two-
thirds of the eigl'iteentl'i century. Several of the gol;let
rims also evidenced copper wheel engraving, typical of
the last half of the eigl'rteentli century.

The one example of “cordial” stemware has a
rim diameter of only 5.0 cm. As Jones and Sullivan
comment:

In the voluminous literature on 18th
and 19th century Englisl'i table glass,
mention is often made of stemware
forms intended for specitic l)everages
such as ale, cl'iampagne, claret, wine,
gin, meacl, and so on, and it is clear
from contemporary literature that
there were some differentiated
stemware forms. Unfortunately the
definitions of these forms are not
consistent  (Jones and  Sullivan

1985:141-142)

So, while the form appears consistent with corciials, this
is only a guess at its intended original function.

The manganese glass includes only two

recognizal)le vessels: one is a rectangular presseci glass

lid and the other is footed dish with a knobbed stem.
Both lilzely date from the last quarter of the nineteentl'i

century.
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The utensils include one two-tine iron fork and
one fragment of an iron knife blade. Both have 1ong
perioc].s of use and offer little clating assistance.

Of the 41 Kitchenware items identified in
Block 2, all but one are kettle Jrra.gments (inclucling one
{"ra.gment with an identifiable rim, yielcling a 153 om
cliameter). The one non-kettle specimen found was a
non-clia.gnostic JEra.gment of a metal can. As previously
discussed, kettles have an exceptionaﬂy wide temporal
sprea.cl, Leing used throughout the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries, especiaHy in rural areas. The can
frag'ment 1i12e1y dates from the mid to late nineteenth

century.

Axchitecture Group Actifacts

A total of 1,975 architectural fragments was
recovered from Block 2, representing about 19.4% of
the total artifact assemHage. This represents a
significant increase over Block 1 and we believe this is
1argely the result of our excavations Leing in the
immediate vicinity of a nineteenth century slave

structure.

The single largest category is that of nails
(predicted by the metal detector survey), with the 1782
specimens accounting for 90.2% of the collection. Of
these 1,566, or 87.9%, can be discounted since they
could not be either measured or identified I)y type. One
hundred sixty nails were identified as hand wrought,
meaning they were indivicluaﬂy forgecl Ly Macksmiths,
either in America or Englancl. As previously discussecl,
these nails were largely, although not completely,
replacecl Ly machine cut nails at the Leginning of the
nineteenth century. Two head styles are present in the
collection. Rose heads (accounting for 43, or 32.6% of
the wrought nails) have a distinctive head created ]:>y
four strikes of a hammer, giving it the form of a four-
leaf clover. These were most Jrrequently used in rough
Jrraming and attacl'ling exterior claclcling. The other style
present in Block 2 is a clasp head (sometimes called a
"T-heacl"), accounting for 89 specimens (67.4% of the
wroug}'lt nails). This style was proclucecl like the rose
head, but was struck two additional times on either side
of the heacl, to form the characteristic T-shape. These
nails were usua“y used in trim work where the holcling
power of the 1arger head was not needed and the head
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Table 11.
Wrought and Cut Nails Recovered from Block 2
Wrougl‘xt

Penny Wt. SAE Rose T Cut
2d ) 1" 1

3d 1% 14 1
4d 1" 4 1

5d 1% 3 12 2
Small timber, s}n’ngles 22 13 5
% 51.2 14.6 12.0
Combined % 26.5

6d 2" 6 6 3
7d 2Y4" 11 [
&d 2Y%" 7 23 3
Sheatlu'ng and siding 13 40 12
% 30.2 449 48.0
Combined % 40.2

9d 2%" 3 16 2
10d 3" 12 5
12d 3" 3 5 2
Framing 6 33 9
% 14.0 37.1 36.0
Combined % 29.5

16d 34" 1 2
20d 4" 1 1
40d 5" 1

Heavy framing 2 3 1
% 4.6 34
Combined % 3.8 4.0

would distract from the appearance (Lounsbury
1994:412).

Twenty five cut nails were also found in Block
2. These were proclucecl Ly a machine that cut each
shaft from a sheet of iron, tapering the nail along its
1engt}1 on only two, instead of all four, sides. As has
been discussed, although this technology became wiclely
available in the first quarter of the nineteenth century,
it seems there was some additional time lag in the
South, especiaﬂy in the South Carolina low country.

Because different size nails served different
self-limited Jfimctions, it is possible to use the relative
frequencies of nail sizes to indicate l:)uilcling
construction details. Table 11 lists nails by both penny
Weight sizes and the Standard Average European (SAE)
size, as well as the function of various nail sizes. The
table reveals that the distribution of rose and clasp nails
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is largely opposite what would be expectecl — there are
more rose heads than clasp heads used in small sizes,
where you would expect an effort to hide the nail and, in
the 1arger sizes where you would expect a desire for
greater holding power there are actually more clasp
heads. This distribution may suggest that the nails were
used incliscriminately (i.e., whatever was available was
use&). Perhaps the nails were left over from construction
of the main house or perl’xaps, in slave construction, the

general rules were less carefully followed.

More important, we believe, is the size
distribution itself. Both the wrought and cut nails are
used in very similar proportions — the most common
nail size range is 6d to 8d, reﬂecting sl—xeatl—xing and
siding; followed Ly ﬁaming nails, then shingles. The
least common wrought and cut nails are those intended
for l—xeavy framing.

We believe that these nails were primarily
associated with the early nineteenth century slave
structure found in Block 2. The early date would
account for the mix of nail types and the presence of
this structure in Block 2 would also account for the
greater ﬁequency of nails in this area than found in
Block 1. This distribution of nails is also consistent
with a frame building — many nails for sheathing, some
for both framing and shingles, and since it was likely
that some craft traditions (such as pegging) were still in
use, relatively few would be needed for heavy framing.

The next most common Architecture Group
artifact is that of flat glass (aﬂ of which appears to
represent window glass), accounting for 9.0% of the
group (N=179). In spite of the proximity of the
nineteenth century slave structure, this is a lower
density of glass than was found in Block 1. Regardless,
the quantity at both locations is so low, especiaﬂy given
the very small size of the fragments, that we doubt any
of the structures had windows with glass lights. The
openings were proloa]oly shuttered and the glass from
both blocks may represent salvaged materials lDeing used
for other purposes.

This conclusion seems supported lay the
construction hardware recovered from the block — a
drive pintle fragment similar in size to the one found in
Block 1, and 10 strap hinge {:ragments, prol)aHy

representing about three hinges of a size that would be
used on small doors or windows shutters.

Also recovered was a fra.gment of a slide bolt.
Such devices were commonly used on both doors and
shutters. The final item, a rim lock deadbolt ﬁagment,
was laadly corroded and provides little insight into the
size of the lock. Regarclless, we aren't convinced rim
locks would have been used on early nineteenth century
slave houses and imagine that this represents an item
salvaged from the main house or discarded in the

general area.
Furniture Group Artifacts

Nine furniture artifacts were recovered from
Block 2, inclu&ing six brass tacks and one tack l—xea&, a
brass escutcheon and a white metal escutcheon. As
previously mentioned, the tacks can be associated with
any number of different furniture items, either as
attachment devices or as decoration. The escutcheons
were 1ilze1y used with drawer puﬂs. Like many of the
items found in the slave settlement these would have
been salvage& from discarded main house items.

Arms Group Artifacts

Arms artifacts are more common in Block 2
than they were from Block 1, perhaps reﬂecting
intrasite differences or perl’xaps reﬂecting the proximity
of the later slave house. Regardless, the recovered items
account for only about 0.1% of the total assemblage.

The recovered materials include perhaps as
many as three gunﬂints and five pieces of lead shot. Dr.
Jac}z Meyer also examined these gun flints, ol)serving
that one black specimen is prol:al)ly Englisl'x flint and
was lilzely used in a pistol or small rifle. Another
example, althougl—x of honey-colored flint, is proloal)ly
neither English or French, but more 1i1ze1y reflects an
unfinished musket flint made using local material. The
third example is prolalematic. It may represent a 1ocaﬂy
made and very heavily used flint, but if so it was poorly
made (Dr. Jack Meyer, persona.l communication 1998).
In other words, of the three flints, two were 1i1ze1y of
local material and inexpertly made. Might these reflect
slave-made flints? Given South Carolinians’ cyclical
preoccupation with the possil)ility o{: slave revolts,
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especially after 1739 (as a result of the Stono Slave
Rel:ellion], it seems that efforts would have been made
to lzeep weapons closely regulated and out of slave
hands. Yet almost every slave settlement seems to
produce evidence of weapons. Of course, it is still a long
reach from gunﬂints and lead shot to gun possession.

The lead shot in Block 2 includes a specimen
about 0.58 inch in diameter, just slightly larger than
one found in Block 1 and attributed to an eigl'xteentl'i
century musket with a caliber of .60 to .63. It is likely
that this Block 2 specimen is within normal tolerance
and was similarly used. The other specimens include two
measuring 0.339 and one measuring 0.335. These are
sligl'xtly large for the buckshot of the periocl, but
according to Hamilton (1980:130) might be
appropriate for an Englisli carbine bore of .65 inches.

Tobacco Group Artifacts

Block 2 produced 550 tobacco artifacts
{representing 5.4% of the total asseml:;lage), inclucling

446 pipe stem fragments , 101 pipe bowl fragments,
and three strilze—a—liglit flints.

Of the 101 bowls, 86 were plain, seven had
vertical ribs, two had tiiagonal ribs, one had rouletting
at the rim, one was decorated with a grape cluster, one

had an unidentifiable molded tiesign, one was the classic
“ID” bowl, and the final example had only a “B”
molded into the bowl. As previously mentioned, the
“TD” pipes seem to have been first made in the
eigliteentl'x century, but continued well into the
nineteenth century and so provicle little cl'ironological
control.

The most common diameter pipestem is 5/64-
inch, accounting for 64.6% of the collection (N=288).
Two stems are stampecl, one with "McDougal/Glasgow"
and the other “ IN GOUDA." A McDougall pipe was
found in Block 1 and the company’s date range is 1846
through 1867. It is interesting to note that pipes are
found with McDougall spelled with both one and two
“1s. Gou(ia is not a manufacturer, l:)ut a town. Tl’ie
Gouda inclustry l)egan about 1611 in Holland and these
Dutch pipes were SO cl'ieap to import into Englami that
in 1789 Creat Britain took steps to ban their
irnpoi'tation. The pipes appear to have been introduced
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into the Colonies tiuring the American Revolution at a
time when French support of the revolting colonies
disrupted trade with Britain (Wallzer 1977:256-266).
Pipes with the Gouda stamp apparently continued l)eing
produced until at least the mid-nineteenth century

(Humphrey 1969:20).

One of the pipe stems has a deep black color,
altl'xougli the paste appears identical to others made with
traditional ball clay. Itis lilzely that this specimen was
fired ina reducing atmospl'iere, resulting in the color.

The next most common pipestem bore
diameter is 4/64 (N= 126, 28.3%). Stems with a bore
diameter of 6/64 account for an additional 4.3% of the
collection (N=19). Stems measuring 7/64 are very
uncommon, with only two exa.mples being identified. An
additional 11 specimens were too fragmented for

measurements.

Also present in the tob_acco assemblage are
three flints which exhibit extensive wear. T l'iey are not
appropriate, in either size or wear, for gunﬂints, SO we
believe that tliey lilzely represent flints used with strike-
a-lights.

The principal of use is quite simple — when
the etige of a flint was struck against a steel device
(which had to have a l'ligl’l carbon content), sparlzs were
generated. These sparlzs were actually small JL"ragments
of the incandescent steel, torn away l>y the much harder
flint. White explains the process:

the steel was held at a propex distance
above the tinder (usually about nine
incl'ies). When the flint was struck
obliquely and downward, the impact
on the steel gave off sparlzs, which
fell into the tinder and l)egan to
smoulder. With a little delicate
l)lowing, a glow was picl:ee(i up with
the dextrous application of a sulfur
match. Once aﬂame, the march was
used to ligl'it a candle or other fire. .

.t usually took about three
minutes to get the fire going (W hite
1985:32).
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The flints used could be local_ly macle, but were
also, like gunﬂints, mass proclucecl. White notes that
the largest were about 2-inches across and miglqt be

circular, oval, l'10rsesl'10e-sl'1apecl, or square (see Figure

44).

The specimens from Block 2 include two burnt
examples (both apparently jfragmentecl) and one made
from a reddish-brown flint. This latter example
measures about 27 by 18 mm and is rectangular in
slqape.

Clotl'ling Group Artifacts

This category includes 31 buttons and 11
other clothing items, accounting for 0.4% of the total
assemblage from Block 2. The buttons, classified by
South's (1964) types, are listed in Table 12. These
styles span the mid—eiglqteenth tl'n'ougl'l mid-nineteenth
centuries, with 11 dating from the eighteenth century,
10 from the first third of the nineteenth century, and
the remaining 10 clating from the mid-nineteenth
century.

The other clotl'ling items include one white
porcelain collar l)utton, one brass aglet, a scissor

JEragment, and nine buckles.

By 1827 separate collars had been introduced
and collar buttons were clevelopecl to attach the collars
to the shirts. By the 1860s disposal collars were
introducecl, but these still relied on the collar button
(Payne 1965:460,464). Although their popularity
declined toward the end of the nineteenth century, tl'xey
prol)al)ly continued to be available for the first several
decades of the twentieth century.

Four of the nine buckles would have been used
on leather shoes, securing the two leather straps that
were common cluring the eigl'lteentl'l century. Abbitt
reports that shoe buckles were cleclining in populari’cy by
the late eigl'lteentl'l century are rarely found in
archaeological contexts after 1815 (Abbitt 1973:30).
Using her typology two distinct types of buckles are

present: one is Type la iron buckle, the other three are
Type I11 brass buckles.

T l'1e Type Ta buckle is :[‘ragmentary, inclucl.ing

Figure 44. Examples of flint “strike-a-lights”
made in 1900 (from Clu'ls’cy
1903:Figure 29)

only a portion of the frame and tongue. Likewise, all of
the Type 111 buckles are also Jf'ragmerltary, in each case
only a portion of the frame has been recovered and no
l)aclzpieces have survived.

Three of the remaining buckles are iron,
ranging in size from about an inch square to about 1%
by 1% inch. These single frame buckles are the type
tl'lat, cl.uring the eigl'lteentl'l century, migl'lt have been
found on cartriclge boxes or even saddle harnesses. By
the nineteenth century tl'ley were common on leggings
anda variety of accouterments. Tlley are included in the
clotl'ling group since there is no way to determine their
precise function.

One specimen, of white metal, is similar to
buckles reported by Neumann and Kravic (1989:53) to
have been used cl.uring the Revolutionary War on
shoulder straps. It is, however, within the range of belt
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specimen. The Ila specimen is opaque
blue, and the Type If specimen is a
clear faceted glass.

There is only a small portion
of the toothbrush stock remaining, but
it appears similar to those identified by
Mattick (1993)as dating from end of
the fixst half of the nineteenth century
(ca. 184:0-1850). Toothbrushes
remained luxury items until well after
1850, so it is likely that this item was
originaﬂy associated with the main

ouse and was either salvagecl ]oy a
slave or was perl'laps discarded in the

slave settlement.

Table 12.
Buttons Recovered from Block 1

Type Description # Other (measurements in mm)
7 spun brass/white metal

with eye cast in place 8 13.2, 16.5, 17.1, 22.4, 25.0,

25.4,26.3,21.7

8 molded white metal or .

bxass with eye boss 2 18.3, 26.7
10 cast brass domed disc 1 15.5
18 stamped brass or white

metal 2 18.6 ("W&R.S. PLATED")

24.9 (“GILT/GILT")

19 bone, 5-hole 3 17.8, 19.0, 19.9
23 porcelain, convex 4 10.2,11.1, 11.2, 17.0
25 stampecl brass face, iron

back 1 26.4
27 brass, domed, machine

embossed 1 12.1
28 stampecl brass, concave

back 1 14.1 x 10.6 (oval)
29 cast whitemetal, wire eye 2 16.7,29.3
- brass 1 -
-~ iron 1 14.4
- porcelain, 2-hole 1 6.4
- black glass 1 12.6, height 5.7
-- blue glass 1 8.2 (faceted), height 4.9

The bone comb is a fine-
tooth double-sided example and would
have been used for extracting lice and
other vermin from the hair (as well as
to simply comb the hair). Those with
teeth further apart and rounded were
usuaﬂy reserved for wigs. Noél Hume
(1978:174) remarks that the style

continued in use, at least for the

“poor,” into the mid-nineteenth

louckles, so it too has been left in the clothing group.

The final buckle , of irom, is JL:ragmen’cary but
was pro]oal:;ly associated with clotl'ling based solely on its
light weight.

Personal Group Artifacts

The 12 artifacts comprising the Personal
Group represent only 0.1% of the total assemblage.
Recovered were four beads, a bone toothbrush, a bone
comb, a coin, two poclqethnife fragrnents, a c].ecorative
brass object, a slate pencil, and a {:ragment ofa counting
slate.

The four beads include, using the Kidd and
Kidd (1970) typology, two Type Ia beads, one Type Ila
bead, and one type If bead. The Type la beads include

one opaque Hue glass example ancl one clea.r Hue glaSS
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century. Consequently this specimen

provicles no real assistance in clating.

The recovered coin is a “Shield Type” 5¢ piece
dated 1866 — the first year the new nickel was issued.
It has a U.S. shield on one sic].e, along with the clate,
and on the reverse rays and stars surrounding “5" and
surrounded by “UNITED STATES OF AMERICA”
(Yeoman 1990:98).

The poclqet knife {:ragments include a brass
l:ocly JL:ragrnen’c and also a brass insert J1:1ragment. Both
appear to represent relatively small lznives, Jcypical of
those which became popular among the wealthy in the
early eig}lteenth century. Although neither example
appears to be exceptionaﬂy fine (having, for example,
pearl scales) , tl'ley pro]oa]oly weren't owned ]oy slaves, but
again represent items which found their way into the

slave ITOowW.

The brass decorative object is a small stampecl
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device that would have been used to decorate leather or
i'ieavy fabric. It may be furmniture related, or it migi'it
even be some form of very speciaiizeci horse tack.
Regardiess, because of its small size and delicate
stamping we also believe that it may have been used on
some personai possession and have included it in this

category.

“Slate” penci_is were Common, especiaiiy among
children, during all of the eigi'iteenti'i century. The
pencii was actua]iy a piece of grapi—iite which was used to
leave marks on a harder slate writing board. Later in
life, particuiariy among the more weaiti'iy, these devices
would give way to a quii_i pen. The pericii, lead
surrounded by wood, wasn't introduced until the 1840s
(Whalley 1975:116), although the slate pencil
continued to be used well in the last third of the
nineteenth century. Consequently, the rragment found
in Block 2 may have come from main house, aiti'iougi'i
it is just as iilzeiy that it was used i)y either one of the
slaves or a freedman after the Civil War (peri'iaps at the
nearby school).

Counting slates are occasiona].iy found in both
urban and rural contexts and appear to be a means of
i:aeeping count or track of someti'iing, peri'iaps cotton
piciraeti or cleaned or peri’iaps commodities loaded for
si’iipment. Regardless, these small rragments are not

uncommon at pia.ntation sites.
Activities Group Artifacts

This final artifact group includes a total of 115
specimens (or 1.1% of the total Block 2 assemblage).
The toy category includes two stone mari)ies; tools
include a scyti'ie iragment, a mill stone rragment, a
ci'iisei, two triangular file rragments, two rragments of
rake heads, and a hoe fragment; and the fisi'iing
category include a lead weigi'it. The storage category
include 23 strap fragments, ranging in size from 1-inch
ti'irougi'i 1%-inches. Miscellaneous hardware includes a
stapie, a brass screw fragment, an iron wasi'ier, a chain
link i:ragmerit, and a flat headed screw i.:ragmerit. Under
the “Other” category are 42 rragments of unidentifiable
iron, 10 slate iragments, one lead strip, four i:ragmerits
of melted lead, a piece of brass with rivets, 12 flat
copper sheets, a brass rivet, a piece of brass or copper

wire, four quartz smooti—iing stones, and an engraveti

I‘OCIZ.

Characteristic of the eclectic nature of the
Activities Group, these artifacts represent a tremendous

range of primarily speciaiized activities.

Stone marbles were often protiuceti in
Germany from limestone &uring the eigi'iteenti'i century,
aiti'iougi'i ti'\ey continued to be rea&iiy available into the
early twentieth century (Baumann 1991). As previously
discussed, these may have been children’s toys or may
have been used in a variety of adult games.

The tool items represent a wide range of
piantation activities. The scyti'ie was used not oniy for
cutting pasture grass, but also for cutting rice. The mill
stone proi)a.i)iy was used in a hand mill and wasn't
intended for an industrial appiication. Regardiess, it
documents the mi]]ing of some type of grain, most iiizeiy
com. The chisel and file iragments, iilzeiy associated
with woodworizing, suggest that there may have been a
carpenter in the slave viiiage. The rake appears to be a
nineteenth century exampie, cast as ome piece in
contrast to the eigi'iteenti'i century exampies which Nogl
Hume (1974) suggests were primarily wrought, often
with the teeth intiividuaiiy forgeti and inserted into the
bar. Unfortunateiy the hoe iragment was too i)atiiy
corroded to provicie much iniormatiori, aiti'iougi'i it, too,

seems to be a nineteenth century exampie.

The {'isi'iing weigi'it is a common find at slave
settlements. The recovered specimen has a diameter of
1.5 cm and a length of 1.4 cm with a central hole.
These migi'it have been used as line weigi'its or, more
likely, as net weights. '

The strap i.:ragmerits indicate barrels or boxes
i)eing i)rougi'it onto the piantat‘iori, aiti'lougi'i considering
the short iengti'is recovered, the collection doesn’t
actuai.iy impiy any great number of materials. Like those
from Block 1, these iii:aeiy date from the nineteenth

century and may, in fact, have been deposited during
the Civil War.

The hardware items are all common items —
sCcrews, stapies, wasi'iers, and chain proi)ai)iy i)eirig iound
in a numi)er of contexts. Ti—ie i)rass screw, of course,

suggests someti’xing of a decorative context and may
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perl'iaps be associated with some of the furniture
hardware found in this area of the settlement.

The “other” category includes a number of
sheet metal l‘ragments which suggest that there may
have been efforts to repair copper items, such as pots,
pans, or buckets. Such repaix efforts were tairly
common since cooper and brass items tended to be

expensive and worth retaining.

Three of the four quartz smootliing stones
were identitiecl_ in the plowzone of 480R450, while the
remaining example was recovered from the plowzone of
470R430. These items may be associated with the
production of Colono ware or have some other function
in the African American l'iouseliold, altliougli it is also
possil)le that tl'iey are associated with the site’s sparse
Native American collection.

Of perl'iaps greatest is the worked stone. It is
a relatively hard local material measuring about 17.3 t>y
16.6 mm and between 6.9 and 9.7 mm in height. It
has had a series of lines peclzed into the surfaces.
Altl'iougli tl'iey form no recognizable design, tl'iey are
caretully applied and, given the size of the ol)ject, reflect
considerable skill and effort. Altl'iougl'i we aren't
prepared to propose that this stone {or the one in Block
1) are associated with some African American
cosmology, it is odd that these two worked pieces (WlliCl'l
have no prehistoric parallel) have been found on a early
African American slave settlement.

The Slave Settlement

It mayl)e useful to the reader to t;rieﬂy draw
togetl'ier the information in the two blocks and review
what we have learned about the slave settlement. We
won't try to offer many comparisons with other slave
settlements, postponing that until the main settlement
has also been (liscussed, allowing us to consider the

plantation as an entity.

Perl’iaps first we should consider what the
collection tells us about the occupation span, and most
importantly, what it tells us about when the settlement
was createtl, possil:>ly saw cl'iang‘es, and then fell into
discuss.
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The mean ceramic dates for the two blocks are
shown in Table 13. This table also provides information
concerning manutacturing date range for the various
ceramics. The terminus post quem (or TPQ) date is that
date after which the zone was cleposited. It is based on
the latest dated artifact present in the assemlolage. The
mean ceramic dates for the two blocks are 1790.8 and
1783.9 — only 6.9 years difference. Based just on the
ceramics, the TPQ for the two blocks is 1836 — the
t;eginning date for sponge decorated whiteware. In other
words, there had to be occupation in this area at least as
late as 1836 for this ceramic to llave been present,
t;rolzen, and deposited. In actuality, based on otlier
materials, such as the South Carolina Dispensary
bottles, it seems lil:zely that there was some limited
occupation in the area — prol)a.laly l)y freedmen farmers
— as late as perhaps 1890. However, the absence of
ceramics such as decalcomania whiteware suggests that
the occupation did not extend into the twentieth
century. Likewise, the small asseml)lage of later
materials indicates that the freedmen were either very
few in number or that the settlement was short-lived. In
tact, when the historic documentation 1s consiclered, it
is also possilale that the freedmen did not actually live
on the study tract and their refuse is simply t;eing
scattered t;y plowing.

South’s bracket dates and Bartovic's ceramic
test (Figure 45) provide additional l'ielp. South would
propose a date range for the Block 1 occupation of 56
years, from 1780 to 1836. In contrast, Bartovic would
place the origin earlier — about 1762 — and terminate
occupation t;y 1830. In Block 2, South's l)raclzeting
technique reveals an identical range of 1780 to 1836,
while Bartovic’'s formula indicates an identical
beginning date as Block 1 — 1762 — but suggests an
additional decade of occupation to 1840.

The two tecl'miques also suggest that while the
occupation may have been sparse, there is somewhat
better evidence for occupation prior to the proposetl
l)eginning dates than there is for a continuation past
about 1840. Moreoyer, there seems to be a more
gradual decline in the nineteenth century, l)eginning
perliaps as early as 1820.

It lielps to compare tllese data are comparetl to
the historic record. The reader may recall that the
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plantation was
prol)al)ly first
clevelopecl l)y Samuel
Prioleau in the first

half of the eighteenth
century and that l)y

1731 he and his son,
Elisl’la, apparently

were involved in

business clealings
bhased on the
plantation . This

frontier clevelopment,
however, was not
li}zely to leave very
dramatic evidence —
and that is exactly
what we see, especially
in Bartovic's ceramic
test. There is steacly,
but minimal activity
in Block 2 and a
sligl'lt jump about
1740 in Block 1.

In the early.
1750s George Roupell
acquirecl a portion of
the plantation through
marriage ancl, l)y
1757, had
consolidated his
interest l)y purcl'lasing
the remainder. It
seems lilnzely that it
was about this time
that activities on the
P lantation
clramaticauy increased.
And, in fact, it is
about this time that
both South and
Bartovic recognize a
dramatic jump in
activity. The ceramic
evidence supports our
historic  conclusion
that it was Roupeﬂ

Table 13.
Mean Ceramic Dates for Blocks 1 and 2
Date Mean Date Block 1 Block 2

Ceramic Range (xi) ) fixxi [t fixix
OG hand painted 1660-1800 1730 3 5190 9 15570
UG blue hp porcelain  1660-1800 1730 180 311400 145 250850
Nottingham 1700-1810 1755 _ 9 15795 18 281280
Westerwald 1700-1775 1738 37 64306 43 74734
White SG ST 1740-1775 1758 248 435984 160 281280
White SG, scratch bl 1744-1775 1760 34 59840 36 63360
Black Basalt 1750-1820 1785 6 10710
Lead glazed slipware ~ 1670-1795 1733 711 1232163 664 1150712
Jackfield 1740-1780 1760 7 12320 16 28160
Green G, cream bd 1759-1775 1767 31 54777
Clouded wares 1740-1770 1755 4 7020
Luster wares 1790-1840 1815 2 3630
Decorated delft 1600-1802 1750 169 295750 130 227500
Plain delft 1640-1800 1720 152 261440 117 201240
North Devon 1650-1775 1713 45 77085
CW, cable 1790-1820 1805 1 1805 1 1805
annular 1780-1815 1798 16 28768 27 48546
hand painted 1790-1820 1805 9 16245 5 9025
undecorated 1762-1820 1791 1504 2693664 1116 1998756

PW, mocha 1795-1890 1843 3 5529
poly hp 1795-1815 1805 140 252700 88 158840
blue hp 1780-1820 1800 122 219600 120 216000
blue tp 1795-1840 1818 178 323604 286 519948
edged 1780-1830 1805 129 232845 108 194940
annulax/cable 1790-1820 1805 142 256310 75 135375
undecorated 1780-1830 1805 691 1247255 462 833910
WW, green eclgecl 1826-1830 1828 6 10968 5 9140
blue edged 1826-1880 1853 32 59296 26 48178
poly hand paint  1826-1870 1848 13 24024 6 4088
blue tp 1831-1865 1848 45 83160 25 46200
non-blue tp 1826-1875 1851 4 7404
annular 1831-1900 1866 141 263106 55 102630
sponged 1836-1870 1853 2 3706 3 5559
undecorated 1813-1900 1860 577 1073220 252 468720

Block 1: 9,638,310 + 5,382 = 1790.8 Block 2: 7,340,607 + 4,115 = 1783.9

oG = overglazecl; UG = under glazed; SG = salt glazec{; G= glazecl; hp = hand painted; tp = transfer printed
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Figure 45. Chronological ranges of the slave settlement occupation.
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that developecl the plantation.

The historic evidence reveals that the
plantation weathered the American Revolution and that
Roupell held the tract, continuing his plantation
activities until his death in 1794. His wife appears to
have continued operating the plantation until her death
in 1819. Her children, by then living in England, seem
to have wanted no part in the plantation and sold the
tract that same year to Jolin Gibbes Barnwell.

This is of interest since both Blocks 1 and 2
reveal considerable Cliange lneginning about 1800. For
example, it appears that the olcl wall trench structures
were abandoned and replaced with “modern” frame
houses. Yet, the ceramics suggest a lowering or decline
&uring the first quarter of the nineteenth century —
occurring at about the time the plantation passecl from
Roupell's widow to Barnwell.

Middleton Stuart became associated with the
plantation toward the end of the first quarter of the
nineteenth century and held the tract, apparently living
on the plantation, until the Civil War. While the
ceramics and architecture reveal that occupation
continued, it seems that there was some stagnation on
the plantation, especially after about 1840 — which is
when Middleton Stuart died. Altl'iougli the ownersl'iip
passecl to Stuart's widow, Mary Bamnwell, the operation
passe& to Henry Barnwell, Mary's brother. As an

absentee operator, it seems unlilzely that he would have
been as careful in operating a marginal plantation as its

eatlier on-site owners.

The cl'rronological evidence, in other words,
l’ielps us interpret the historical documents and piece
togetl'ier a far more complete picture of activities. This
approacl'i points out how sensitive even slave settlements
can be to cl'ranges in ownersl'iip and plantation
reorientation or reorganization. Altliougl'i it is tempting
to examine evidence of African American slavery solely
from the perspective of white dominance and control,
the relationship was far more complex. Morgan

comments on the mutual clepenclence:

Notl'iing and no one escape& the
effects of slavery, an institution
torgecl in the heat of continual,

inescapal)le, face-to-face encounters

(Morgan 1998:377).

It is also l'ielpi*ul to examine the slave
settlement from the perspective of what arcl'raeologists
call the artifact pattern — a way of arranging the
collection of artifacts in various categories. These
patterns also l'ielp compare sites and have resulted in the
definition of several broad or cletining patterns. There
are patterns representative of eigliteentl'i century slaves,
nineteenth century slaves, yeoman farmers, and of
course plantation owners. The pattern resulting from an

excavation clepencls, quite

Table 14.

(numl)ers in percents)

Previously Pul:)lisl'ie& Arti{act Patterns Comparecl to Roupelmoncl Slave Blocl:zs

naturally, on the part of
the plantation being
examined. A_rcl'iaeologists
have realized this for years
(see Josepll 1989), ancl it

*Garrow 1982
l’Singleton 1980

Revised Carolina Carolina Slave Georgia Slave Roupel.moncl Slave . i h

Artifact Pattern®  Artifact Pattern® Astifact Pattern” 1 2 s most important when
Kitchen 51.8-65.0 70.9-84.2 20.0-25.8 845 T34 you begin to compare and
Architecture  25.2-31.4 11.8-24.8 67.9-73.2 9.9  19.4 contrast patterns. At
Furniture 0.2:0.6 0.1 0.0-0.1 0.1 0.1 Roupelmond  we  have
Arms 0.1-0.3 0.1-0.3 0.0-0.2 0.1 0.1 excavations in  several
TolDaCCO 1.9-13.9 2.4-5.4 0.3-97 .46 5.4 areas of both sla_ves an&
Clothing 0.6-5.4 0.3-0.8 0.3-1.7 0.2 0.4 planters so we believe that
Personal 0.2-0.5 0.1 0.1-0.2 0.1 0.1 enougl'i areas of the
Activities 09-1.7 0.2-0.9 0.2-0.4 0.5 1.1

plantation lan&scape have
been sample& to ensure
that the resulting‘ artifact
valid

patterns are
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g

Figure 46. Kitchen Group artifacts from Roupelmoncl Plantation. A, delft, purple interior; B-C, delft, polycl—xrome
hand paintecl; D-E, lead glazecl slipware; F, white salt glazecl stoneware, laarley pattern; G, white salt glazecl
stoneware, star and diaper pattern; H, creamware, feather eclge; 1, creamware, laeaclecl; ], creamware, clouclecl;
K, creamware, red hand paintecl overglazecl; L, pearlware, green eclgecl; M, pearlware, blue hand paintecl rim;
N, pearlware, polycl'xrome lid }enola; G, pearlware, blue hand paintecl; P, pearlware, polycl’uome hand paintecl
rim; Q, pearlware, polychrome hand paintecl rim; R, pearlware, polychrome hand paintecl.
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Figure 47. Kitchen and Arms Group artifacts from Roupelmon&. A, pearlware, blued e&ge; B, pearlware, blue hand
paintecl; C, pea.rlwa.re, blue transfer printecl; D, “Lil)er’cy" tumbler glass; E, drawn goblet stem; F, engravecl
tumbler rim; G, ribbed tuml)ler; H, gray pistol gu.nﬂint; 1, black pistol or small rifle gunﬂint; J, black pistol
gunﬂint; K, black pistol or small riffle gunﬂint; L, honey brown gunﬂint, either locally made or l'xeavily used;
M, l'xoney colored musket gunﬂint; N, .58 caliber minie ball.
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Figure 48. Tobacco, Clotl'xing, Personal, and Activities Group artifacts from Roupelmoncl. A-D, strilze-a—ligl'xt; E-F,
bone buttons, South's Type 19; G, bone button, South’s Type 20; H, porcelain button, South’s Type 23; 1,
porcelain lmtton, no type num_l)er; J, brass button, no type numl)er; K, porcelain collar l)utton; L-N, blue glass
l)eacls; O, clear glass l:eacl; P, bone hair coml); Q, bone tooth brush fragment; R, silver Spanisl'x dollar; S,
counting slate; T, peclzecl rock; U, lead fishing weigl—xt.
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representations of the site as a whole.

These patterns are presentecl in Table 14,
along with a comparison to other patterns. Block 2 falls
into the previously established Carolina Slave Artifact
Pattern, clevelopecl for eighteenth century low country
slave settlements, while Block 1 is exceedingly close.
There is an abundance of kitchen related material —
ceramics and glass primarily — with relatively little
architecture. This low proportion of architecture is
related to the nature of wall trench construction. Few
nails are neecle&, there is little architectural harclware,
and there are lilzely no windows. The trench, wood
posts, some form of weaving, and mud daub are all that
are typically present.

The higher percentage of architectural material
in Block 2 is the result of the “improvecl" slave housing
which was installed about 1800. Frame construction
left behind more artifactual eviclence, altlnougl'l as we see
from Roupelmoncl, it doesn't always leave more visible

evidence in the soil.

In all other respects the Roupelmond slaves
appear to have left behind a very typical range of
artifacts. Their houses had few luxuries — inclucling
even fumniture. They possessecl few clothes and almost
no personal possessions. Clot}ling items are typically
limited to a range of buttons reﬂecting hand-me-downs
and cheap materials purcl’lased specifica].ly for slave use.
Their most distinctive personal possessions were beads,
which seem almost u})iquitous at both eighteenth and

nineteenth slave settlements.

The evidence of weapons  is especially
interesting, but very difficult to interpret as previously
mentioned. Morgan (1998:389-391) provides an
interesting discussion of this issue, observing that there
was considerable incomnsistency in both attitudes and
actions. For exa.mple, wl'lile there were a number of laws
enacted to restrict slave access to weapons, to ensure
that weapons were controlled, and provicle white
oversigl'lt. Yet, it was also South Carolina's puJ:)lic policy
to arm slaves against the threat of the Spanisl’l and
Indians (as late as 1788 border whites were arming their
slaves as protection against Georgia Inclians). Moreover,
Morgan observes that in Charleston slaves were
frequently seen carrying firearms. He suggests that

whites  were largely complacent because of the
“overwhelming coercive powers available to individual
masters and the white community in general” (Morgan

1998:391).

Regarclless, we must also realize that the
recovery of lead shot and gunﬂints do not necessarily
indicate the presence of weapons, particularly on any
sort of constant basis — anymore than the recovery of
furniture hardware indicates that the slaves had finely
crafted end tables. We may simply be seeing cast off or
lost pieces. Furthermore, lead shot may have been
}Jrought in for use malzing fis}ling weights, or perhaps

even in game.

In other WOIC].S, there are some issues which
archaeology — like documentary sources — is hard
pressecl to address. There is some evidence that slaves at
Roupelmond had access to weapons, but this access may
have been severely limited, or it may have much freer
than we realize.

Tobacco pipes are relatively common at most
eighteenth and nineteenth slave settlements and
Roupelmoncl appears to fall toward the l’ligl'l end of this
range. The importance of tobacco to slaves can’t be
ignored. There are periocl accounts, such as the South
Caroliniana Henry Muhlengerg who noted simply,
“slaves love tobacco” (quoted in Morgan 1998:374),
and there are even circumstances where slaves were

buried with tobacco pipes (Morgan 1998:642).

Chief among the slaves personal possessions
were beads. Tl'xey are so common that many have
suggested that beads are virtua].ly cliagnostic (Stine et al.
1996). Although blue is a frequently cited color, and
our own research suggests that these are most common,

a wide range of colors and styles were actua]_ly present.

Activities artifacts, as a “catch-all” may not be
particularly significant, except that they contain a
variety of items which l'lelp us better understand the
claily lives of the slaves. The l'loes, ralzes, and scy'tl'les
explore the range of claily work; the marbles remind us
of both the raising of children and the effort to find
some escape tl'lrougl'l gam_l)ling; the chisel and files
remind us that it was the African American craftsmen
who created the grancl plantation houses and who
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maintained the far more humble slave &weﬂings; the
{'ishing weights remind us of the ebb and flow of coastal
life; and the strange little grouncl and carved stones
remind us that there are many aspects of slave life which

still remain a mystery to us.

We have previously discussed the prevalence of
flatware (plates and saucers) at both slave blocks and
how this stands in contrast to many other eighteenth
century slave settlements where the dominance of
hollowares has been associated with the either the need
or preference of slaves to prepare stews, soups, and
similar one-pot meals. For exarnple an eighteenth
century slave structure at Cotton Hope on Hilton Head
[sland revealed a flatware:holloware ratio of 1:2
(Trinkley 1990:98). In spite of this, deviation from this
supposecl norm has been noted before. At the eighteenth
century Broom Hall slave settlement flatwares and
hollowares were present in about equal proportions and
this was explainecl by the slaves acquiring large
quantities of cast-off wares from the owners. It was also
pointe& out that the owners were quite wealthy, so this
“trickle-down” of European wares was not because the
owners were unable to afford alternatives (T rinkley etal.
1995:180). Unlike Broom Hall, however, Roupelrnoncl
does not exhibit a large Colono ware assemblage.

This “trickle-down” included not only
ceramics, but a variety of goo&s, inclucling glassware,
bottles, and other items — such as a poclzetknife and
eating utensils discarded or stolen from the main house.
Of course, some items were almost certainly &iscarclecl,
such as broken lock boxes (although these may be

remnants of work efforts ]:)y slave craftsmen).

The Main House

Block 3

Block 3, originally selected based on initial site
testing which identified a concentration of material in
this area as well as the presence of dense rubble along
the nearby shoreline, produced 3,602 artifacts from
400 square feet, yielding an artifact density of 9
artifacts per square foot.
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Table 15.

Major Types of Datable Pottery in Block 3
Porcelain 96 5.9%
Stoneware 107 6.6%

Brown 35
Blue/Gray 8
White 26
Other 38
Earthenware 1423 87.5%
Slipware 41
Refined 3
Coarse 36
Delft 3
Creamware 610
Pearlware 449
Whiteware 261
Yellowware 11
Burmnt 8
UID 1
Kitchen Group Artifacts

A total of 2,229 Kitchen Group artifacts was
recovered, most representing ceramics (1626 or 72.9%)
or glass (674 or 25.8%). As elsewhere on the site,
excavations in this area revealed a wide range of early
eighteenth through mid-nineteenth century ceramics.
Althougl'x present, early eighteenth century wares, such
as Westerwald and North Devon Gravel Temperecl, are
less common here than in the slave settlement. Even
the white salt glaze& stonewares are less common here
than in the slave settlement. As elsewhere, the
whitewares provicle the TPO date for the block.

The major types of ceramics are shown in
Table 15, revealing that talalewares, such as the
porcelains, white salt glazecl stonewares, &elf’c,
creamwares, and pearlwares, account for 95.1% of the
ceramics. Lhis leaves utilitarian wares accounting for
4.9% of the collection — far less than we found in the

slave settlement.

Also in contrast to the slave settlement, the
most common eighteenth century ware is the Chinese
porcelain. Of the 57 fragments identified, 53 (93%)

were unclerglazecl l)lue ancl four (YOA)) were overglazecl
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enameled. The forms recovered include one cup (w1t}1 a
diameter of 3% inches), eigl'xt bowls (ranging from 5 to
6Y% inches in diameter), and three plates (from 5 to 8
inches). The porcela.in (most particularly the hand
paintecl overglazecl ware), of course, is a high status item
on eighteenth century sites. It is significant that
porcelain was the most common early ware present in
this portion of the site.

The next most common eighteenth century
ware is lead glazed slipware, which accounts for 41
specimens. This pottery was far more utilitarian than
porcelain, ]:)eing used ]:)y the less wealthy ona &ally basis.
When examined in terms of vessel reconstructions there
are four vessels presented — three bowls ranging from
5 to 6% inches in diameter and a single plate.

White salt glazed stoneware accounts for only
23 fragments — putting it in third place. The bulk
(69.6%, N=16) is undecorated or molded, with only a
few fragments of scratch blue ]:)eing recovered.
Regarcuess, the collection includes four cups (aH between
3 and 3% inches in diameter), two bowls (between 3%
and 4%z inches), and a single 12-inch plate.

Delft is even less common, accounting for only
11 fragments — all plain. Being so small and failing to
procluce rims or feet no minimum vessel count is

possil:le.

Other prec].ominately eighteenth century wares
found in the main house settlement include four
specimens of Nottingham stoneware, one {;ragment of
Westerwald, 13 pieces of ]aclefield, and five specimens
of clouded wares. But perl'xaps the most indicative ware
of the eighteenth century are the two fragments of
North Devon Gravel Tempered.

As previously discussed, these North Devon
wares have a pinl:z body with large quantities of g‘ravel
temper and a green interior glaze. Their forms are
limited to creampans, jugs, and jars. Like the slipwares
they are largely utilitarian and characterize the types of
materials're_lied on ]:)y the yeoman farmer for his daily
work and survival. At hig}ler status plantations they are
assumed to represent wor}eing Litchens or storage, rather
than the tableware of the master.

The creamwares are the first ceramic to be
found in any significant quantity, representing 42.9%
of the earthenwares recovered from Block 3. The most
common creamware was undecorated, accounting for
569 specimens or 93% of the creamwares. Identified
motifs include cable, annular, hand painted, blue edgecl,
and spongec]..

The creamwares represent two cups, 156 bowls,
and 18 plates. Not surprisingly the annular creamware
consists entirely of bowl forms, ranging from 4% to 6Y2
inches in diameter. These account for nine of the 15
bowls, with the others consisting of either undecorated
or beaded (a molded clecoration) specimens. Plates
include examples of the Royal and Queens patterns, as
well as feather and shell edges, and a ]:)arley pattern.
Also present were a clouded specimen, one blue eclged
example, and two hand painted overglazed plates. There
was, in other worcls, considerable variety 1in the

creamwares.

One other form spanning the transition
between the eigl'ﬂ:eentl'x and nineteenth centuries was
found in Block 3 — Black Basalt. Introduced Ly
Wedgwood about 1750, it continued to be used into the
fixst several decades of the nineteenth century. The four
{'ragments found in these excavations were likely
examples of teaware, but they were so fragmented that

no vessel form identification was possible.

Block 3 also proclucecl 449 specimens of
pearlware. The collection is just Larely dominated ]:)y
plain examples (N=175, 40%), with blue transfer
printed comprising an additional 30.1% (N=135).
Blue hand painted, also a high status motif, is the next

Table 16.
Shape and Function of Ceramic
Vessels From Area 7, Block 3

Shape # %
Tableware 138 91.4
Plates/saucers 75 54.4
Bowls 62 449
Serving 1 0.7
Tea & Coffeeware 12 7.9
Utilitarian 1 0.7
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most common .ware, accounting for 49 specimens
(10.9%). The low status eclged and annular wares are far
less common (accounting for 33 and 32 specimens
respectively), with mocha and molded wares togetl'xer
accounting for only four specimens.

In this portion of the main plantation
settlement, the plain, annu_lar, and eclgecl wares account
for 55.5% of the pearlware asseml)lage — not much less
than was found in Block 2 of the slave row. The higher
status wares, while dominated lay the very expensive
transfer printecl wares, still account for only about

44:.5% ot tl'le asseml)lage.

The pearlware analysis reveals that the
asseml)lage included four cup forms (as undecorated and
blue hand paintecl) ranging from 3 to 3% inches in
diameter. There were 22 bowls, ranging in diameter
from 4 inches up to 11 inches (the latter perhaps
representing a serving vessel). In spite of this one large
example, seven are 42 inches and eight are 5 inches.
Seven of the bowls are transfer printecl and eigl'lt are
hand pa'mtecl. So while the bowl form may be trequently
associated with slaves, over two-thirds of the howl forms
are decorated with expensive motifs that would most
lilzely that been used l>y the planter — not his slaves.

There are 35 plates in the collection, varying
from 6 to 9 inches in cliameter, witl'x most between 7
and 8 inches. Only eight of these plates are transfer
printecl; the rest represent less expensive wares,
inclucling two plain and 25 eclgecl. This, in contrast to
the evidence from the bowls, suggests a lower status.

The whitewares — the next stage of ceramic
clevelopment — account for only 261 specimens. Of
these nearly two-thirds (61.3%) are undecorated. The
next most common motit, as was the case with the
pearlwares, is transfer printecl (N=66, 25.3%). Annular
is the third most common motif (N=22), followed by
non-blue transfer printecl (N=6), eclgecl (N=4), and
polycl'xrome hand paintecl (N=3).

This whiteware assemblage appears to represent
at least 27 vessels, inclucling 11 bowls and 15 plates.
The bowl forms include two unclecoratecl, four hand
paintecl, and five annular styles. The plates include six
plain specimens, six transfer printecl, and three eclgecl
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examples .

When we consider vessel form, this portion of
the main settlement, unlike the slave row previously
discussecl, is dominated l>y plate torms, not laowls(Tal:)le
16). Likewise, utilitarian pieces are very uncommon.
For example, chamber pots are entirely absent. This
may suggest that when clamagecl at least some of the
materials were clisposecl of elsewhere — perl’xaps the
marsh or perl’xaps somewhere in the vicinity of the slave
row. What is unexpectecl is that tea and coffeewares
account for only 7.9% of the assernt;lage — which is a
smaller percentage than found in either of the slave
blocks. Perl’xaps this is evidence of the clispersion of
these pieces as tl—ley became clamagecl, coupled with a
planter who had relatively few opportunities to entertain.
Regarclless, it is a far Jower proportion than found in the
main area of Broom Hall plantation, where teawares

accounted for nearly a quarter of the collection

(Trinl?.ley etal. 1995:1 17).

This portion of Roupelmoncl proclucecl only13
examples of Colono ware pottery. Clearly, slave made
ceramics were uncommon around the main house area

and lilzely never appearecl on the planter’s table.

Container glass accounts for 574 tragments or
nearly 25.8% of the Kitchen Group total. The most
prevalent glass type is the "black" glass (actually dark
green in transmitted ligllt) similar to that found in the
slave settlement. The 365 tragrnents of this glass
comprises 63.6% of the glass found in Block 3. These
tragrnents represent at least five bottles, all exl'lil)iting
blown bases.

Two of the bottles lilzely held wine and date
from about 1790 through 1850 according to Jones’
(1986) research. The remaining three specimens range
from about 5.1 to 7.6 cm in basal diameter — too
small for wine. Blown bottles of this size, llowever, may
have held medicines, lolaclzening, or any number of

other commodities.

The next most common container glass was
clear, accounting for only 74 fragments and 12.9% of
the total glassware assemt;lage. From this collection
only one bottle, a small (3.8 cm base) bottle with a
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blown base, could be identified. This was lilzely a

pl’xarmaceutical or medicinal bottle.

Aqua is the next most common glass founcl,
consisting of 63 specimens (10.9% of the assemblage)
and representing one bottle with a blown base 2.5 cm in
diameter. This was also most lilzely a medicinal bottle.

Also present were 19 {ragments of dark aqua,
156 examples of green glass, 14 specimens of
manganese, 11 fragments of brown glass, five light
green Jr.ragmen‘cs, four pieces of melted glass, two
fragments of milk glass, and two pieces of blue glass.

There were 16 tableware items identified from
Block 3, representing about 0.7% of the Kitchen Group
artifacts. These include 13 {ragments of ta]aleglass and
three utensil fragments.

The ta]:leglass include primaxily tumnbler
fragments, identifiable as ten distinct tumblers, ranging
in size from 2% to 3%% inches in basal diameter. All but
one were plain, eviclencing no engraving, cutting, or
molding (altl'lougl'x in each case only a small basal
portion was available for stu&y). All of the bases appear
to of pressed glass, suggesting a date not earlier than the
first quarter of the nineteenth century. T he one
decorated tumbler had a starburst on the base of vessel
and the sides exhibited a diamond pattern.

One go]alet Jfra.gmen’c, consisting only of the
base and a small section of drawn stem is also present in
the collection. In contrast to the go]:;lets, this form is
1i12e1y eigl'lteenth century.

Finally, the collection also includes one bowl
with a 12.9 cm diameter. The bowl is beyond the size of
ﬁnger bowls and the wrong form for use as a wine cad&y.

It may have simply been a serving vessel.

The utensil {ragments include two bone
handles, one having a “pistol-grip" shape. Each had an
iron tang and would originauy have been either a knife
or perhaps fork. Nogl Hume (1978:182) suggest the
pistol grip is characteristic early eighteenth century,
while the other is more characteristic of the late
eigl'lteenth or early nineteenth century. Also recovered
was a fragment of a white metal utensil handle. These

metal handles are typical of the eigl'xteentl'x century.
Axchitecture Group Artifacts

A total of 1,287 architectural fragments was
recovered from Block 3, representing about 35.7% of
the total artifact assemblage.

The single largest category is that of flat glass
(aH of which appears to represent window glass),
accounting for 63.5% of the group (N=817). Like
elsewhere on the site, all of these fragments are small,
reﬂecting considerable fragmentation of the panes,
pro]:)ably as a result of the intensive cultivation the site
has seen over the years. Altl'lough not quantified, the
collection has producecl both green-tinted glass,
common to eigl'lteenth century specimens (Noél Hume
1978:233), and colorless glass, suggestive of nineteenth

century assem]olages.

The next most common materials are nails,
with the 469 specimens accounting for 36.4% of the
collection. Of these 451, or 96.2%, can be discounted
since tl'xey could not be either measured or identified l)y
type. Seven nails were identified as hand wrougl'xt,
meaning they were in&ivi&uauy forged by blacksmiths.
As elsewhere on the site two head styles are present in
the collection: rose heads {accounting for two of the
three nails with identifiable heacls) and clasp or "T-head”
nails (accounting for the remaining one identifiable nail
in the wrought category). Eleven cut nails were also
found in Block 1. These were produced ]:>y a machine
that cut each shaft from a sheet of iron, as discussed

earlier in this section.

As demonstrated at the slave settlement, it is
sometimes possil:le to use the relative Jfrequencies of nail
sizes to indicate building‘ construction details since these
different  sizes  served particular functions.
Unfortunately with only five identifiable and measurable
specimens this effort would have little validity. It is
worth observing that the recovered sizes range from 2d
to 10d, suggestive of a range of different functions. The
absence of nails 16d and larger is perhaps more related
to the use of traditional joinery tec}miques than to the

corrosion prololems associated with sites near the marsh.

The final item in the architectural asseml)lage
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is a butt hinge fragment. The specimen has a length of
3V inches and a width of 1% inches. Such l'linges were
invented in 1775 and were being used very slqortly after
the American Revolution, at least in the Mid-Atlantic
and Northeast (Streeter 1973:43). Lounsloury
(1994:55), l'lowever, cautions that this new hinge
proba]oly didn't replace strap hinges until the second
quarter of the nineteenth century. Consequently, butt
hinges at Roupelmoncl may have been introduced as
early as 1800 or perhaps as late as 1830. Regardless,
this size l'linge would proloably have been used on an
interior door (typicaﬂy 4-inch butts were used on the
heavier exterior &oors).

Furmniture Group Artifacts

The only fumiture artifacts recovered from
Block 3 are two brass tacks and a larnp prism of clear
leaded glass.

This latter item mig}lt have been used with a
hanging device, such as a chandelier, altl'lough a
somewhat more modest lamp is far more lilzely. Moss
(1988:37) notes that brass and glass chandeliers were
being importe& into the America in the eighteenth
century, althougl'l most were foun& eitl'ler in cl'lurcl'les
and public places. Even as they become more common
in the nineteenth century, they still tended to be found
only in the private residences of the larger, more urban
centers. By the 1840s, however, smaller 1amps adorned
with prisms were much more common, often being sold

in pairs “to decorate and illuminate parlor mantels”

{Moss 1988:32).

Alt}lough the prism offers relatively little in the
way of temporal control, it does reflect the wealth of the
Roupelmon& Plantation. However modest the larnp may
have been, there were far more examples of candle and
oﬂ—buming devices that lacked the frills and expense of

prisms.
Arms Group Artifacts

Five arms items were recovered in Block 3,
accounting for 0.1% of the collection from this site
area. Three of the items are lead shot, while the other

two are minie baHs.
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The two minie baﬂs, or rifle musket ]:)uﬂets, are
0.574 and 0.581 incl’les in diameter. BOtl’l would l'lave
been used in .58 caliber weapons of the Civil War

periocl. Although there was some overlap these were
probably Union bullets and neither had been fired.

The lead shot includes one ball 0.47 inch in
&iameter, which was pro]:)aloly used in an early to mid-
eighteenth century weapon. Another was 0.591 inch in
diameter, a shot size used in weapons more common
&uring the War of 1812, but still around at the
outbreak of the Civil War. The final shot is 0.65 inch;
baﬂs of this size were use& in .69 caliber weapons, suc}l
as the M1842 musket and the M1847 musketoon
(T}loma.s 1997;100). Tl'lese, too, were presse& into
service &uring the Civil War.

In other wor&s, of the five items found in the
main house block, four are lilzely associated with the

Civil War and only one is lilreely from an earlier perio&.
Tobacco Group Artifacts

Block 3 produced 37 tobacco artifacts
(representing 1.0% of the total asseml)lage), inclu&ing
32 pipe stem fragments, three pipe bowl fragments, and
two other tobacco-related items.

Of the three bowls, two were plain and one was

decorated with vertical ribs which Nosl Hume
{1978:303) suggests date from about 1780 tl’uougl'l
1820. The majority of the pipe stems had bore
diameters of 5/64 inch (N=17, 53.1%), typical of the
other site areas investigated. The next most common
size was 4/64, contributing 13 specimens (40.6%). Two
specimens were recovered with bore diameters of 6/64

inch.

The other tobacco items include a flint strike-

a-ligl'xt and a red clay pipe stem with a bore diameter of
4/64 inch.

Clothing Group Artifacts

This category includes only three buttons.
Two are South's Type 7, cast metal buttons. One of
these is brass, measuring 19 mm in &iameter and the

other is cast white metal and is 17.5 mm in diameter.
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The third button is a Type 27, but consisting only of
the bacle piece. Regarcuess, it is typical of tl'xose

associated with Civil War uniforms.
Personal Group Artifacts

The three artifacts comprising the Personal
Group represent only 0.1% of the total assemblage.
Recovered were one {*ragment of mirror glass, a coin

fragment, and an iron key {ragment.

As Jones and Sullivan (1985:171) obsexve,
mirrors were typica].[y manufactured from either window
or plate glass and with the silvering worn off there is
reaﬂy notl'xing else to clistinguish mirror glass from
other flat glass. Fortunately, there was remnant
silvering in this case, altl'xougl'x the recovered {ragment
was only about 2.5 cm square. The item was
manufactured using plate glass about 5 mm in thickness
and we were also fortunate enougl'x to recover an eclge,
which exhibited the characteristic loeveling. This mirror
was lilzely of rela.tively higl'x status and was likely fairly
large.

The iron key {ragment is small and was lilzely
associated with eithera pa&loclz or a piece of furniture.
We do not believe that it was likely the size appropriate
for a rim lock.

" The final item is a cut {ragment of a silver

eight rea.les coin. Solomon oloserves tl'xé.t:

the milled peso duro of eigl'xt reales,
known as dos mundos or ca/umnaria,
authorized in June 1728, first
minted in Mexico in 1732, was
‘called the Spanish milled dollar loy
the American colonists. It and its
fractions became the most important

coins to circulate in colonial America

(Solomon 1976:31).

The portion recovere& from the main house area is the

size which became known as “2-bits.”
Activities Group Artifacts

This final artifact group includes a total of 35

specimens (or 1.0% of the total Block 3 assemblage).
The toy category includes one stone marble and a
porcelain doll arm {ragment; miscellaneous hardware
includes a bolt {‘ragment, a brass wing nut, a brass nail
fragment, an iron ring, and a staple; in the “other”
category there are 18 unidentifiable iron {*ragments, two
{‘ragments of uniclentifiable L)rass, four slate pieces, one
quartz smoot}xing stone, a brass strip, a flower pot

{ragment, and a piece of folded lead.

As previously mentioned, stone marbles were
often proclucecl in Germany from limestone cluring the
eigl'xteenth century, altl’xough tl'xey continued to be
reaclily available into the early twentieth century
(Baumann 1991). They were both used by children in
games and lay adults in gamloling.

The bisque porcelain doll arm is 3.4 cm in
lengtl'x and ranges from 7 to 9 mm in &iameter,
representing the wrist tl'xrougl') the shoulder. Altl'xougl'x
the hand (wl’xicl'x tends to be very cliagnostic) is broken
oﬁ, the shoulder reveals a small attachment hole. Tl’xis
may date from either the eighteentl') or first half of the

nineteenth century.
Block 4

Block 4, which incorporates several excavations
northwest of the main house, was tl'xougl'lt to be in an
area of servant’s housing and in the vicinity of
considerable erosion into the marsh. The excavations
produced a total of 1600 artifacts from 350 square feet,
yielcling an artifact clensity of 4.6 artifacts per square
foot.

Kitchen Group Artifacts

A total of 1,119 Kitchen Group artifacts was
recovered, most representing ceramics (933 or 77.8%)
or glass (257 or 21.4%). This area pro&uce& a similar
range of materials as Block 3, in a very similar type
distribution.Also like Block 3, this area proclucecl fewer
early eighteenth century wares. For example, no North
Devon Gravel Temper ceramics were recovered and the
quantities of such wares as clel{'t, Westerwald and white
salt glaze& stoneware are minor. In sum, it appears to be
a very late eigl'xteenth to mid-nineteenth century
assem]olage. This is unexpectecl since the excavations
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proclucecl at least one wall trench structure in this block.

The major types of ceramics are shown in
Table 17, revealing that tablewares, such as the
porcelains, creamwares, and pearlwares, account for
05.9% of the ceramics. This leaves utilitarian wares
accounting for a mere 4.1% of the collection — far less

than we founcl in tl'xe slave set’clement.

Altl'lough tl'le numbers are smaM, unlilze tl'le
main house Hock, where the porcelains were the most
abundant eighteenth century wares, in this block the
lead glazecl slipwares are most comumon, accounting for
26 specimens. This may provicle some support for these
excavations Being in the vicinity of the servants’
quarters. Only two vessels were recognizable in the

coHections, both bowls around 5-inches in diameter.

The next most common ware is the Chinese
porcelain, accounting for 22 specimens {one f‘ragment
of overglazecl enameled and 21 fragments of

unclerglazec{ Mue). This assem}:)lage pro&ucecl a MNV of
Jf‘ive, including two cups, one Lowl, and two plates.

Only a single specimen was recovered of
Westerwalcl, three J1;1:agments of white salt glazecl
stoneware, seven {‘ragments of Jaclz{'ield, and four
fragments of delft. In addition only one piece of
Nottingham and three {ragments o{ lusterwate, l)otl'l
styles spanning transition from the eighteentl'l to

nineteenth century, were recovered.

As in Block 3 the creamwares are the first
ceramic to be found in any signi{icant quantity,
representing 45.6% of the earthenwares recovered from
Block 4. The most common creamware was
undecorated, accounting for 369 specimens or 93.7%
of the creamwares — almost identical to Block 3.
Identified motifs include cal)le, annular, and hand
painted. Noticeably absent are the transfer printecl
wares, w}micl'x were found in the vicinity of the main

l'louse.

The MNV  creamware count is 11,
representing two cups, four bowls, and five plates. The
cups include undecorated and beaded exa.mples, both
3% inches in diameter. The bowls are ptimatily

undecorated (ranging from 5 to 10 inches in diameter),

130

Table 17.

Major Types of Datable Pottery in Block 4
Porcelain ) 33 3.5%
Stoneware 36 3.9%

Brown 13
Blue/Gray 7
White 4
Other 12
Earthenware 864 92.6%
Slipware 26 ‘
Refined 15
Coarse 6
Delft 4
Creamware 394,
Pearlware 303
Whiteware 97
Yellowware 10
Burnt 9

with only one annularware example (5 inches in
cliameter). The plates, which range from 6% to 8%
inches, include unclecoratecl, clouclecl, and hand paintecl
overglazecl examples —all genetaﬂy l’ligl’l status wares.

Block 4 also produced 303 specimens of
pearlwate. As in Block 3, plain examples account for a
relatively low proportion of the collection {just over a
thitcl), with blue transfer printed wares accounting for
another fifth of the assemblage. Blue and poly hand
paintecl, also high status motifs, are the next most
wares, accounting for 39 and 19 specimens respectively
(19.1%). The low status edged and annular wares are far
less common (accounting for 21 and 24 specimens
respectively), representing only 14.9%.

In this portion of the main plantation
settlernent, the plain, annu_la.r, and e&ged wares account
for 53.4% of the pearlware assemblage, while the
expensive transfer printed and hand painted wares still
account for only about 46.6% of the assemblage.

The pearlwares account for at least 32 vessels,
including‘ three cups, 16 Lowls, and 13 pla.tes. The cups
are 3% inches with either hand painted or transfer
printecl motifs. The bowls, which range from 4 to 10
inches, are surprisingly not dominated by annular
patterns (whicl'l account for only six vessels), but rather
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t>y the more expensive hand paintecl (accounting for six
t>owls) and transfer printecl (accounting for four l)owls)
motifs. There are eigl'xt eclgecl plates, witl'l the remaining

five inclucling undecorated (N=1), transfer pn'ntecl
(N=2) and hand paintecl (N=2).

The whitewares — the next stage of ceramic
clevelopment — account for only 261 specimens. of
these nearly two-thirds (61.3%) are undecorated. The
next most common motit, as was tl'1e case with the
pearlwares, is transfer printecl (N=66, 25.3%). Annular
is the third most common motif (N=22), {ollowed by
non-blue transfer pn'ntecl (N=6), eclgecl (N=4), and
polycl1rome hand paintecl (N=3).

This whiteware a.ssem.l)lage appears to represent
at least 15 vessels, inclucling three bowls, 11 plates, and
one teapot. The bowl forms include two undecorated
and orte hand painted. The plates include six e&ged and
five transfer printecl. The one tea pot was transfer
printed.

When we consider vessel form, this portion of
the main settlement, like the main house area (l‘)ut
unlike the slave settlement), is dominated l‘)y plate
forms, not bowls (T able 18). Utilitarian forms, such as
chamber pots and storage containers, are entirely absent

in this area.

This portion of Roupelmoncl proclucecl only
one {-ragment of Colono ware pottery. Clearly, slave
made ceramics were uncommon around the main house
area ancl, as mentioned previously, prol)al)ly never

appeared on the planter's table.

Container glass accounts for 257 {-ragments or
nearly 21.4% of the Kitchen Group total. The most
common glass is the dark green (or “l)lacl:z") glass
(N=187, 72.8%).These represent at least seven vessels,
only one of which had a measurable basal diameter.
This one vessel, at 7.6 cm, is below the range identified
by Jones (1986) and likely represents a beer bottle from
the last half of the nineteenth century, perllaps from the
Civil War.

Clear glass is the next most common (N=27),
followed by aqua (N=22), and green (N=10).
Manganese and a dark aqua each account for four

tragments, while brown glass contributes an additional

three pieces. Reliable minimum vessel counts could not
be determined for these tragments given their size and

the lack of l‘)a_ses or lips..

The five {‘ragments of clear glass classified as
tableware represent one gol)let and one tumbler. Both
are simple styles lacleing decoration and tl'1ey prol)al)ly

Table 18.
Shape and Function of Ceramic
Vessels From Area 7, Block 4

Shape # %
Tableware 61 88.4
Plates/ saucers 32 52.5
Bowls 28 45.9
Serving 1 1.6
Tea & Coffeeware 8 11.6
Utilitarian 0 0.0

date from the nineteenth century.

The three kitchenware items are all Lettle
{‘ragments.

Asxchitecture Group Artifacts

A total of 349 architectural fragments was
recovered from Block 4, representing about 21.8% of
the total artifact assem.l)lage.

The single largest category is that of flat glass
(all of which appears to represent window glass),
accounting for 79.7% of the group (N=278). The flat
glass has been extensively fragmented, prol)al:»ly l)y
cultivation. Consequently, altllougl'x the quantity is
l‘ligl’l, we believe that it represents relatively little actual

glass and may even be clispersecl from another site area.

Seventy nail tragments are present in the
asseml)lage, 68 of which are too corroded and
l‘ragmentecl to allow either determination of either their
type or size. Regarclless, this represents a very small
assemlalage, suggesting that the excavations were not

placecl in the vicinity of any frame structures.
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The only other architectural item recovered
from the excavations is a JEragrnent of what su,'aerﬁ'cia//y
appears to Purbeck "marble.” The stone, once "black”
(today gray-black, Munsell Rock Color Chart N2), has
weathered, talzing of a rough gray appearance. Purbeck
marble, as it weathers ancl loses its polish, can almost
appear to be like concrete. Upon closer examination,
however, the stone laclzs the characteristic small
fossilized ga.stropocls which characterize the Purbeck
l)ec]s (see Dimes 1990:113-114 {or a clescription o{ this
stone). It is possil)le, however, that architects were not
as geologicaﬂy inclined and that Purbeck marble was
taken to be any marble-like stone in black or gray.
Lounsl)ury, for exarnple, notes only when cliscussing
English marble that, "much of this material was the
dark gray Purbeck marble quan:iecl in the south of
Englancl” (Lounsl)ury 1994:224). The specimern
appears to be a small column JEragment, as might be

inc'orporatecl into a {'ireplace mantle surround.
Furniture Group Artifacts

The fumiture artifacts recovered from Block 4
are two brass tacks and a small brass butt hinge
measuring 2.7 cm in height and 1.2 cm in width. This
is the type of hinge that might be found on a small

trunk or piece of furniture.

Arms Group Artifacts

The arms-related artifacts comsist of two
gunﬂints gray and black in color. These are most likely
pistol flints (Dr. Jacl:z Meyer, personal communication

1998).
Tobacco Group Artifacts

The tobacco artifacts from Block 4 are equally
sparse, consisting of 20 pipe stem fragments, five
undecorated bowl J1"1ragmer1ts, and one stn'la.e-a—light flint.
Together these items represent about 1.6% of the total
asseml)lage from this portion of the site.

The majority of the pipe stems had bore
diameters of 5/64 inch (N=17, 85%), typical of the

other site areas investigatecl. The next most common
size was 4/64, contrilmting three specimens.
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The stri]ze-a—light {lint is honey-colore& and
measures about 30 ljy 23 mm.

Personal Group Artifacts

The single personal artifact recovered from
Block 4 is a fragment of a “slate” pencil, which as
previously discussed is ac’cuaﬂy graphite and was used for
marl:zing on a slate tablet.

Activities Group Artifacts

This final artifact group includes a total of 19
specimens (or 1.2%of the total Block 4 assemblage).
The single tool item recovered was a triangular file.
Hardware items consist of three wire J1?'1ragrner1ts (w}lich
may represent remnants of barbed wire from the field
edge). Under the “other” category are 15 items,
inclucling two brass strips, four strips of white metal,
one lump of melted lead, six unidentifiable J1?'1re1grr1ents of
iron, one J1j'1ragmer1t of slate, and one unidentified brass
item. This last artifact may represent a part of the inner
wor]zings of a clock or similar item. However, since its
identification isn't certain it has been place& in the
Activities Group.

The Main House Area

Just as it was useful to }::rieﬂy review some of
the conclusions suggestecl ljy the analysis of artifacts
associated with the slave settlement, we hope that a few
comments at this juncture may help the reader
understand what these artifacts are telling us about the
lives of the Roupels and Stuarts. Aclmittecﬂy, the
asseml)lage is far smaller than that recovered from the
slave settlement — and smaller than we would have
liked under different conditions — however, it still
provicles us with a glimpse of how these plantation
families lived cluring the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries. As in the previous section we won't offer
comparisons to other plantation settlements, reserving
that for the following discussions.

The collection does provicle us  with
information concerning the occupation span, as well as
some additional hints at changes in ownership and
operation of the plantation.
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The mean ceramic
dates for the two blocks are
shown in Table 19. This
table

information

also provicles
concerning
manufacturing date range
for the various ceramics. As
previously explained, the
terminus post quem (ox
TPQ) date is that date
after which the zone was
deposited and is based on
the latest dated artifact
present in the assemblage.
The mean ceramic dates for
the two blocks are 1809.7
and 1800.1. Based on the
ceramics the TPQ is 1830
and  unlike the
settlement there are
relatively few artifacts that
suggest sort  of
occupation  past about
1860. This is consistent
with the historic research
which has revealed that the
Stuart’s left the plant&tion
at the outbreak of the Civil

War and never returned.

slave

any

It also buttresses
the historical evidence Ly
revealing that there is no
evidence for continued use
of the main house after the
Civil War — I)y freedmen,
teachers, or others. We
didn't, however, find any
that the main
house was demolished and
burned, as is suggested }Jy
the oral accounts and
alluded to lay some of the
Civil War accounts. There

were few burned artifacts

evidence

and, just as telling, we
found relatively few
architectural items. This

Table 19.
Mean Ceramic Dates for Blocks 3 and 4
Date Mean Date Block 3 Block 4

Ceramic Range (xi) () fixx (£) fixix
OG hand painted 1660-1800 1730 4 6920 1 1730
UG blue hp porcelain  1660-1800 1730 53 91690 21 36330
Nottingham 1700-1810 1755 4 7020 1 1755
Westerwald 1700-1775 1738 1 1738 1 1738
White SG ST 1740-1775 1758 16 28128 2 3516
White SG, scratch bl 1744-1775 1760 7 12320 1 1760
Black Basalt 1750-1820 1785 4 7140 2 3570
Lead glazed slipware ~ 1670-1795 1733 41 71053 26 45058
Jackfield 1740-1780 1760 13 22880 7 12320
Green G, cream bd 1759-1775 1767 2 3534
Clouded wares 1740-1770 1755 5 8775 3 5265
Decorated delft 1600-1802 1750 3 5250
Plain delft 1640-1800 1720 11 18920 1 1720
North Devon 1650-1775 1713 2 3426
CW, cable 1790-1820 1805 4 7220 3 5415

annular 1780-1815 1798 17 30566 14 25172

hand painted 1790-1820 1805 9 16245 8 14440

undecorated 1762-1820 1791 569 1019079 369 705906
PW, mocha 1795-1890 1843 3 5529

poly hp 1795-1815 1805 11 19855 19 13295

blue hp 1780-1820 1800 49 88200 39 70200

blue tp 1795-1840 1818 135 245430 83 150894

edged 1780-1830 1805 33 59565 21 37905

annular/cable 1790-1820 1805 32 57760 24 43320

undecorated 1780-1830 1805 175 315875 117 211185
WW, green edged 1826-1830 1828 1 1828

blue edged 1826-1880 1853 3 5559 3 5559

poly hand paint 1826-1870 1848 3 5544 3 5544

blue tp 1831-1865 1848 66 121968 32 59136

non-blue tp 1826-1875 1851 6 11106 5 9255

annular 1831-1900 1866 22 41052 4 7464

undecorated 1813-1900 1860 160 297600 50 93000

Block 3: 2,655,718 + 1,473 = 1809.7

Block 4: 1,572,205 +~ 873 = 1800.9

oG = ovetglazecl; UG = uncler glazed; SG = salt glazecl; G= glazed; hp = hand paintecl; tp = ttansfet

printecl
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Figure 49. Chronological rahges of the main house settlement occupation.
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suggests that the main house was extensively sa.lvage&.
We are inclined to acl:znowlectge that it was damagect t)y
Confederate gunners, and prot)ataly further damagect t)y
Union picl:zets. During, or shortly after the war, it was
prot)atly extensively picl:zect-over, with all useful items
removed. Years later it simply collapsect and was then
moved out of the field to allow cultivation.

There is less than a decade of difference
between the two mean ceramic dates for the main
settlement, yet ttley are nearly two decades later than
the slave settlement. Given the intensity of the surveys
conducted on the tract it seems unlil:zely that there was
an earlier main house somewhere else; so do these dates
mean that the slave settlement was pertlaps established
prior to the owner actuaﬂy living on the plantation?

Prol)ataly not.

South's bracket dates and Bartovic's ceramic
test (Figure 49) provide additional help. South would
propose a date range for the Block 3 occupation of 51
years, from 1780 to 1831. In contrast, Bartovic would
place the origin earlier — about 1762 — and terminate
occupation by 1840. In Block 4, South’s bracketing
technique reveals an identical range of 1780 to 1831,
while Bartovic’s formula indicates only a few years later
starting date — 1765 — and a terminal date a decade
earlier, in 1830.

In other wor&s, the mean ceramic date is later
because there was more whiteware, proportionaﬂy, at the
main house than there was at the slave settlement (or

alternatively, there were fewer early ceramics).

In Block 3 Bartovic's formula suggests some
level of activity as early as 1740, although at Block 4
occupation began dramatically in 1765 with little, if

any, earlier activity.

It is lilzely that the main settlement t)egan at
the same time as the slave settlements — perl'xaps as
early as about 1730 or 1740, alttlougtl it was certainly
sparse. The structure was 1i1:2e1y small and the ceramics
present were litaely minimal. In fact, ttxey may even have
been 1argely mictcﬂing status as the plantation was t)eing
cteveloped. By about 1760, tlowever, there seems to have
been a signiticant increase the quantity of materials.

Ttxrougtl time it seems that many of the main
house materials were relegatect to the slave row, prot;at;ly
to make way for new styles or fancier goocts. In other
wor&s, the owners (t)asect on the ceramics in both the
main house and the slave row) were relatively wealttly

and appear to have lzept up with the new styles.

As in the slave settlement there appears to be
a decline the occupation intensity at the end of the
Roupels’ tenure about 1820. And there is a second
drop after about 1840 — which is when Middleton
Stuart died. It should come as no surprise that if the
slave settlement shows the effects of these ownerstxip
ctxanges that the main house area would as well.

We believe that the main settlement, like the
slave area, when througtl a pen'oct of dramatic ctlange
about 1790 or 1800. The best arctlaeological evidence
of this is comparing the wall trench structure in Block
4 with the perioct sketch of the plantation as it existed
during Stuart’s ownerstlip. Clearly the wall trench
I)uilctings around the main house had been reptaced with
“proper” formal architecture.

Alttlougtl little evidence for this supposition
was uncovered, we are also inclined to believe ttlat ttle
main house itself went througtl a perioct of extensive
modification and enlargement. This would certainly fit
the low country pattern, retlecting the efforts of owners
to publicly demonstrate their power and wealth after
recovering from the Revolution. Architectural artifacts
such as the scored stucco and the {'inely crafted marble
indicate that the owner went to considerable lengttls
(especiaﬂy given the remote location) to reflect the style
and soptlistication appropriate to a planter of his
standing. In addition, alttxough the artifact assemblage
is sparse, there are remains that also reflect this focus
— the heavy mirror, the lamp prism, and the possible
clock part, all suggest an effort to transport a little bit
of Charleston to Whale Branch. Moreover, examining
the artifacts (wl'xictl largely wound up in the slave
settlement) we see a range of very elaborate glassware —
etched and cut, even painted — as well as evidence of
the tea ceremony. There are wine caddies and tinger
bowls — both essential elements of a well set table.

Just as with the slave row, it is also useful to
explore this main settlement’s artifact pattern (T able

136



ROUPELMOND PLANTATION

20). Blocks 3 and 4 are cieariy ditterent, especiaiiy in
the categories of kitchen and architecture. Block 3,
however, cioseiy resembles the previousiy defined
Caroiing Artifact Pattern, which is characteristic of
pianters throughout most of the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries. The architectural remains in
Block 3 are siightiy inflated, but we are included to
accept those Jr‘igures as hei.ng inflated hy the structure's
ciemo]ition. Lilzewise, some of the categories seem iow,
but these have prohahiy also been affected hy the site's
abandonment just prior to the Civil War and the
suhsequent demolition after years of saiva.ge.

Block 4, on the other hand, much more cioseiy
resembles Blocks 1 and 2, and the Carolina -Slave
Artifact Pattern. The pattern in the immediate vicinity
of this structure is far more “slave-like” than “planter-
like” — and with good reason. The block, although
iiteraﬂy “in the shadow of the main house," revealed a
wall trench structure occupied hy African American
slaves. It is the remains of their c].zu.iy ].ives, more so than
the pianter's, which forms this artifact pattern.

seem that this was simpiy an outward architectural
manifestation of the cizuiy clash of the two worlds.

Comparisons — Within the Plantation and
Beyond

One way to compare the iiteways at
Roupetmond Plantation is to compare and contrast the
ceramic collections of the owner and his slaves. Some
hint of this has aireacty been provideci in the earlier
discussions, but in general we would expect the ceramics
heing used hy the slaves to be less expensive — or less
tancy — than those used hy the owner. One of the most
poweriui tools for analysis of the economic value of
archaeological ceramic assemblages is Miller's (1980,
1991) CC Indices. The technique provides a rough
approximation of the economic position of the
piantation owner clepositing the discarded ceramics.

Of course, in the case of this collection there
is overwheirning evidence that ceramics were heing
recyciecl — that is, were heing sent to the slave

settlement, perhaps when cracked, chippeci, or

Table 20.
Previously Published Artifact Patterns Cornparecl to

Roupelmond Main House Blocks (numbers in percents)

simpiy out of vogue. Moreover, the Miller
indices are oniy appropriate on collections
which date from the last two or two decades
of the eighteenth century through the mid-

*Garrow 1982
"Drucker et al. 19084:5-47

Revised Carolina Roupelmond Block nineteenth century. The indices have not
Astifact Pattern®  Yeoman Pattern’ 3 4 been developed to deal with eariy eighteenth
Kitchen 51.8-65.0 40.0-61.2 61.9 74.9 century assemhiages such as those found at
Architecture 25.2-31.4 35.8.56.3 36.7 21.8 Roupelmond. So, at best we'll only really get
Furniture T 0206 04 0.1 0.3 a reconstruction of ceramic status for the
Arms 0.1-0.3 - 0.1 0.1 nineteenth century.
Tobacco 1.9-13.9 -, 1.0 1.6
Cioth'mg 0.6-5.4 1.8 0.1 R In spite ot these two iimiting tactors,
Personai 02-05 04 . Ol Ol Tahie 21 C]. ti’l 1 1 t C].
Activities 0.9-1.7 1.8 1.0 1.2 provices the raw saiowialions nuse

for Miller's indices and Table 22 provides a
synopsis of the Jr‘ind.ings. We can see that the
indices for the owner are higher for both

This tinding, itself, is interesting and worthy
of note. At rnid—eighteenth century Roupeimond, it
apparentiy was acceptahie to have a daubed wall trench
structure, what some have clisparagingiy called a “mud
hut,” situated iiteraiiy yarcls from the pianter's house.
Aithough this might assault our senses today, it would
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piates and bowls — but are lower for cups
(prohahiy because the cup sampie for the
owner is so smaii). This does reveal that, in spite of
recyciing, the owner's table included more expensive

ceramics.

This comes as no real surprise. What is more
interesting is the comparison of these results with other
piantations, which is presente& in Figure 50. There we
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Miller’s Index Values for the Slave and Main House Areas of Roupelmoncl Plantation.

Slave Setilement (Blocks 1 and 2)

Table 21.

CW and PW ww
Value {Date| # Product Value {Date] # Product
PLATES
undec 1.00 64 64.00 1.00 50 50.00
cdged 67 1.49 (1804) 1 1.49 1.41 (1825) 2 2.82
T 1.40 (1802) 4 5.60 1.28 (1825) 1 1.28
8 1.23 (1802) 18 22.14 1.33 (1825) 2 266
9.10° 1.38 (1802) 89 122.82 1.33 (1825) 11 14.63
10" 1.67 (1802) 7 11.69 1.20 (1825) 6 7.20
11" 1.58 (1802) 4 6.32
painted 5° 2.25(1822) 1 225
6" 2.10 (1822) 2 4.20
9.10° 2.17 (1838} 2 434 2.17 (1838) 1 217
printed 5 3.73(1814) 4 14.92
6 3.49 (1825) 1 3.49
T 4.00 (1796) 2 8.00
8 3.93(1796) 4 15.72
910" 4.33(1796) 10 43.30 3.00 (1825) 5 15.00
107 7.50 {1796) 3 22.50 4.00 (1825) 1 4.00
1" 5.15 (1825) 1 5.14
12 5.25 (1796) 3 1575
15 4.91{1825) 1 491
301 479.54
1.59
BOWLS
wndec 1.00 66 66.00 1.00 17 17.00
annulag 1.60 (1799) 9 14.40 1.20 (1825) 27 32.40
1.20 (1814) 16 19.20
painted 2.00 (1799) s 10.00 1.60 (1825) 4 6.40
1.60 (1814) 49 78.40
printed 2.80 (1814) 14 39.20 2.60 (1825) 5 13.00
sponged 1.00 (1825) 1 1.00
210 297.00
1.41
cupPs
undec 1.00 13 13.00 1.00 4 4.00
painted 1.50 (1814) 7 19.50
printed 3.00 (1814) 5 15.00
+ponged 1.50 (1848) 1 1.50
30 53.00
1.77

Maein Setttlement {Blocks 3 and 4)
ww

CW and PW
Value (Datel # Product Value (Date] # Product
PLATES
undec 1.00 26 26.00 1.00 6 6.00
odged 6 1.49 (1804) 1 1.49
7 1.40 (1802) 3 4.20
8 1.23 (1802) 5 6.15 1.28 (1825) 1 1.28
9-10" 1.38 (1802) 25 34.50 1.33 (1825) 8 10.64
painted 6" 2.10(1822) 1 210
8" 2.36 (1838) 1 236
printed 5" 3.73(1814) 2 7.46 3.37 (1823} 5 16.85
3.01 (1823) 1 3.01
7 4.00 {1796) 2 8.00
8" 3.93(1796) 3 11.79
9-10" 4.33(1796) 1 4.33 3.00(1823) 5 15.00
2.86 (1823) 1 2.86
127 5.14 (1823) 1 5.14
hpog 8 2.57(1804) 1 2.57
9.10 4.67 (1814) 2 9.34
102 183.63
1.80
BOWLS
undec 1.00 10 10.00 1.00 4 4.00
annular 1.60 {1799) 9 14.40 1.20 (1825) 27 3240
1.20(1814) 8 9.60
painted 2.00 (1799) 8 16.00 1.60 (1825) 1 1.60
1.60 (1814) 10 16.00
printed 2.80 (1814) 12 33.60 2.60 (1825) 3 7.80
70 119.00
1.70
cups
undec 1.00 6 6.00
painted 1.50 (1814) 5 7.50
printed 3.00(1814) 1 3.00
12 16.50
138
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see that the owner's assemlnlage is in the upper third of
the cl'xart, while the slave assemblage is in the lower
third. In spite of this, when we look at the comparable
collections it becomes obvious that the owner's
assemblage is not especiaﬂy high status. It ranks close
the ceramic asseml:lage recovered from dwellings of
house servants and free persons of color, and relatively
far below that of the owner of the Stoney/Baynarcl
mansion on Hilton Head Island. Nevertl'xeless, the
Roupelmoncl owner ranks above the spartan 1ifestyle of

Tal)le 22

Comparison of Miller's Ceramic Index
at Roupelmoncl Plantation

Vessel Form _ Slave Owner
Plates 1.59 1.80
Bowls 1.41 1.70
Cups 1.77 1.38

the micldling‘ status small plantation owner, representecl
by Whitesides. In contrast, there seem to be fewer
surprises with the slave assem]alage from Roupelmoncl.
It falls in along with other slaves, tenant Jf'armers, and

freeclmen.

These efforts to use Miller's indices are
hamperecl by small collections and sites which have
unclergone a vanety of transformations. Nevertheless, it
may be safe to conclude that the Roupelmoncl slaves
were neither very well off or very cleprives (at least as far
as ceramics). The owner, lilzewise, had neither
ex‘traordinan'ly showy ceramics nor items far below his
rank in society. There isn't, however, very goocl evidence
(in spite of the seemingly Jf'ancy tablewares, mirrors, and
prisms) that the owners were see}zing to clisplay their
wealth to the community.

In fact, we're inclined to suggest that
Roupelmoncl was more of a worlzing plantation than a

country retreat or showplace.

There are, however, additional ways of
comparing Roupelmond and its wealth to other
plantations. The proportion of porcelain in the

assemblage, for example, if often taken as an indicator
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of status and wealth. In the slave blocks porcelains
account for 3.6to 4.3% of the ceramics, while in the
main house area this varies from 5.9 to 3.5%,
clepen&ing on location. On average porcelain does
comprise a larger proportion of the ceramics in the main
house area, but the quantity is still toward the low end
of the spectrum.

At plantations of reduced wealth, such as Elfe
(Trinkley 1985:27), Magnolia (Wayne and Dickinson
1990:11-10), and Green Grove (Carrillo 1980:Table
2), porcelains range from about 6% to 9%. At the early
nineteenth century Qatland Plantation on the
Waccamaw Neck, this clrops as low as about 4%
(Trin]eley 199313:443). At Drayton Hall, certainly one of
the wealthier plantations along the South Carolina low
country, porcelains are reportecl to account for about
9.7% of the European ceramic collection (Lewis
1978:199). At Archdale Hall Plantation, Zierden et al.
(1985:103) report the porcelains account for about
13% of the ceramic collection. An assemblage from
Crowfield plantation reveals porcelains there account for
perhaps 17% of the collection (Trinkley et al. 1992:46)
and at acljacent Broom Hall plantation porcelains
account for an average of 20% of the _ceramic
assemblage (Trinkley et al.1995:178). Even Broom
Hall's slave settlement boasted a higher proportion of
porcelains than Roupelmoncl. In other WOI'ClS, the
porcelains certainly don’t suggest that Roupelmoncl's
owners were JEla.un‘cing their wealth.

While there are fewer comparative collections,
it seems that higl'x status collections have signi{icantly
higher proportions of teaware (allowing participation in
the ritualized tea ceremony) and lower proportions of
utilitarian wares. Zierden and Grimes (1989:65) note,
correctly we believe, that the reduction in utilitarian
ware represents the increased availability of new
tableware styles, not necessarﬂy an actual decrease in the
use of utilitarian wares. We anticipate, however, that
wealtl'xy owners would more quic}zly take aclvantage of
these new tableware forms. Flatwares will predominate
the tableware collections, especiaﬂy comparecl to lowe_r

status sites, where "one-pot meals” dominated coolzing.

When comparing the vesse] forms at
Roupelmoncl, we see tl'xat the tablewares are more

important in the main house area (Wl'xere they range
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Figure 50. Comparison of Miller's Ceramic Indices for a variety of sites (BL. = Black Lucy [Felton and Schulz 1983], CH = Cotton Hope [Trinkley

1990], CP = Cannon's Point [Spencer-Wood and Heberling 1987], HP = Haig Point [Txinkley and Hacker 1989], M = Mitchelville [Trinkley)
and Hacker 1986], MT = M. Tabbs 2, Tenant Farm [Miller 1980], Qatland = Qatland Plantation [Trinkley 1993], S = Seabrook Plantation
[Campo et al. 1998, Saks = Princess Street site [Trinkley and Hacker 1996a), S/B = Stoney/Baynard Plantation [Trinkley 1996], TH =

Turkey Hill Plantation [Trinkley 1993], W = Willbrook [Trinkley 1993)]).
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from 88.4 to 91.4%) compare(l with the slave
settlement (where tablewares account for around 82%).
Moreover, there are differences in what comprises the
tablewares. In the main house blocks the dominant
vessel form is the plate, while the slave settlement
hollowares were numerous. The only tincling which is
puzzling is that the proportion of teaware is tairly
consistent across the site. This may be the result of
recycling, which tended to even out the distribution of
eigl'lteentl'i century wares, while maintaining the status

distinction present in the nineteenth century materials.

Zierden and her colleagues have noted that in
the urban setting table glass (expressed as a percent of
the Kitchen Group artitacts) is a status indicator. Late
eigl'iteentl'i century townhouse settings may have ranges
around 1% to 2.3%, while more middling status sites
have ranges under 1%. Altliougl'i tlii_s has tended to be
an urhan indicator of wealtl'i, it seemed reasonable to
expect a similar distribution of table glass at liigl'i status
rural sites. When we examinecl Broom Hall plantation,
we toun(l, in Jr’act, tliat talJle glass levels rangect Jr’rom
about 1% to as liigl'i as 3.7%, with the site mean lJeing
1.3%. At Roupelmoncl, in contrast, the levels in the
main house area range from 0.7 to 0.4% — suggestive
of a Jf'airly low status plantation.

Summary

These discussions have providect many details
concerning the slave settlement and the main house
area. We have also proviclecl some comparisons to l'ielp
the reader better unclerstancl this plantation, in
relationsl'iip to others in the Carolina low country. Here
we'll try to provide a very quiclz overview.

Tl'iere is eviclence, all)eit indistinct, tl'iat tl'ie
plantation settlement may have begun around 1740.
This reflect Prioleau's early activities on the tract, at a
time when the area was clearly a frontier. Whatever
activities took place were lilzely very rustic and this may
account for the indistinct arcl'iaeological evidence we see

toclay.

The plantation was certainly well established loy
1760, retlecting tl'ie energy an(l entl'iusiasrn ot George
Roupell. Altl'iougl'i occupiect l)y the British (luring the
American Revolution, there is little evidence that the
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plantation operations were interrupted and Roupell
appears to have piclraecl up exactly where he left off. The
plantation continues on generally the same level of
activity until the Roupell tenure ends with the death of
his widow in 1819.

It was cluring this period, we laelieve, that the
plantation reached its pealre in terms of activity,
prosperity, and proloaloly conspicuous consumption.
There wasn't enougl'i identified of the main house to
allow us to venture a guess on its construction date, but
based on comparisons with other low country
plantations, we're inclined to see a very early structure
later expandecl and elaborated on. Roupell lilzely built
the tirst, relatively moclest, plantation house as a central

core around which the later expansions took place.“'

However modest the main house, there is very
goocl evidence that Roupell lead a refined life. His
tableware was tit‘ting his social status; his glassware was
etched and cut; his house adomed with mirrors and

prism glass.

Altliougl'i his slaves were living in wall trench
structures, tliey received at least some of the benefits of
his prosperity. For example, the cast-off ceramics in the
slave settlement suggest that during the eigl'iteentl'i
century the African Americans were using far more
plate forms than typical for slaves of the time period.

The greatest surprise, l'iowever, was the
identification of a privy feature associated with the slave
settlement. Measuring about 4-feet square it was
surrounded loy a small wall trench wall and was wood
lined. The privy must have been maintained since,
tl'irougl'i time as the wood floor rotted, it was replacecl loy
bricks. This suggests that the privy was perioclically
emptiecl of its contents.

% This is reflected by James R. Stuart's memories,
where he reports, “The house was of wood and had been
remodeled, l)y my grancltatlier Barnwell, from the original old
quaint French structure of Mr. Roupel.” Whether his
memory of the remocleling is correct (lus father died when he
was only six years old) is uncertain, but the account does
suggest that the plantation structure was modified.
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Regarcl.less, there was a cl'iange in liteways that
occurred at about the cliange of the century. Altl'iougl'i
the location of the slave settlement did not cl'iange, wall
trench structures gave way to frame lJuilclings raised on
massive wood posts. This occurred at about the same
time Adams (1990) reports the changing attitudes of
slave owners resulted in reform in slave l'iousing

conditions.

Curiously, these improvements in the liousing
were accompanied lJy the abandonment of the privy.
Like privy abandonment elsewhere, the pit was seen as
a convenient repository for plantation trash and, in this:
case, it received a rather large collection of l'iigli status
ceramics ancl glassware. Tliese items, many ot wl'iicl'i
may have come from the main liouse, were also
accompaniecl lJy items almost certainly originating in
the slave row, such as the heads of several cows (l'ieacl
cuts were frequently given to slaves, as discussed in the
tollowing section on the faunal remains). The tilling of
the privy also seems to date about the time that George
Roupell died and his widow took over control of the
plantation.

The Stuart tenure reflects a cliange. It miglit
be called stagnation, but we are inclined to view it as a
fundamental cl'iange in plantation pliilosopliy. During
Roupel’s tenure the tract was a worlzing plantation, but
it was still a place of relatively gracious living. Stuart's
plantation gives the impression of l)eing far more farm-
lilze, far more JEunctional, with less evidence of refined
living.

There were likewise clianges in the slave
settlernent, based on the artifacts. While wares were still
passecl down to the slaves, these wares were more often

low status annularware and plain types.

There was yet one more cliange waiting prior
to the Civil War — the death of Middleton Stuart in
1840. After this point the plantation was managecl l)y
an absentee caretaker. There is a decline in ceramics
prolaaloly inclicating that there was little activity at the
main house after this point. During the last several
decades before the Civil War the plantation's evolution
was completecl, resulting‘ in a purely worlzing tract. This
is reflected in James R. Stuart's memories of the
plantation (in the appendix), where he reports,

My father died when I was six years
old. My Uncle Henry Barnwell took
cl'iarge of his affairs. He went to the
place once a week to give directions
to the foreman Jack. Between times
Jaclz was in full cl'iarge, responsil:le
for everytl'iing on the place.

While the plantation was still retained lJy the
Stuart tamily for seasonal gatlierings, it seems clear that
their tamily retreated to Beaufort, leaving Barnwell to
maximize proi‘its from the land. This resulted in the
drastic decline in ceramics and other evidence of
occupation after about 1840.

Tl]e Colono Pottery

Unlike many low country plantations,
Roupelmoncl exhibits relatively few Colono sherds. The
sample used in this stucly, representing rim sherds and
those fragments over 2.5 cm in diameter, includes only
154 specimens. Their analysis was conducted in a
manner consistent with the exploration of the Colono
wares at both Broom Hall (Trinlzley et al. 1995) and
Whitesides (Trinkley and Hacker 1996b). Since the
sample is, relatively spealzing, very small, not a great
deal of explanation will be offered concerning this
metlioclology, except to note that it very caretully
explores, and documents, a number of different aspects
of the Colono pottery. Readers with a broader interest
should consult one of these earlier studies. More
important to most readers than the metliocl.ology are the

results.

The conventional interpretation is that most
Colono wares, commonly called Yaugl—xan, were
proclucecl l:y slaves for their own use, while a somewhat
less common pottery, usually called River Burnished or
Catawba, is believed to have been proclucecl lay Native
Americans for sale or trade. While there are a number
of attributes used to separate these two wares, thickness
and surface treatment are most often stressed and
appear to be of primary utility in the gross separation of
the two wares (see Wheaton et al. [1983:229] or one of
the previously referenced studies for a summary of the
attributes).

There remains some clisagreement over the use
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of Yaugi'xan and River Burnished as either types or
varieties with a “type-variety” system. The problem that
piagues us is that the two wares do not seem to be
consistentiy sorted and examination of typoiogicai traits
reveals some ciegree of overiap. Some have attempteci to
resolve this dilemma i)y creating intermediate “types.”
This proiiferation of additional types, however, does
little to resolve the basic inai)ility to consistentiy
separate collections or to i'xeip us better understand the
cultural context of Colono ware. We have previously
suggesteci that a(ioption of the type-variety approaci'x
may be the most reasonable approaci'x, at least at the
present time. Since varieties in the type-variety system
intergracie, they do not necessarily have to be sortable.

In aziciition, the vadeties do not have to have the same
areal and temporal distribution.

The Roupe]:monci a.ssem]:ia.ge is iairiy uniiorm,
although during the study we were able to single out 31
specimens (20.1%) as probable River Burnished sherds,
with the remainder (123 sherds or 79.9%) representing
Yaugiian si'xercls.

As in previous studies these distinctions were
based heavily on mean thickness and surface treatment.
For exampie, at Roupeimonci we found two clusters: the
River Burnished appears thinner, with a mean of 5.7
mm, while the Yaugiia.n is tiiicizer, with a mean of 6.6
mm. The River Burnished pottery, as the name
impiies, was 1r'requent1y (61.3%) i'xigi'iiy smoothed, while
the Yaugi'ian was primariiy (70.7%) mociera.teiy
smoothed. Clearly, ilowever, there is no clear and
distinct separation of these attributes. All River
Burnished sherds, for exarnpie, aren't i'xigiily burnished

and thin. And all Yaugi'xan sherds aren't thick and
pooriy burnished.

Moreover, aiti'xougii paste (particu.iariy temper)
is often considered another cieiining characteristic, with
River Burnished i'xaving a finer paste, the Roupeimon(i
collection exhibits considerable ciiversity in the pastes.
For example, paste characterized ]:>y only fine to very
fine inclusions represents only 11.7% of the collection.
When we also include those sherds with medium to very
fine inciusions, the percentage jumps to 35.7%, but
now includes not oniy River Burnished, but also some

Yaugiian .
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At Roupeimond there are other differences.
The River Burnished vessels were noticeai)iy larger,
having a mean diameter of 11 inches, compared to a
mean diameter for the Yaugiian pots of 9 inches.
Likewise, the Yaugi'ia.n vessels typicaily i'xaci roun(ieci
rims, Wi'xiie the River Burnished exampies tencieci to be
flattened.

However important some of these differences
may be, we can't overlook the possibiiity that the
similarities are equaﬂy important. For exampie, when we
examine firing evidence, we find that about 34% of the
Ya_ugiian pottery was compieteiy reduced, with an
additional 33% exhibiting oxidized surfaces with a
reduced core. The River Burnished exhibits similar
percentages — 29% and 35%. This suggests that while
supposecily made i)y different groups, the firing (anci
proi;a.]:iy cooiing) practices were very similar. We wonder
if this similarity migi'xt be the result of one group
intentionaﬂy seeizing to prociuce vessels which looked

like the other group’s In other WOI‘C].S, was one a copy of
the other?

Moving from these typoiogicai questions to
issues of use, Roupeimonci, proiaaioiy because of the
extensive piowing, provicies relativeiy few clues. There
are oniy two exarnpies of ci'xarring or sooting — one on
the interior of the vessel (representing burned iooci) and
another on the exterior (representing a pot place(i in a
low burning, sooty fire). There are also only two
exampies of vessels with a red film and both of these
were found on the interior. This is puzziing, of course,
since it is iilzeiy that any extensive use would have
eroded this film. If we dismiss use for cooizing and food
preparation, this leaves us with food storage or some
type of ritual or ceremonial use. Neither can be
discounted.

There are also two specimens which exhibit
wear marks consistent with i)eing used as a lid on top of
another Colono pot. This suggests a storage function or
possibly use of the vessels as a “Dutch oven” being
placeci within the coals of the fire for warming.

These data don't provicie us with any major
acivances in our un(ierstan(iing of Coiono, aitiiougi'i tiiey
once again demonstrate that ciistinguisi'xing supposeciiy
Indian-made pottery from supposeciiy slave-made pottery
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Table 23.
Native American Artifacts at Roupelmoncl

Stauings Deptford Wilmington St. Cath Savannah -Irene-
Provenience P P CS CM Net Fab SS cM cM Cs B C UID
Block 1 '
450R490
450R500
450R500
470R490 1
470R500 1
480R490 3
480R500 13 1
490R490 3
490R500 1
500R490 1
500R500
510R490

W = =
—

= NN WN
—

Block 2

470R430 4
470R440 1
480R4:30

480R44.0 2
480R450 1 4
490R430 3 1
490R440 4

490R450 3 3

Feature 7 1
Feature 8 1 1
Feature 10
Feature 11
Feature 13 1 1 1

NN OT—= N W= =

=N

Block 3

980R980 1 1

990R980 1 1

990R990 1

990R1000 1

Block 4
1010R910 1
Feature 15 1

Totals 10 20 5 63 1 2 1 1 1 2 3 4 8

P = plain; CS = check stamped; CM = cord marlzecl; Fal) = fabric impressed; B= }aumisl'xecl; C= Complicated
stamped; UID = unidentified
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isn't likely to be easy. Added to the overlap
of supposecﬂy cle{:ining characteristics is the
fact that both types of vessels seem to have
been fired simi]arly. It's tempting to suggest

Table 24.
Metric Data for Identifiable Projectile Points (in mm)

. - -
that Hort bei de b Provenience Type L

r:u sic:njueli:ate YEZ o:}jrlelrg'sm:tte yone 460R500 Pee Dee Pentagonal 26.5 4.7
group P pottery. 470R490 Caraway Triangular 35.0 18.0 7.0

470R500
490R490

Morrow Mountain | 41.0 17.0 10.0

Although we have not identifi Caraway Triangular 270 150 5.0

any of the Yaughan pottery reportecl lJy

Ferguson (1992:113-114) to exhibit 500R490 Caraway Triangular 19.0 4.5
_ Randolph Stemmed 22.0 7.0
engravecl marks  that perhaps are .
representati\}e of the Balzongo religion the 510R490 Morzow Mountain I 9.0
o . . ' 480R440 Morrow Mountain II ¢ 55.0 35.0 10.0
red ﬁlmmg found on the interior of some
Yaughan pottery is worthy of additional 490R430 Lake Mohave 26.5 9-9
attention O80R980 Halifax Side Notched ¢ 43.0 21.0 25.0
) 990R980 Savannah River Jrrag

The Native American Collection

As previously mentioned, there is only a very
small collection of prehistoric pottery and lithics at
Roupelmoncl. In acldition, these remains were not
identified as eligi]:le for inclusion on the National
Register of Historic Places and were not the focus of the
research. Consequently this discussion is abbreviated,
provicling only some very basic information concerning

the remains.

The recovered remains are listed in Table 23
and it can be seen that materials ranging from the
Middle Axchaic (ca. 5000 B.C) to the South
Appalachian Mississippian (ca. A.D. 1500) are present
in the different excavation areas. In spite of the vast
temporal range, the bulk of the materials (speci{-icaﬂy
the Deptforcl pottery) dates from the Early Woodland.
(ca. 300 B.C. to A.D. 500). The Deptford materials
identified from Roupelmoncl are fairly typical, with the

exception‘of the net and fabric impressecl examples.

The only earlier ware is Sta]]jngs Plain, a fiber-
tempered material dating from about 2000 B.C. to
about 1000 B.C. and, at many sites, co-occurring with
its sand-temperecl twin, Thom's Creek. The only
Middle Woodland occupation is representecl l)y the
single Wilmington sherd. Likewise, Late Woodland
occupation is limited to the one St. Catherines sherd.
Mississippian pottery includes a very small collection of
Savannah and Irene wares, although the bulk of the
lithics recovered from the site (the Caraway and
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Ranclolph points) are lilzely from this same periocl.

In fact, this site exhibits a fairly large number
of intact or nearly intact points for the low country.
Basic metric information is available in Table 24, but

the Middle Archaic is representecl Ly Morrow Mountain
(I and II; Coe 1964:37, 43) as well as a Halifax Side
Notched point (Coe 19644:108-110). A point similar
to the reputecl “Lake Mohave” points found l)y Coe
(1964:37) in North Carolina was also recovered from
this work and is thought to be at least Middle Archaic
in age. The Late Archaic is represented Ly a
Jrragmen’ca.ry Savannah River Stemmed (Coe 1964:44-
45). The Late Woodland to Mississippian is represented
Ly the Caraway points (Coe 1964:49) as well as a
fragmentary Pee Dee Pentagonal point (Coe 1964:49).
The Ranclolpl'l Stemmecl point (Coe 19644:4'9—50) is
uncommonly found in South Carolina, but in North
Carolina is typically associated with historic Indians
groups‘ls Consequently, the point is of special interest
since it may represent what the low country tribes were

proclucing about A.D. 1700.

15 Both the Caraway and Ran&olph are examples of
point “types: which are frequently used in the Carolinas, but
which lack formal type clescriptions. The Cawaway is discussed
in more detail lay Coe in his unpul)lis}'re& Poole site report,
but this is little circulated.
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Figure 51. Pottery and projectile points recovered from Roupelmond. A-B, Dept£orcl Cord Marked; C-D, Irene
Complicatecl Stampecl; E, Morrow Mountain [; F, Morrow Mountain II; G, Halifax Side Notched; H—],
Caraway Triangular,' K Ranclolpl'x Stemmed.
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FAUNAL MATERIALS

Suzanne Coyle
University of Florida
Gainesviﬂe, Florida

Introduction

The vertebrate faunal material from
Roupelmond Plantation consists of 3,912 bones and
skeletal fragments which weigh a total of 16.22 kg. The
material came from plowzones and specific identified
features from the main house of the plantation and
areas identified as the slave quarters.

For this material Minimum Number of
Individuals (MNI) and biomass estimates were
compute& for the collection. Comparisons between
Roupelmond Plantation sample and similar plantation

sites are also discussed.

Analvtical Techniques

The faunal collection from 38BU1689 was
analyzecl using standard zooarc]:aeological procedures.
Skeletal material was first sorted according to class,
genus, and then species, if possil:le. The bones of all
taxa and other categories were weighed and counted.
The Minimum Number of Individuals (MNI) for each
taxonomic category was determined using paired bone

elements, sex, ancl age as criteria.

Although the MNI estimate is a relatively easy
quantification technique to use, there are analytical
prol)lems associated with the method (see, for example,

Klein & Cruz-Uribe 1984:26). These issues are briefly

summarized here:

. There is no consensus among researchers on
how MNI estimates should be calculated or
how material should be sorted. Different
tec}miques include quanti{'ying specimens
according to the number of left and ride sides

and tal:zing the number of that side which is
greater. Another teclmique is to take the total
number of elements and divide by two. Yet
another method is to attempt to match up
elements by size (tl'xis is the most problematic
tecl'mique because bone size among adult
animals is relatively subtle, thus 1eaving the
decision arbitrary and subjective). Matcl'xing
elements in large samples is also irnpractical

due to the time involved in such a method.

. MNI values are dependent on the degree of
fragmentation of a collection. These degrees
will vary among assemblages and between
species of an asseml)lage, which hinders

intersite comparisons.

. MNI values should not be appliecl to acljacent
provenience units that have arbitrarily been
defined, such as levels within squares. The
logical reason being that material from
acljacent levels may be associated with each
other and separate MNI estimates will be
exaggeratecl.

In hght of these observances, the biomass was
also computed to quantilr'y the specimens of the
collection, speciﬁcaﬂy to give the estimated meat yielcl
for each species. This method is based on aﬂometry, or
the biological relationsl'xip between soft tissue and bone
mass. Biomass is determined using the least squares
analysis of Iogarithmic data in which bone weight is
used to predict the amount of soft tissue which migl'xt
have been supported by the bone (Casteel 1978; Reitz
1982, 1985; Reitz & Cordier 1982; Reitz & Scarry
1986; Wilson 1995; Wing & Brown 1979).
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This relationship between soft tissue and bone
is expresseci in the formula: Y = aXl’, which is also
written as Log Y = Log a + b(Log X). In this
equation, Y is the biomass in izg, a is the Y—intercept for
a iog-iog piot using the method of least squares
regression and the best fit line, and b is the constant of

Table 25.
List of Allometric Values Utilized
in This Stucly to Determine Biomass in
Kilograms (izg) Based on Bone Weigi'it
Expressed in Kiiograms.

Faunal

Category iog a b
Mammal 1.12 0.90
Bird 1.04 0.91
Turtle 0.51 0.67
Shark 1.68 0.86
Bony fish 0.90 0.81
Drum fish 0.81 0.74

Derived from Table 4 in Reitz {1985:44)

aiiometry, or the siope of the line defined i)y the least
squares regression and the best fit line (\Wilson

1995:98).

Table 25 lists the constants used for a and b in
the allometric formula for a given bone weigi'it X for
each taxa identified in the collection. Biomass
equations were calculated for each of the taxa that

contributed to the total meat consumption available for
the inhabitants of 38BU1689.

Altiiougi'i the data were by individual
provenience, ti’xey are presente& i)y the two major site
divisions — the slave settlement and the main house.
Presenting the data in specific provenience assumes that
the analyst knows (and agrees) with what was done in
the field. Ti'iat is, Jr’eah.ures, ienses, strata, ieveis, iayers,
or wi'iatever, are ari)itrary spatiai assignments, called
different names i)y different arci'iaeoiogists. Ti’iey can
mean many different ti'iings. If there had been some
clear clustering of faunal data seen in these features or

other proveniences, it would have been noted and
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described, but there was no such clustering. Moreover,
the data from this site is very sparse and it would have

been meaningiess presenteci in such a Jr’ragmenteci form.

In addition, there are a variety of additional
ways of expioring the data, such as number of identified
specimens present (NISP). Ti'iese, iiowever, have to do
with measures of diversity, riciiness, and equitaiaiiity —
all ways of expioring data found with more compiete
sampies than were available from Roupeimonci.

In other Worcls, the reader may found these
discussions brief. The iengtii, and cleptii, of the
discussions are clirectiy related to the nature of the
materials present, the size of the sampie, and the data
anaiyses appropriate for the materials.

Idenﬁfiecl F auna

Domestic Mammals

Cattle {Bos taurus), pig (Sus scro_/a) , and Si’leep
(Ouis aries) were the main domestic mammal species
discovered at Roupeimoncl. In his report on the faunal
remains from Stoney/Bay'narcl Plantation at Hilton
Head Island, Wilson (1995:98-99) gives a useful
generaiization on the use and habitat preierences for

many of the same species, some of which is parapi'irasecl

Leiow.

Cattle has iong been an important meat source
in the i’iistory of southeastern United States. However,
while hides and other proclucts made from cattle such as
mi].iz, ci'ieese, i)utter, and i)uttermiiiz are vaiueci, raising
cattle as a meat source is reiativeiy i:)urclensome,
especiaﬂy when comparecl to pigs. Cattle provicie less
meat per energy input than pigs, ti'iey must feed on a
specific diet (grains and grasses), they store only 11% of
the calories they consume, and yield only 50-60% of
their weigi'it in dressed meat.

Maag expiains that eariy Carolina cattle were
a mix of Spanisi'i and Engiisi'i stock, and were
“ciistinguisi'ie(i i)y their color, size, and horns” (Maag
1961:9). To this he adds that most were either black
Irish or red or reddish-tan from Engianci. This account
is iargeiy repeate(i i)y Allen, aitiiougi'i he also notes that
cattle were also i:)eing importecl from the West Indies
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(Allen1868:34). Althougl'l we know
nothing of the color and little
concerning theix size, the
Roupelmond collection does provicle
several examples of their homs
(Figure 52). All are typical of short-
horn cattle.

Although it is clear that
Roupelmoncl was raising cattle in the
eigl'lteentl'l century, l)y the time of the
Civil War, when Higginson
(1962:147) and his troops wexe
encampecl on the plantation the
closest cat’cle, clescribed as “half-wilcl, "
were found on Hall's Islancl, al)out
4.5 miles to the west.

Figure 52. Exarnple of cattle horn recovered from the slave settlement.

At Roupelmon& Plantation,
a total of 270 identifiable cattle bones
were discovered. The estimated yielcl from these
remains was 109.34 kg of meat which was over 48% of
the total biomass for the site.

Pigs represent one of the most valuable food
sources for southeastern United States sites. They
require little care, they can thrive on any type of food
resources including refuse, tl'ley store about 35% of the
calories in their diet, and they gain about 2 pounds for
every 15-20 pounds of feed. An average 200 pound pig
yields about 120 pounds of meat. Pork also preserves
well, is tasty due to its high fat content, and is a goocl

source of thiamin.

There were 142 identifiable pig bones from
Roupelmoncl. The estimated meat yielcl was 83.94 lzg -
only a 4% contribution to the total biomass, clespite
the ease of raising this species.

Fresh porlz was prol’lil)itecl lny Higginson'’s
(1962:138) regimental surgeon, but his comments
suggest that few pigs may have remained at
Roupelmoncl, where fresh meat was 1arge1y limited to
fish and reptiles.

Domestic sheep were essentia]ly a minor food
source for the inhabitants of Roupelmoncl. Besides

their value as a meat source, sl'leep also proviclecl wool

for fabrics.

Only 86 identifiable sheep bones were found at

Roupelmoncl. With an estimated meat yielcl of almost
5 kg, sheep contributed only 2% to the total biomass.

Finaﬂy, the entire skeleton of one domestic cat
(Fe/is a’omesticus) was discovered at the site as an
intentional burial in the slave settlement. No remains
from dogs (Canis familiaris) were observed.

While there are occasional accounts of clogs
and their association with African Americans (see, for
example, Morgan 1998:138), the cat seems not to be
mentioned. This burial provicles one of the few links
between slaves and the cat (tl'lere is, however, at least
one student [Alicia Paresi of Stoneham, Ma.ssachusetts]
puﬂing together information on this topic and who
believes there may be a &eeper linkage than previously
recognized).

Wild Mammals

The wild mammals discovered included the
white-tailed deer (Oa’ocoi/eus virginianus), raccoon
(Procyon /otor), opossum (Dia’e/p}n's marsupia/us), and
marsh rabbit (Sy/vi/agus pa/ustris). Altl'lougl'l there is a
prel’listoric component at the site (inclucling human
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skeletal material), the bulk of these faunal remains are
presumecl to be associated with the historic component
based on their condition (iclentical to the domesticated
mammal remains and clistinctly better preservecl than
the human skeletal remains) and/or their association
(such as in known historic periocl Jf’eatures). It appears
that whatever faunal materials there were associated
with the prehistoric occupation have been largely
clestroye& by intense plowing and acid soils.

Deer usually prefer the eclge of deciduous
forests and open Jf'ores‘cs, although they will move to
mudflats around marshes if grasses are located there.
Besides laeing valuable wild meat resources, deer also

proviclecl hides for leather.

A total of 68 identifiable deer bones were
found at Roupelmond Plantation. This species yielded
an estimated 9 kg of meat and was almost 4% of the
total hiomass for the site.

The nocturnal raccoon is highly aclapta]ole and |

has been found in any number of environments,
although they pre£er to be in wooded areas near water.
Raccoons proviclecl a meat and fur source for both blacks
and whites on plantations.

The opossum, nocturnal and hig}ﬂy adaptable

like the raccoon, can be found in many environments,
but it prefers wooded areas near water. The opossum
was genera]ly preferrecl over the raccoon as a food source
and they were often lzept, £attene<1, and “cleaned out” lay

£eeding them only milk, bread, and sweet potatoes for
several clays (Hiﬂiarcl 1972:80).

The only rabbit species discovered at
38BU1689 was the marsh rabbit, a common wild
inhabitant of the southeastern United States. This
species is usuaHy located near marshes, thickets, weed
patclles, and dense l'ligl] grasses. Rabbits proviclecl meat
as well as fur.

Raccoon, opossum, and rabbit remains were
found in very small amounts at 38BU1689 - out of
677 total identifiable mammal bones, only nine
fragments were from these three species. The 2,302
unidenti{ied mammal remains may, however, contain

larger amounts of these wﬂcl animals.
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Altl'xough both venison and rabbit are
Jf'lrequently found in cookbooks (see, for example,
Anonymous 1997 [1832]:221-223, 309-311),
suggesting that they made many appearances at the
planter's table. In contrast, the raccoon or the opossum
are rarely found in cook books, suggesting that they
were most often used lay those who had no need for
cookbooks. Opossums are not mentioned in Chaplin's
cliary and raccoons are mentioned only twice — once in
the context of raicling Chaplin's corn and again,

clisparagingly, as the result of a hunting trip
(Rosengarten 1987:693, 703; cf. Reitz and Scarry
1985:74).

Birds

Turkey (Me/eagris ga]/opavo) was the only bird
species identified at Roupelmoncl Plantation (although
33 other unidentifiable bird bones were observed also).
Tur}zey has long been an important food source for the
United States, with domestication occurring as early as

450-470 A.D. in the southwestern U.S. (Olsen
1968:107).

The tur]zey is able to live in a variety of
environmental conditions, ranging from the northern
hardwood timberlands having extreme winter conclitions,
to the humid semitropical palme’cto and pine forests of
Florida. Itis equaﬂy comfortable in the arid regions of
the West where sufficient plant types are present. The
turlzey is indigenous to America and has a long
appearance in the history of this country.

Chaplin's Tombee diary remarks on both wild

tur}zey (especiaﬂy those times when it was served as
foocl) and those turleeys ]oeing raised on the plantation
(for both eggs and meat) (Rosengarten 1987:390, 452,
464, 650, 684). Tur]zey was most commonly roasted or
boiled (Anonymous 1997 [1832]: 295-296).

A total of 37 identifiable turkey bones were
discovered at Roupelmoncl Plantation. The estimated
meat yielcl for these bones was 0.8 }zg — 0.35 % of the

total biomass for the site.

One reviewer questionecl whether the remains
were of domestic or wild tur].zey. It was not possilole to
clistinguish based on the materials present. Some
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zooarcliaeologists classi{'y turleey remains from a
plantation as clomestic, since “tl'iey ouglit to be
domestic.” Yet a review of diaries such as Cliaplin’s
pretty clearly reveals that both co-occurred on the low
country plantation and the planter's table (1{ not the
slave's). And while it may be possilole, with aclequate
samples, to distinguisli wild from domesticated based on
bone size, it seems lilzely that at least some turlzeys on
coastal plantations were little more than wild birds
tamed for the purpose of egg pro&uction. This may also
relate to the difficulties encountered l:>y some plantation
owners in raising domesticated turleeys — which were
susceptil:)le to a number of diseases (]olmson and Brown
1903). Chaplin himself may have obliquely noted this
problem when he commented that he wasn't “fortunate
enougli to raise turlzeys last year” (Rosengarten

1987:452).

Turtles

Miscellaneous turtle carapace and plastron
l'ragments were discovered. However, the remains were
not complete enougli to clistinguisl'i the exact species.
Turtles species found at similar ecological zones would
include the Carolina diamondback terrapin (Ma/ac/emys
terrapin centrata), a species found in estuarine
environments stretcliing from North Carolina to
Florida. This species was such an important food
source in the southeastern United States during the
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries that it was
threatened with extinction until a protective act of
legislation 60 years ago prevente& their permanent loss

(Ol)st 1986:1 13).

Another turtle species found in similar
environments as Roupelmon& includes the mud turtle
(Kinosternon spp.). This turtle is mostly found in
estuarine and fresh waters and could have possible been
used as a food source l'.)y the residents of the plantation.

Cliaplin brieﬂy comments on one “liunting"
episode in 1849, “went in the evening to draw the seine
in Tommer's Creek: cauglit a few small tisli, & some
terrapins” (Rosengarten 1987:467). He doesn’t
however provicle any information concerning their
preparation, or who l)y whom tl'iey were eaten. Period
cookbooks, however, make it clear that turtle soup was

a popular clisli, even on reﬁned tal:>les (see, for example,

Anonymous 1997 [1832]: 297-298).
Fish

Two species of fish were discovered at
Roupelmon& Plantation - drum (Sciaenialae Jf‘amily) and
tarpon (C/upei}[orme Jf‘amily).

Drum are mainly marine ﬁshes, but are also
seen in estuaries and fresh waters of Middle America.
There are about 200 different species, all of which are
potential_ly goocl food fishes (W heeler & Jones
1989:24). Drum was also singled out by William
Elliott in his antebellum book on sports l'iunting and
tisliing (Elliott 1994 [1846]). Altl'iougli present from
Fel)ruary tl'irougl'i N overnl:>er, he remarks that tliey are
particularly numerous in Apn'l when tliey congregatecl
in Port Royal area (into which Whale Branch Hows) to
spawn. Caugl'it exclusively l)y hook and line, tl'iey were
most frequently 3 feet in length and weighed 30 to 40
pounds. The smaller were “excellent for table use,” while
the larger (up to about 70 pounds) were salted. He
commented that the planters around Beaufort were very

skillful in talzing drum and:

Tl'iey succeeded in talzing, &uring the
last season, at least twelve thousand
of these tisli; and when | adcl, that
except the small number consumed
in their families, the remainder were
salted and distributed among their
slaves, not in lieu ot, but in addition
to their ordinary subsistence, you will
perceive that this is case wherein the
love of sport, and the practice of
cliarity, are singularly coincident

(Elliott 1994 [1846]:112).

The sample of drumfish found at Roupelmoncl
consists of one single pliaryngeal tooth and was not
enougli to &istinguisli the exact species.

! This is one of the few accounts that empliasizes
the extensive use of fish l)y low country planters. Just as
interesting is Elliott’s belief that provicling the fish without
reducing the regular rations to slaves was “charity.”
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Tarpoﬁ scales were found in abundance at the
plantation. Over 700 individual tarpon scales were
discovered from the privy yielding a biomass of 0.68
kilograms of meat — 0.30 % of the total site
contribution.

Tarpon belong to the family Clupeiformes
which also includes the l'lerring species. Larpon are
marine {‘ish, but do exhibit a considerable tolerance to
salinities, being found in estuaries and the mouths of
1arge rivers. The tarpon is carnivorous and the young,
small fish are most commonly found in small brackish
creeks. As they mature and grow tl'ley tend to move into
larger streams and estuaries (McClane 1965:59-60).
The size of the recovered scales suggests that the fish

were found in the larger bodies of water, such as Whale
Branch.

To&ay the tarpon is considered a game fish,
being taken on hoolzs. T]qere is, however, no mention of
the tarpon in either Elliott (1994 [1846]) or Chaplin's
Tombee diary (Rosengarten 1987). Amos and Amos
(1985:523) comment that it is “not regarded as good
food” — rnaking their abundance at Roupelmond
something ofa mystery. On the other hand, the tarpon
is also found in the eastern Atlantic, ranging from
Senegal to the Congo. Perhaps its abundance at
Roupelmoncl reflects both the slave’s familiarity with the
fish and it habits, along with a preference for its flesh

(or at least a willingness to eat it).

Results of the Faunal Analysis

Table 26 provides information on the
materials recovered from Roupelmond, divided between
the main settlement and the slave settlement. At the
main planta.tion, after unidentified rnarnmals, cattle
provicle the largest biomass contribution, altl'lougl'z in
terms of MNI there are twice as many pigs present.
Birds are the next most common clietary source, in
terms of biomass, followed by deer and then sl'leep (mtl'l
each of the last two species accounting for only one

individual).

In contrast, the slave settlement reveals
consicleralaly greater cliversity (altl'zougl'l, again, the
sample is much 1arger). Cattle is the major food source,
in terms of both MNI and also laiomass, even more
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signi{‘icant than the unidentified mammal category. Pig
ranks a close second behind cattle in terms of MNTJ,
although its biomass contribution is one-tenth that of
cattle. Deer and sheep follow in terms of biomass and

MNI contribution.

In both areas of the plantation pig ranks
behind cattle. Reitz (1995) has reviewed the faunal
evidence from a number of southern coastal plain sites
from the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, {in&ing
that “pork was at best no more prominent in these
contexts than l)eef, and may often have served a minor
role in the diet” (Reitz 1995:80). She suggests that the
coastal plain has been 1urnpecl into the fabled “repul)lic
of por]q" either inappropriately or that the
“characterization is not about cuisine, laut al)out social
relationships," reﬂecting either social commentary or
perhaps that pork was a “special” food (Reitz 1995:85).
To her analysis might be added the increasing role of
porlre as a major export cornmoclity. Maag notes that,
after 1760, cattle was no longer a significant export
from Carolina, while “porlz was being sl’lippecl at nearly
a seven to one ratio over beef” (Maag 1961:75). It may
be that while porlre was cornrnonly raised, its value was
far greater as an export item than as a meat source for
local consumption. In this sense, Reitz may be correct
— porlre may have been a special meal, served to impress
and show the conspicuous consumption for which
coastal plain planters were well known.

Reitz (1986 and 1988) has propose& a number
of hypotheses about the diet of occupants at eighteenth
and nineteenth century Carolina sites. In general, she
suggests that urban residents used more domestic meat
and a wider range of species than rural residents. Table
27 compares the MNI percentages determined for each
of the general faunal categories at the Roupelmond slave
settlement with the composite percentages compute& lay
Reitz (1986 and 1988) for urban, rural, and slave
contexts in the southern Atlantic Coastal Plain. The
Roupelmoncl data are very different, reﬂec’cing an
unexpectecl, almost single-minclecl, focus  on

domesticated mammals.

We may cliscount the main settlement clata,
based solely on the small sample size, yet the collection
from the slave settlement, while smaH, does not seem to
be small in comparison with other slave row data. For



Table 26.
Number of Bones or Fragments, MNI, Weigl'lt {in lzg), Biomass, and Percentage l)y Species

€51

Main House Slave Settlement

# of : # of

Bone Biomass Bone Biomass
Species Frags MNI Weight (in lzg) % Ranlz Frags MNI Weight {(in lzg) % Ran
UID mammal 173 - 049 871 673 1 2179 - 5.85 86.68 3890 2
Cattle, Bos 10 3 0.17 288 223 2 260 30 7.77 10645 47.77 1
Pig, Sus 16 6 0.03 063 4.8 3 126 28 0.561 923 414 3
UID Bixd 8 - 0.01 0.34 2.6 4 25 - 0.10 165 069 7
Deer, Odocoileus 1 1 0.01 0.30 2.3 5 67 14 0.48 8.58 3.85 4
S}leep, Ovis 1 1 0.01 0.09 0.7 6 85 8 0.25 4.63 2.08 5
Tarpon 700 1 0.14 305 137 6
UID Turtle 39 - 0.08 1.37 0.62 8
Turkey, Me/eagris 37 3 0.11 0.75 0.34 9
Raccoon, Procyon 7 2 002 034 015 10
UID Boney Fish 2 - 0.004 0.09 004 11
Opossum, Dide/pl:is 1 1 0.003 0.07 0.03 12
Swamp Rabbit, Sylvilagus 1 1 0.002 0.05 0.02 13
Drum, Sciaenidae 1 1 <0.001 <0.39 0.02 13
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reasons that are far from clear, it appears
that the slaves on Roupelmonci were l)eing fed
primarily beef, likely supplieci by the owner.
The data suggest that a large proportion of
this beef was fresh and slaugliterecl on the
plantation. These domestic meat rations were
l)eing provicie& primarily in lieu of fish
resources, which account for only 2.2% of
MNI, in spite of the plantation's location on
a major estuarine waterway. Wild mammals,
accounting for about 20% of the MNI, are
within the general range of what is expecte&
on a rural plantation. This confirms that the
slaves were supplementing their diet with
local_ly available resources; they were simply
concentrating on terrestrial species. [t may be

Table 27.

ROU pelmon&

Comparison of the Roupelmonci Faunal Categories by MNI
Percentages with Various Faunal Category Patterns

* Reitz 1988
b Reitz 1986:Table 7

Faunal Category Main Hs. Slave Usban® Rural*  Slave®
Domestic Mammals 90.9 74.2 28.9 17.2 20.5
Domestic Bir&s - - 19.7 4.1 3.0
Wild Mammals 9.1 20.2 8.1 19.2 247
Wild Birds - - 7.6 3.0 2.1
Reptiles - - 5.4 137 10.4
Fish - 2.2 19.7 384 36.6
Commensals - - 10.6 4.3 2.8

signiticant that all of the species identified,

except the deer, are ones which can be caugl'xt
in traps — a procurement process which
would not have affected the slaves worl:z—&ay. Deer, with
is the only wild species also found in the main
settlement, may have been specitically hunted, with the
better cuts l)eing found on the planter’s table and the
remainder passe& on to the slave settlement.

With the amount of cattle, pig, and slieep
remains present, l)utcl'iering and the tell-tale cut marks
associated with this activity should be common
occurrences at 38BU1689. Surprisingly, only two
separate bone iragments exhibited these marks. One
was from an isolated long bone cliapliysis of one of the
smaller unidentified ungulate mammals. The <iiapl'1ysis
had five shallow knife marks running liorizontally over
the l)one, in a cross-sectional direction. The other
example was located on a coracoid from an unidentified
bird species - lil:zely a turlaey, Me/eagris. The bone had
several shallow cut marks near the medial end of the
bone.

Several of the bone tragments were burned,
perl’iaps sl’lowing evidence for coolzing meat while it was
still on the bone (76 fragments weighing 127 grams
total = 0.0598% of the entire sample weigl'it). Other
activities may have pro&uce& the burned remains, such
as accidental fire or intentional l)urning of defleshed
l)ones, and should also be considered when examining

l)urned remains.
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Besides the burned l‘ragments and two samples
of l)utcliering samples, no other evidence of cultural

modifications were observed.
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Introduction

Ethnobotanical remains were recovered from
both feature contexts and post holes at Roupelmoncl
Plantation. Materials were available as l'ianclpiclzecl
sarnples from four post holes and three features
(representing a total of 15 sarnples) and as flotation
samples from two features (representing three sarnples).
All of the samples, except for Feature 3 (a prel'iistoric
l)urial pit), date from the eigl'iteentl'i or nineteenth
centuries and all are from the slave settlement.

Flotation samples, ol‘fering the best potential
to recover very small seeds and other food remains, are
expectecl to provicle the most reliable and sensitive
subsistence information. Samples of 10 to 20 grams are
usually considered aclequate, if no bias was introduced in
the field. 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 world view and patternecl
behavior of the site occupants — how were the plants
usecl, processecl, ancl cliscarclecl, for example. Aclclecl to
this are the preservation potentials of both the plant
itself and the site's depositional history. Of the
materials used and actua]_ly preservecl, additional
potential biases are introduced in the collection and
processing of the samples. For example, there may be
differences between cleposits sarnplecl and not samples,
between the materials recovered tln-ougl'i flotation and
those lost or l)rolzen, and even between those which are
considered identifiable and those which are not. In the
case of Roupelmoncl the soil samples were each 5
gallons in volume and were water floated (using a
machine assisted system)at the completion of the field
investigations. As discussecl, and approvecl, in the scope
of work, flotation samples were taken on.ly from features
with dark, organic £ill, juclgecl to be the most lilzely to
yielcl ethnobotanical remains.

Hanclpiclzecl samples may procluce little

information on subsistence since tl'iey often represent

prirnarily wood charcoal large enougl'i to be reaclily
collected cluring either excavation or screening. In the
case of the Roupelrnoncl samples, several were taken

from post holes. The identified wood will lilaely represent
the materials used for l)uilcling on.ly if the wood is either

noncarbonized (suggesting the wood post rotted in situ)
or if there is evidence of the structure l)uming.
Otherwise, the wood recovered from post holes (ancl post
molcls, for that matter) most lilaely represents only the
charcoal speclzs that are incorporated in the sun'ouncling
soils.

Such l'ianclpiclzecl samples are often most
useful for provicling ecological information tl'irougl'i
examination of the wood species present. Such studies
assume that charcoal from different species tends to
l)urn, l‘ragment, and be preservecl similarly so that no
species natura].ly procluces smaller, or less common,
pieces of charcoal and is less lilzely than others to be
representecl — an assumption that is clangerous at best.
Such studies also assume that the charcoal was l)eing
collected in the same proportions l)y the site occupants
as found in the arcl'iaeological record — lilzely, but very
clil{icult to examine in any cletail. Ancl Jf’inally, an
examination of wood species may also assume that the
species present represent woods intentionally selected l)y
the site occupants for use as fuel — prol)al)ly the easiest
assumption to accept if due care is used to exclude the

results of natural fires.

While this method prol)al)ly gives a fair
indication of the trees in the site area at the time of
occupation, there are several factors which may bias any
environmental reconstruction based solely on charcoal
evidence, inclucling selective gatl'iering l)y site occupants
(perl’laps selecting better l)urning woocls, while exclucling
otl'iers) and differential self—pruning of the trees
(provicling greater availal)ility of some species over
otl'iers). These factors are of particular concern at
historic sites where there is evidence of wood selection
Leing guiclecl l)y heat procluction, quality of the fire, ease
of igniting, and a whole range of other factors (for a
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brief review from an urban perspective, see Zierden ancl
Trinlzley 1984). There is even evidence that some
owners planted trees (such as weeping willows, Salix
babylonica) specifically for the wood they produced
through normal pruning. Consequently, at a historic
site hand piclzecl charcoal may tell us more about
cultural factors than it does about the natural
environment. Smart and Hoffman (1988) provicle an
excellent review of environment interpretation using

charcoal which should be consulted Ly those particularly
interested in this aspect of the stucly.

PIOCGC].U xres

The two flotation samples were preparecl ina
manner similar to that described ]:)y Yarnell (1974:113-
114) and were examined under low magnification (7 to
30x) to iclentilr'y carbonized plant foods and food
remains. Remains were identified on the basis of gross
morphological features and seed identification relied on
Schopmeyer (1974), United States Department of
Agriculture (1971), Martin and Barlzley (1961), and
Montgomery (1977). All float samples consisted of the
charcoal obtained from 5 gallons of soil (by volume).
The entire sample from this floated amount was
examined for Feature 3, while only a sample of the ligl'lt
fractions from Feature 7 North Half and South Half

were actua.ﬂy examined.

The l'randpiclzed samples were_also examined
under low magnification with a sample of the wood
charcoal identi{'iecl, where possi]:le, to the genus level,

were selected on the basis of sufficient size to allow the
fragment to be broken in half, exposing a fresh
transverse surface. A range of different sizes were
examined in order to minimize bias resulting from

differential preservation.

Several of the samples yielded either
{'ragmentary corm cupulesl or cobs. The com was
analyzed using the format designed by Ford (1973:188-
197). The first observation was the general morp}rology
of each charred cob fragment. I it appeared mature, the
cob was recorded as regular (R); cob with the s}zinny or
irregular appearance of a tiller cob or nubbin was
recorded as N. Other su];)jective observations included
the shape of the cob in cross-section (circular or oval)
and the portion of tl're co]) represented. As F‘orcl notes,
the presence of glumes on a cob may alter the apparent
shape; where this seemed to be a {actor, the cob was
ar]:)itrarily recorded as circular (). The portion of the
cob representecl was estimated ]:)y comparing the
carbonized sample to a modern cob and cocling it as tip
(1), middle M), or butt (B). The 1engt}1 of the cob
{ragment was measured (‘tl'rere were no instances of
intact cobs and all, in fact, are l'xighly fragmented). The
three cupule attributes include assessment of the degree
of pairing between cupule rows, the number of cupules
in 10 mm of cob length, and cupule width. Cupules
were regardecl as pairecl (+) if there was only a narrow
groove between the Irows, as strongly pairecl (S) if the
grooves are wide, and as Wealzly pairecl -) if the comners
of the cupules overlappecl.

Table 28.
Analysis of Flotation Samples

weiglrt in grams

FZ7,21 N¥% 1922 96.6
F7,21,5% 19.03 934 0.22 1.1

Wood Charcoal Hic].zorv Nut Bone Uncazb.
Provenience wt % wt % % wt % wt % Total Wt
F3 6.45 37.4 10.42 603 0.40 2.3 17.27

0.2 0.02 0.1 0.63 3.1 19.90
2.9 0.12 0.6 0.41 2.0 20.37

using comparative samples, Panshin and de Zeeuw

(1970), and Koehler (1917). Wood charcoal samples
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PA cupule is a poclzet on the cob in which a pair of
grains is borne.
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Results

The results of the flotation analysis are
provi&e& in Table 28. In all but one case the floated
material was at the 20 gram "threshold" typically
proposec]. as ac].equate.

It should be noted that Feature 3 is a
prehistoric burial pit and therefore is not &irectly
comparable with the other two samples. In Jf’ach, Feature
3 stands out as fairly distinct, with the most abundant
material recovered l)eing very small bone flakes. Wood
charcoal is the second most common material, although
it accounts for only 37.4% of the sample.

In both of the Feature 7 samples (which are
taken from the slave privy) wood charcoal comprises the
majority (by weight in grams) of the remains.
Uncarbonized remains, primarily rootlets and similar
"trash," comprises a fairly consistent 2-3% of each
sample. Each sample also contains a small quantity of
bone, consisting priman'ly of small splinters or
ﬁagments.

The southern half of Feature 7 also yielclec]. a
small quantity of hiclzory nutshell. There are four

hickories common to the Beaufort area — bitternut
(Carya corali)[ormis), water (C. aquatica), mockernut (6
ovalis), and pignut (C. glabra). These species occur on a
variety of soil types, from dry woods to rich or low woods
to swamp lands. In South Carolina they fruit in
Octol)er, althoug}l seeds are clispersec]. from Qctober
through December (Ra&for& et al. 1968:363-366).
Good crops of all species are proclucecl at intervals of up
to three years when up to about 16,000 nuts may be
procluced per tree (Bonner and Maisenhelder
1974:271). Complicating this simple seasonality is the
al:)ili’cy of the nuts to be stored for up to six months.

While hiclqory nuts commonly supplementecl
the pre}listoric diet, their use cluring the historic perioc].
appears limited. In the seventeenth century ]o}m
Lawson (Lefler 1967:105) remarked on the tastiness of
soup made from hickories. He also mentioned some
hickories tasted "as well as any Almond." Yet a review of
period cookbooks (see, for example, Crump 1986) fails
to suggest that hickories were any more integratecl into
plannec]. meals in the eighteenth century than t}ley are
toc]ay. It is hlzely that they provic].e& incidental, gathered
food, but were not signiﬁcant to the typical diet. It may
be that the nutshell is an accidental inclusion, alt}lough
it has also been reporte& from the Broom Hall site —

Table 29.
Wood Charcoal Identified in Hanclpicleecl Collections,
lJy percent
UID Peach Hiclzory

Provenience Pinus  Quercus  Carya_Liquidambar Wood  Rosin Pit Nutshell Corn
Post holes
470R440, ph 2 60 30 10
480R450, ph 4 60 30 10
480R450, pm & 90 10
480R450, ph 5 60 40
480R490, ph 5 40 40 : 10
Features
E3 100
F7,Z1 N 100
F7,Z22 N 100
E7,21S5% 333 33.3 6.7 6.7 20
F7,22 5% 100
F 11 (470R440) 40 50 10
F 11 (480R440) 60 30 10
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another eigl'rteentl'r century plantation setting.

The only probalale food remains are the cupule
tragments, which were recovered from both privy
flotation samples. Because the hand picl:zecl sarnples are
far more complete, no additional analysis c_>t the

materials was concluctecl.

The absence of seeds in the flotation
collections lilzely spealzs more to the process of
preservation than it does to either the presence or
absence of seeds in the vicinity of the slave settlement.
In tact, previous studies of slave settlements have
proclucecl a range of materials (see, for example
Gardener 1983, 1986 and Trinlaley 1983). Since the
samples available from Roupelmoncl are from the fill
associated with a slave privy, it is reasonable to assume
that the debris were gatl'rerecl up for secondary (perl'raps
even tertiary) d.eposit in the feature. It seems lilzely that
this process would have signiticantly limited the recovery

of small seed rnaterials.

Tal:)le 29 illustrates the results ot the l'iancl
piclzecl charcoal analyses l)y percentage. In the post holes
the most common wood is consistently pine (Pinus
spp.), followed by oak (Quercus spp.), with one sample
proclucing a small quantity of l'riclzory (Carya sp.) wood.
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The rosin
Table 30. JL:ragrnents in
Roupelmoncl Corn Cob Fragments several of the
Cob Cupule sampl ehs
Row Cross Lengtti Area Number/ Width sugges}s ht °
Provenience Type Number Section (mm) Measured Pair  10mm _ (cm) uee clo l:)Zilt
480R490, ph 5 R 10 C 220 mt + 25 13.0 e B
F7,71, % R 8 Q 216 m W 25 82 piteh pine.
R 8 Q 25.0 m W 3.0 9.5 Both
R 10 C 20.0 m-t W 3.0 100
the post holes
F7,7Z1,N% R 10 C 17.8 m + 3.0 106 and the
R 10 C 172 met + 35 86 foatures  sug.
R 10 Q 174 mt + 30 85 et more
R 10 C 140 m + 30 94 Tversity  in
R 10 C 13.6 t + 3.0 8.6-9.0 1 1
woods use:
Key: Q= quaclrangular + = pairecl m = mid-cob lciilsltI:rgic peri}c:z
C = circular W = wealaly pairecl t = tip of cob than cluring
the pretiis—
toric, if

Feature 3 is any indication. The £ill associated with the
Native American burial includes only pine. The historic
features reveal the same species found in the post holes,
with the addition of sweet gum (Liquidamber sp.), a
genus typically associated with moist soils.

Food remains identified in the hand piclzecl
specimens include both peacl'r and corn, with the
greatest quantity of remains coming from the privy £l
The concentration of materials suggests that at least a
portion of the fill may have consisted of heath debris.

The collection includes one cob {'ragrnent from
post hole 5 in 480R490, five cob {'ragrnents from the
north half of Zone 1 in Feature 7, and three tragments
from the south half of Zone 1 in the same feature.
These cobs are itemized in Table 30, which follows
Ford's (1973) standard to provide a thoroughly
future

documented comparative collection  for

researcl'rers B

Cupu.le rows were most commonly pairecl. The
sample size precluclecl identification of poor or
incomplete cross-pol_lination, or irregularly alignecl
kernels. The available sample indicated that there were
usually three cupules in 10 mm of cob lengtti
(extrapolated for all the samples) and that cupule width
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was about 8 to 13 mm. The range is at least partia.lly
the result of measuring cob tips. Where only mid-
sections are inclucled, the range narrows (mtl'l only one
exception) to a]:)out 0.4 to 13 mm.

All of the identified Jr‘lragrnents clearly indicated

that the kernels were removed before the cob was
burned. Examination of the associated Jr‘lragments
produced no kernels fragments or charred kernels. The
failure to identify kernels preclucles examinations for
clenting.2

Discussion

The charcoal represents woods Wl’zic}: could
reasona]oly be associated with a rather broad area of
uplancl forest near a wetland. The sweetgum may be
found with oaks and hickories in mesic mixed
hardwoods. Pine, while suggestive of a disturbed habitat,
is present naturaﬂy in the mesic fine sand n'clges_ of
many hardwood forests (Barry 1980:138). The
abundance of pine, however, migl'lt also suggest a fire

sub-climax pine forest.

While several different wood species have been
iclenti{iecl in this coHection, inclicating that the
occupants collected and/or used woods from relatively
c]ry upland soils, more mesic soils, and even some
wetland areas borclen'ng on swamps, two species appear
most significant — pine and oak. Both are species
Jr‘lrequently found mentioned as either ]Dounclary trees or
as components of broad acreage on the plats of Beaufort
area plantations. Commenting on the prevalence of
pines, found usually with "only a very few ]:)lacle-jacle
oaks," Edmund Ruffin observed that they were found on
"the dryest [sic] land" whose surface is "sandy & dry"
(Mathew 1992:74).

It may be signiﬁcant that both pine and oak

2 Denting is caused l)y the extension of the statchy
enclosperm to the apex of the kemnel, which is otherwise
encased in corneous material. As the grain dries, the comeous
part remains unchanged, but the starchy enclosperm shrinks
ancl the top of tl'xe lzemel is clrawn clownwarcl, forming the
characteristic clent'mg in the end of the grain (Burtt-Davy
1914:278; Weatherwax 1954:199).

are frequently used fuel woods. On the average, a cord
of air dried pine provides about 80% of the heat value of
a short-ton of coal, while oak provicles about 84% the
value. In contrast, sweetgum typicaHy provicles about
68%. Only the hickories (wl'liclq were relatively
uncommon in the area) consistently provide l’ligh heat
values, averaging about 97% tl'lat of coal.3 The choice
of wood for fuel did not, however, blepend entirely on its
calorific power. Other factors lilazely included freedom
from smoke, completeness of combustion, and rapiclity
of ]:)urning. Pine, for instance, gives a quicl:zer, hotter
fire, and is easier to ignite, but is consumed in less time
than many other woods. Qaks provicle a more steady fire
and heat than pine, but are difficult to ignite and not as
easy to split (Graves 1919; Reyno]cls and Pierson
1942). In combination they form an almost perfect

. 4
union.

The examination of the wood remains also

reveals the use of heart pine for lining the slave privy

(Feature 7, Block 2), pro]:)ably because of the clecay
resistance of this species. Scheffer and Cowling (1966)
note that the toxic extractable substances deposited

-cluring the formation of pine heartwood provicle it with

goocl decay resistance.

Althougl'l relatively little peac}'l was

encountered, it may be an indicator of the plantation's

3 The varying quality of fire wood has long been
recognized. For example, Reese notes: "The heavy and dense
woods give the greatest heat, bumn the 1ongest, and have the
densest charcoal. To the dense woods belong the oak, beech,
alcler, hazel, lnirch, and elm: to the so{'t, the £ir, the pine of
different sorts, larch, linden, willow, and poplar” (Reese
1847:116).

4 E].lsal)etll Donaghy Garzett goes to great lengths,
however, to illustrate that even the perfect combination of fire
WOOClS, lnla.zing in the perfectly constructed ﬁreplace, often did
little to warm, or 1igl1t, plantation rooms. Even with jEires,
water, foocls, inlz, and even wines, froze ovemight in cleep
winter. Thomas Cl]aplin, writing f-rom his St. Helena,
Beaufort County plantation in January 1857 that his
thermometer was down to 20 degrees in the house at eight in
the morning and that everyt]:xing was frozen hard, inclucling
eggs, milk, and ink (Garrett 1990:1806).
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orchard.® The peach fruits, in the lower coastal plain,
from April tl'lrougl'l June. Sam Hilliard observes that:

The peacl’x was the favorite fruit in
most of the South and was prizecl as
food either {'resl'x, driecl, or preservecl.6
If  sufficient quantities  were
proclucecl, the surplus was fermented
to wine and distilled into Lrandy.
Many farmers fed them to hogs, as
they were considered very nutritious,
and often were encouraged to plant
orchards to serve speciﬁcaﬂy for
animal feed (Hilliard 1972:180-
181).

Ann Leigl'lton (1976:237) also notes the popularity of
peaches. In 1629 there were 21 named peacl'les. By
1768 there were at least 31. And by 1850 over 250
named peaclq varieties were pul)lished. Regardless, all
Lelonged to one of two groups, generaﬂy described as the
freestones or melting-peacl'les in which the pulp or flesh
separates easily from the stone and the clingstones in
which the flesh clings or adheres to the stone.

Locally, planters like Chaplin (Rosengarten
1987) frequently mention peach, revealing that the
trees were planted using both seeds and also ”slips."
Tl'ley seem to have been used not only in the orchards,
but also to mark fence rows or otherwise interspersecl
across the plantation lanclscape.

ltis mzzely that there were three races of corn
in alaoriginal eastern North America, exclusive of the
pop and sweet corns: Northern Flints (also known as
Eastern Complex corn), Southeastern Dents, and

5 Tt is likely that peaches, a fruit of the temperate
Zone, were on the edge of their natural range in the Beaufort
area. Tl’xoug}x they pre£er relatively warmer 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.

® One source also documents that peach pits
themselves were roastecl, salted, and eaten in rural l';laclz areas,
such as on Jo}m's Island and in Berlzeley County (Morton
1974:118).
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Southeastern Flints.

Northern F‘lints, found centered in the
Northeast, were characterized by ears possessing 8 to 10
rows of crescent-slqapecl kernels (tl'xat 1s, kernels wider
than high), short plants that were highly tillered, and
ears that were frequently enlargecl at the base (see
Brown and Anderson 1947; Carter and Anderson
1945; Jones 1949, 1968; Brown and Goodman 1977).

Cobs were large, and grooves separated the cupules.

Southern Dents, found primarily in the
Southeast, were noted for plant heigl'lt and rarely
produced nubbin ears. Rows ranged in number from 8
to 26, and the kernels were well dented; the cob
frequently had an enlargecl base. This race of corn was
widely grown in the Southeast cluting the Colonial
period (Brown and Goodman 1977:77; Kalm 1974).

The last major race, Southeastern F‘lint, had
short cobs, ears of 12 to 14 rows, and an ear that was
sligl'ltly compressed at the base and gently taperecl to the
tip. Brown and Goodman note that this race is limited
to the historic periocl, with earlier prehistoric materials
more closely resem}aling the Northern Flints.

It appears, based on an aclmittedly small
sample, that the Roupelmond corn may have been an
example of Southern Dents. Unfortunately no kernals
are preserved to allow a more positive identification and
it remains possiHe that the comn reflects an inclusion of
Eastern Complex traits (of which the Northern Flints
were an extreme form). For example, there are two 8-
row specimens and both have the characteristic
quaclrangular cross-section. Ford (1973:190-191)
observes that these traits became more prominent
tl'uough time, with a very high clegree of Easternization
indicative of the Contact periocl. We are not aware of
other eighteenth century corn available for study m
South Carolina, so it is difficult to speculate on how

much mixing of corn species there may have been.

The Roupelmond coHec‘cion, when compared to
other plantation asseml:lages, is rather barren. Gardner
(1983) found the eighteenth century slave asseml)lages
at Yaugl'lan and Curriboo dominated lay wood charcoal
(almost exclusively pine), altl'lougl'l a variety of food

materials were also represented, such as corn, rice,
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hiclzory and walnut, peach, hawthom, l)rarnl)le, and
beans. A number of weed seeds, such as Po/ygonum,
goosegrass, and possﬂ)ly Setaria, Paspa/um, Panicum,
and Digitaria were also recovered, although they were
found in small quantities and were often very eroded.

At the early antebellum Lesesne and Fairbank
plantations, Gardner remarked finding, "an impressive
variety of plant remains” (Gardner 1986:F-9). These
included corn, rice, peach, watermelon, peanuts, cotton,
chinalaerry, spurge, lva, hickory, acorn, pecan,
blackberry, grape, blueberry, haclzberry, plum or cherry,
éersimmon, and maypops. While few were present as
more than one or two exarnples, the variety is, indeed,
impressive. Contril)uting to this variety, however, was
the excavation of a well, which proclucecl a number of
species not found elsewhere on the plantation, such as
watermelon, peanuts, cotton, pecan, plum or cherry,
and maypops.

Although Roupelmoncl offers far less, lilzely a
result of the nature of the features encounterecl, it does
provicle an early corn sample, clocurnenting what was
being grown in the mi&-eighteenth century. [t also
provicles evidence of peach and the woods being most
ex‘tensively exploitecl lay the plantation.
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POLLEN ANALYSIS

Arthur D. Cohen

Department of Geological Sciences
University of South Carolina

Introduction

Two soil samples were submitted for poﬂen
analysis, both from the south half of Feature 7,
identified as a privy. One sample was taken from Zone
1, the upper fill of the privy, and the other from Zone
2, which is thought to represent privy soil.

Each sample preparation included potassium
hydroxide (KOH) treatment, hyclrochloric acid (HCL)
treatment, zinc chloride (ZnClz) flotation, hy&roﬂuoric
acid (HF) treatment, bleaching with sodium
hypoclqlon’te, and staining with Safranin O. Ten slides
from each provenience were preparec1 and scanned for
evidence of pollen grains. Regretta]aly, few pollen were
found in any of the samples.

Results
Feature 7, SV, Zone 1

This sample contained no pollen grains or no
fungal hyphae, although several fungal sclerotia (but no
fungal spores) were identified.

The palynofacies debris was dominated by
angular, highly oxidized, fragments. Many of these
ﬁagments were opaque, as is the case for charcoal;
however, most of this debrs did not have the
characteristic structure of {:ire—produced charcoal (i.e.,
open network of oxidized cell waHs). Also, some of the
thin edges of these chips were stained lay the safranin
stain (something that is not a characteristic of
charcoal). The lack of fungal hyphae and {'ungal spores
would argue against "wood rot" as the mechanism for
breakdown of the wood. In fact, there were so many,
angular, wood ﬁagments that one might hypothesize

that some poxtion of this debris was saw dust. Many of
the wood Chips had the characteristic structure of
gymnosperm wood (prolaa]oly pine). No grass phytoliths

were present.

Table 31.
Materials Identified in the Feature 7, SV,
Zone 2 Sample

Types Identified No. Counted/10 slides
Asboreal

Quercus (oak) 2

Pinus (pine) 5

Juniperus (Cedar or Juniper) 1

Salix (willow) 1
Nonarboreal

Compositae (composites) 1

Chenopodiaceae (goosefoot, etc.) 4
Nonpollen

Unidentified Fungal spores present

Riccia-type {'ungal spore 1

Fungal hyp}lae common

Feature 7, S, Zone 2

Pollen, although identified, is inaclequate to
reconstruct the paleoecological setting. The few
palynomorphs that did occur were very highly corroded
and did not take the stain well. The types identified are
shown in Table 31.

T}le pa.lynofacies remains were much more

higlqu {'ragmented and biologicaﬂy corroded than above,

163



ROUPELMOND PLANTATION

but not darkened or oxidized. Some angular fragments
were present, but most of the debris was finer—grainecl,
flocculated masses, or unoxiclize&, elongatecl single cells,
or clusters of cells (more typical of bioturbated soils).
One unidentified leaf cuticle was present. A few
gymnosperm cl'xips (Wltl'l characteristic pit-pairs of pine)
were present, but most of the debris had no recognizable
gymnosperm characteristics.

Discussion

The poHen samples for the feature are
&isappointing, altl'xougl'x the differential preservation
between the two zones may be interesting. Assuming
similar soil conclitions and preservation factors,
recovery of pollen from Zone 2 suggests that this level
was open and receiving pouen rain, while different
conditions prevailed for the Zone 1 fill.

Also of interest is that the poﬂen and
ethnobotanical record hoth suggest pine was common at
Roupelmoncl. Qak has also been recovered as charcoal,
altl'xougl'x willow and cedar were not identified. Willow is
characteristic of low moist soils, such as migl'xt be found
aclj acent to creeks in the immediate area. Ceclar, of
course, is a common species, frequently found on the
marsh eclge. The pouen from these species is consistent
with the site locale.

The presence of both grass and goosefoot
poHen, albeit in small numl:)ers, is suggestive of a
disturbed habitat — which you would expect to find
around a slave habitation area or privy. The fungal
spores and hypl')ae are suggestive of composting —
consistent with the cl'xemistry of privy £l Altl'xough
only one Riccia-type {-ungal spore was identified, this is
commonly associated with fields or agricultural activity,
suggesting that gardens may have been present in the
general vicinity.
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Dr. Irwin Rovner
Binary Analytic
Raleigl'i, North Carolina

Introduction

Pliytolitl'i analysis was conducted on two soil
samples collected at the Roupelmond Plantation —
both from Feature 7, reported to be a privy from the
slave settlement. The Zone 1 sample is tl'iougl'it to
represent fill of the abandoned privy, while Zone is
reportecl to be the compostecl debris found at the base of
the privy excavations, perl'iaps representing remnant
fecal remains mixed with soil.

The project goals and methods followed those
stated in the pl'iytolitl'i stu(l.y conducted earlier for the
nineteenth century Seabrook Plantation on Hilton
Head Island (Rovner 1998). In general, this included
first “cleaning" the soil to promote clisaggregation of
particles. This was accomplisl'iecl by centrifuging the
samples, then eliminating the organic residues using
sodium liypocl'ilorite, eliminating carhonates using
dilute liyclrocla.loric acicl, and finally resuspen(l.ecl using
a deflocculant and additional centri{'uging. Next the
aliquot was dried and then floated using a zinc bromide
solution which was again centrituge(l.. F‘inally, the
pl'iytolitl'is were precipitatecl using distilled water and
additional centrituging, at which time tl'iey were
decanted to a shell vial and placecl ina clrying oven to

remove excess liquicl.

The pliytolitl'i extracts were quiclz-mounte(l. in
distilled water and viewed in an optical microscope.
Whole slides were scanned at 100x to find clusters of
particles, which were then scanned at 400x to determine
the character of individual particles. Particles of
interest, especial.ly those of morpl'iological and
taxonomic signiticance, were recorded in vicleotape using
a liigli-resolution CCD television mini-camera mounted

on the microscope.

No pl'iytolitl'i reference database clevelopecl
from phytolith extracts of living plants in the site's
region was available or specitical.ly preparecl for this
stucly. This severely limits taxonomic specificity in
interpreting pl'iytolitl'is present and, preclictal)ly, leaves
a substantial number of morpliologica]_ly distinctive (a.n(l.
sometimes trequent) pl-iytolitli types in the category of
"unknown." Recent pul)lications, especially Rapp and
Mulholland (1992), provide substantial verification for
both general and specific taxonomic assignments of
pl'iytolitl'is. The vicleotape of representative and
taxonomical_ly signi{icant pl'iytolitl'is and other biosilica
bodies makes the asseml:ulage of particles used in this
current stucly available for re-stucly when local

taxonomic reference work is conducted.

In the absence of a regional pl'iytolitl'i database,
pul)lisliecl typological information was employecl for
classification of pl'xytolitl'x types. For grasses, the three
tribe classification of Twiss et al. (1969) into panicoicl
(lobate forms), chloridoid (sa&clle-sl'iaped forms), and
festucoid (trapezoi&s, cones, liats, sinuous-sided torms),
along with elaborations l)y Brown (1984), was used.

Panicoid grasses favor (ancl tend to clominate)
under warm, moist conditions. Etl-mol;otanically
signiticant maize procluces panicoicl pl'iytolitl'xs as does
rice and millet.

Festucoid grasses favor cooler, moist
conclitions, such as those found in nortl'ierly latitudes
and liigl'ier elevations. Wl’ieat, t)arley, oats, rye, and Ol(l.
World animal fodder grasses fall into the festucoid
pl'iytolitli group.

Chloridoid grasses tend to dominate in warm,
clry conditions such as in short grass prairies and
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deserts. They also occur in disturbed "barrens"” and in
any soil which rapidly drains such as on sand dunes or
in coastal ecologies. I know of no obvious ethnobotanic
signii'icance for chloridoid grasses (i.e., mno cereal
cultigens) in this region.

For angiosperms (e.g., deciduous trees and
shrubs) and conifers, Rovner (1971), Geis (1973),
Klein and Geis (1978) provide some guidance for
eastern woodland flora content. The most elaborate
work to date in these taxa has been done loy Japanese
experts (Kon&o 1974, 1976, 1977; Kondo and Peason
1981; Kondo and Sase 1986; Kondo et al. 1987),
prirnarily on Asian flora. However, considerable
similarity of illustrated pl'iytolitl'i forms at the genus
Jevel between American and Iapanese plants provide
confident guidance in the taxonomic assignment of
distinctive pl'iytolitl'is in these categories. Most recently
studies by Cummings (1992) and Bozarth (1992) have
confirmed and refined the typology and taxonomy of
pl'iytolitl'is in clicotyleclonous taxa. Distinctive material
can now be attributed speci{ically to Asteraceae
(Compositae) — a dicotyledonous group well
represented and etl'inol)otanically signi{'icant in the
eastern United States. While soil pl'iytolitl'i studies in
the general region of the mi(i—Appalacl’)ians and Atlantic
Seaboard are few in number, general comparisons can
be drawn from studies at such eastern historic period
sites as Monticello, Virginia (Rovner 1988); Hampton,
Virginia (Rovner 1989); Harpers Ferry, West Virginia
(Rovner 1994); Jordon Site (31NH256), North
Carolina (Rovner 1984); and 31MK683, North
Carolina (Rovner 19952, 1995h).

Results

Processing was essential_ly normal, altl'iougl'i
there was a difference in the reaction to the HCL wash
between the two zones. In Zone 1 (the upper fill), was
very reactive, with bits of white material — lilzely small
flakes of the oyster shell used as fill — tizzing upon
application of the acid. Zone 1 was also much darker in
color, requiring two applications of bleach to fade its
color to match Zone 2 (altl'iougl'i both remain tinted
tl'irougl'i the bleach and post-i:)leacl'i water rinses. Zone
1 also contained carbon residues in much greater
amounts that the lower Zone 2 cleposits (W’l’liCl’l reflect
composted privy soil).
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Zone 2

Zone 2 was not particu.larly dense with
pl'iytolitl'is. The ratio of pl'iytolitl'is to the normal fine
silt and inorganic quartz, which is never i-ully eliminated
in processing, clearly favored the quartz. [t was difficult
to distinguisl'i many of the amorpl'ious biosilica particles
from inorganic minerals without staining (a very toxic
process which was not undertaken). However, non-grass
plates and other dicotyledonous “junk” particles did
dominate the sparse pl'iytolitl'i assemlalage. Large grass
particles, i.e., bulliformes, large squares, and rectangles
were present. No grass short cells were observed in the
first mount scanned. The second mount was denser
overall, but similar with biosilica still a decided minority
and grass scarce. Six short cells were observed, three

each of Panicoid and Festucoid. No Chloridoid cells

were Ol)SCl’VCCl.

Of potential signii'icance were a small number
of “water related” particles. The analysis revealed two
particles (stippled polylie(lral plates) of sedge (Cyperaceae
sp.) which typically grow at the edge of watercourses,
and three sponge spicu.les. Also observed were 2 number
of plain, small “lozenge-sl'iapeti" spores — which may be
privy-relatecl. [t is no surprise that the feature reveals an
association with wet conditions or that spores are found
in privy gL

Zone 1

The relative Jr’requency of pl'iytolitl'is was l'iigl'ier
in the Zone 1 sample, altl'iougl'i the clensity level was, at
loest, moderate. The variety of non-grass pl'iytolitl'is was
greater than in Zone 2 and include large epidermal
plates, hair cel_ls, ornamented cell casts, tracl'ieicls, along
with a very few black (carloonized) endodermal tissue
Jf‘ragments with rows of pertorations (i.e., most lilzely
wood asli). Grass pl'iytolitl'is were relatively common,
including especially loulliiormes, rectangles, squares,
elongates, etc. Short cells were present. In two mounts
the stucly counted 10 F‘estucoicl, 17 Panicoid, and 1
Chloridoid. In addition, a possil)le maize cupule
pl'iytolitl'i was also observed. Two seclge particles were
observed, but no sponge spicules.
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Discussion

The lower Zone 2 pl'iy‘to].itl'is are consistent
with “digested" organic residues. Unlike iierbivores,
whose feces are loaded with indigesti]oie piant silica,
humans tend to avoid eating piant parts that are heaviiy
silicified. Tiius, we avoid grass, ieaves, etc., but
concentrate on seecis, nutmeats, {‘ruits, ﬂowers, and
roots which tend not be siiicify. Consumed vegetai:les
tend to be ﬁbrous, ie., with cellulose that we “pre—
ciigest" i)y cooi:zing, which would have no effect on
vegetabies with iiigii silica content. Tl'ius, a privy deposit
is expecteci to be low, aitiiougii not necessariiy laclzing,
in siiica, much of that coming from sources other than
feces.

The upper Zone 1 sample has characteristics of
organic compost — both in terms of color and content.
f oysters caused the reaction to iiycirocilioric acid in
this zone, than their absence in the privy zone
distinguishes their respective tapiionomy. The lower
zone received eaten and digesteci organic residue, while
the upper zone received organic material removed and
discarded without iaeing consumed. In addition to
possi.lole oyster shell, combinations and permutations of
ieaves, stems, rinds, and comcoi)s, etc. easily account
for the piiytoiitii profiie observed. On the other hand,
distinctive squash rind piiytolitiis and bean hair cells
were not observed — perhaps suggesting a reiatively
limited vegetai)ie diet. Very few perforated black ash
fragments were observed. So, while ash appears, the
feature was not a major ash ciump.

Tapl'ionomicaﬂy, the post-privy cieposition is
not ii.izeiy to be rapid since rapici ﬁ]_iing would tend to be
iieavily inorganic — unless, of course, the fill came
from other trash cieposits. If the fill was a slower
accumulation of organic wastes, then the piant
contribution to it did not favor l'ieaviiy siliceous plants
or piant parts. Tiriey occur, but not in iiigii density to
match the observed organic nature of the sampie cluring
processing. Thus, piiytoiith data do not JEuiliy support
this model, requiring the conjecture that a iiigiier
frequency of organic trash came from non-siliceous

piant rnateriai wiiicii was not eaten ami/or animal

1
wastes.

The grass short cell popuiations are instructive.
Native grasses should favor Panicoid taxa ciimaticaliy,
with Festucoids occurring as cool seasonal grasses
aml/or in wetter microenvironments. Chioricloids sl'iouid
occur on weﬂ—clraineci, sanciy soiis, i.e., (iry soils due to
poor grounci—water retention.

The virtual absence of Chloridoids adds some
reinforcement to presence of secige and sponge spicuies
as a sign of wetness. Panicoid grass does clominate,
cieariy in the upper Zone 1 sampie, but may not be

pureiy native grasses for two reasons.

First, the relative level of Festucoid grass is
high. This may be due to the wet nature of the local
ecoiogy, but it may also be due to the introduction of
European Festucoid grasses during the historic perioci.
Such grasses would include cereals, such as wheat, rye,
barley, oats, as well as lawn grasses, fodder grasses, and

accidental weeds.

Seconci, the Panicoid short cells observed were
all of the wide bilobate form or the squarisii four-lobed
Cross i)ody. Maize is one of the producers of these
forms. Long, thin bilobate forms and forms with iong,
narrow intermediate shanks that occur in many wild
Panicoid grasses were absent. One exotic particle also
suggests maize and, more specificaliy, maize cupuie (ox
cob). It is a short cell with a round (to oval) top and a
ﬂaring “skirt” (Roi)er’c Tiriompson, personai
communication 1998). So, while not (iiagnostic, the
Panicoid short cells observed are consistent with maize
anci, given the context, are very liizeiy derived from

maize.

At the risk of buiiciing a house of cards here, if

the Panicoid pl'iytoiitii assemblage derives from maize
and not from any wild grasses, then the Festucoid
assembiage is iiitzeiy to be derived from domesticated

! Editor's Note: It seems ii]zely the fill was relatively
rapici, since there were no water wasiieci sand lenses in Zone
1. We suspect that the primary organic component of this fill
was animal waste, combined with modest lenses of charcoal

and shellfish.
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cereals (wl'xeat?) as well. It is unlikely that wild grass
deposition in the fill would selectively favor minority
Festucoid grass to the exclusion of the dominant wild

Panicoid grasses.

In conclusion, pl'lytolith evidence is consistent
with a privy cleposit in the lower zone and a considerable
accumulation of organic material, e.g., kitchen re{use,
contri]auting to the fill of the upper zone.
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CONCLUSIONS

The Initial Suxveys

The data recovery excavations at Roupelmonct
Plantation followed two surveys of the tract — an initial
reconnaissance and an intensive survey, both
accompaniecl hy increasingly intensive historical
research. Several features concerning the survey were of
interest. First, the survey not only identified several
components of the plantation, inclucting a main
settlement along the marsh and what appearecl to be a
slave settlement further inlanct, but also other areas of
diffuse scatters. Interpretation was hamperect hy
intensive cultivation which was well documented hy the
land use history. Seconct, the survey also documented
what might be called a “thin wash” of prehistoric
materials across the entire site. Although a few vague
concentrations were apparent, far more material was
simply present as a few specimens mixed among far
more common historic remains. Thircl, identification of
the several known historic structures was very difficult,
even using very close interval testing. This c]ifEiculty was
attributed to the cultivation which had taken piace on
the site. Fourth, although no comparahie surveys took
piace on the a.djoining property to the east, the fields
were treshly cultivated at the time and were walked
several times — without ever recovering any prehistoric
or historic materials. The sharp delineation of the site
on its eastern houndary seemed unusual.

In other words, from the very earliest surveys
we recognizect that the site had been suhjectect to
intensive cultivation. Although we did not search out
previous owners to document the agricultural practices
in use, based on lznowlectge from other low country
tracts, it seems lihely that mule piowing gave way to
mechanization hy World War II and afterwards there
were increasing efforts to maximize yields through about
the early 1970s. During this period the habit was to
subsoil piow only once every few years, sometimes less

otten hecause O{ excessive clrainage.

This pattern seems to have resulted in
considerable mixing, although it does not aiways result
in excessively cteep disturbances. By this we mean that
often there appears to be considerable horizontal mixing
and smearing of site areas, aithough there isn't

necessarily compiete removal of features.

We attributed the smear of prehistoric
materials to the effects of agriculture — several loci of
prehistoric activity, through time, had been mergecl,
hlurring across the ianclscape. Likewise, historic
components were no longer as distinct as they might be
— also heing smeared hy plowing. When those
components might have been representect hy small
assemhlages — such as the late nineteenth century
houses on the road ectge — they too were made
indistinct hy plowing. This serves as a goocl lesson that
at some point, regarcuess of the survey interval, it will be
impossihle to discern faint archaeological footprints.

In spite of this, the initial surveys, combined
with the information from the acljoining tracts,
suggestect that we had identified the main plantation
complex. Historical research quichly revealed the
plantation to be known hy several names — Ferry heing
one of the first we encounterecl, followed hy
Roupelmond, and {:inaﬂy, after considerable additional

research, Patterson Point.

One reviewer was critical that we had not
devoted more attention to the prehistoric remains. As
we have tried to stress throughout this study, the Native
American remains,_hasect on these surveys, were
determined ineligihle for inclusion on the National
Register anct,' theretore, were not eligihle for
incorporation into the data recovery plan.

In a similar fashion the reviewer was concerned
that the data recovery did not explore the Civil War
component of the site, as well as the schooi house
thought to be situated near Stewarts Road. Again, the
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survey failed to identity any signiticant remains
associated with these other site components and, as a
result, tliey too were determined not to contribute to the
site's eligilﬁlity. As a consequence, the data recovery
plan did not devote limited resources to their further

investigation.

The Historical Research

Concurrently with much of the field
investigation, historical research was also talzing place.
Initial_ly confined to local resources we were able to piece
togetlier much of the title and ownersliip, altl'iougli
there were several signiticant gaps. We found that
repositories and sources which are rather uncommonly
tappecl proviclecl exceptional clues. For example, at the
Beaufort Lil)rary we found several fragments of Stuart
lami_ly liistory, including a sketch plan of the nineteenth
century plantation. Altl'iougl'i drawn from memory long
atter the plantation l'iad Leen abancloned to cultivation,
sul)sequent arcl'iaeological research revealed the accuracy
of many details. Moreover, the plan provides a sense of
the plantation landscape as viewed l>y the white
plantation owner and his family. Not only is the detail
far better in the main plantation core, but so, too, is the
scale. The owner’s world view, according to these
clocuments, seemned to focus on the main settlement,
with their concern of the lanclscape reducing in
concentric circles spiraling outward from this core area.

From the South Caroliniana Lil)rary we found
a compenclium of land restoration court cases which
providecl a summary of the Stuart’s efforts to reclaim
the plantation after the Civil War. Altl'iougli few details
were included, it provi&ecl a case number, leading
eventual_ly to the National Archives. Qur discoveries at
the National Archives allowed us to complete the title
ancl land ownersl'iip, as \vell as to £lll in many of tl'ie
blanks during the late postl;ellum — when the land was
still in the hands of the federal government.

Were it not for our venture into federal
records, our un&erstancling of the Roupelmoncl
Plantation would be far less satistactory. Whether this
represents simply an unusual situation, or provicles an
argument for more detailed historical investigations at
other low country plantations, is left to the reader to
poncler. But certainly our lznowleclge concerning this
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particu.lar plantation would have been far less complete
without these seemingly unusual efforts.

In spite of the successes, the historical
documentation of the individual owners fell far short of
what we migl'it have liked. For example, we know little
concerning the plantation economics cluring the major
periods of ownersliip l>y Prioleay, Roupell, and Stuart.
In £act, our characterization of early success followed t)y
antebellum stagnation is based almost entirely on what
we know was liappening at a general level among other

planters in the region.

And altl'iougl'i we have been able to piece
togetl'ier quite a bit concerning the Stuart family, the
Roupells remain sometliing of a mystery. George
Roupel_l, l>y all accounts, was a supporter of the Crown
who benefited from mu_ltiple appointments. His
Charleston dealings would lead us to conclude that he
probal)ly wasn't much of a planter. He migl'it be
characterized as a minor government official — a petty
bureaucrat, not of the planter or even the merchant
class. He married into half of the plantation, but
succeeded in acquiring the remaining moiety to unite

the plantation under his ownersl'iip.

Moreover, he somehow managecl to maintain
control of his plantation cluring — and after — the
American Revolution, when many others were losing
their property or Leing lieavily penalizecl. While his
children seem to have had no desire to return to South
Carolina after the Revolution, Roupell seems to have
souglit out the privacy of his plantation and done well
enougli to maintain his ownersliip. The arcliaeological
research contributes to this, suggesting that he managecl
to surround himself with the objects of polite society
and live very comtortal)ly on the eclge of St. Helena
Parish until his death in 1794.

Roupell's wife continued to own the plantation
until her death in 1819. But we don't know if she was
an absentee owner or if she actually lived on the
plantation and took an active role in its operation.

After the Roupell tenure the plantation was
acquired l>y Jol’m G. Barnwell, perl’xaps to provicle asa
dowry to his claugl'iter, Mary Howe Barnwell, since she
t)rougl'it the plantation to her marriage with Middleton
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Stuart. The Stuarts, altliougli a part of Beaufort society
and land owners in their own riglit, were prot>at>ly less
wealtliy. Middleton Stuart's tatlier, Dr. James Stuart,
was apparently an overseer or manager of at least one
Barnwell tract. With the acquisition of his own
plantation, Middleton Stuart l)ecame a modest planter
on the tringe of St. Helena, in an area not known for
particularly goo& soils or l—ugh yielcls. Unfortunately, the
historical accounts provicle us with little information
concerning his plantation activities. At his death in
1840, his brother-in-law took control of the plantation
and apparently a somewhat patriarclial role in the
Stuart clan.

No matter how little we know concerning the
owners of the plantation, we know far less concerning
the African American slaves. In fact, the only real voice
tliey are given comes from some of the Stuart tamily
histories, which provide a glimpse of slave life on the eve

of the Civil War.

Even the Civil War liistory of the property is
not pertectly documented. Local legencl had the
plantation house largely clestroye& l)y Confederate
batteries — yet, the historical accounts and the
archaeology &ispute this, suggesting instead some
damage, but a structure which stoo&, albeit abandoned
and &eteriorating, until the last quarter of the
nineteenth century.

F‘ina].ly, the historic record also provided us
with two views of the main l'iouse, both from the artist
James R. Stuart. While perl'iaps from memory, the two
views are very similar and reveal sometliing of both the
architecture and plantation landscape.

The Excavations

The excavations at Roupelmon& focused on the
slave settlement, wliere 2,200 square teet were opene&
in two blocks. Here a broad range of artifacts and
features were identified — all apparently associated with
the African American population of Roupelmon& &uring
the eigliteentli and nineteenth centuries.

Perliaps most signiticant, we found the
remains of multiple slave houses called “wall trench

structures” lay arcliaeologists. Initially encountered t>y

Wheaton and his colleagues at Yauglian and Curriboo
plantations in Berkeley County (Wheaton et al. 1983),
tliey were further discussed t>y Adams (1990). These
clwellings were built l)y first excavating a trench, into
which posts would be set, some just to the &eptli of the
trench, some set cleeper in individual post holes.
Branches or wattle were then woven between the posts
which outlined the structure, creating the walls. At
times these walls would be covered in mucl, which of
course is best revealed arcl’iaeologically if the structure

burns, l)alzing and l'iarclening the clay.

The structures at Roupelmond have rounded
corners and the most complete reveals a structure at
Jeast 13 feet in width and minimally 18 feet in length.
Previous work suggests that these wall trench clwellings
form two clusters. One cluster consists of structures
measuring about 9-11 feet by 13-16 feet, while the
other ranges from 12-14 feet by 18-22 feet. The best
preservecl of the Roupelmoncl examples fits this second
cluster nearly pertectly. Five additional wall trench
structures were observed in the two blocks, altl'iougli
none were sutticiently intact to allow measurement —
all l'iaving been affected l)y the site’s cultivation. All of
the structures have a very similar orientation, rougl'ily
northwest-southeast, but do not appear to be aligne&.
Tliey seem, insteacl, to form a cluster or clump of
structures, all with an identical orientation, but not
necessarily tonning any sort of strict alignment. This
tincling suggests that in the early eigl'iteentl'i century at
Roupelmon& the slaves were left to create a lant.lscape
titting their world view — not their master's.

A range of additional features were present,
altliougli most represent only basal levels — the upper
portions liaving been lost to cultivation. Included in the
asseml)lage of features are several that are of special
interest. A pair of wagon ruts were found at the
southern e&ge of one block, suggesting that a road led
into the slave area from the south. We were not able to
discern hearths ancl, in tact, are even reluctant to
venture guesses about yarcl areas as oppose& to structural
areas, given the amount ot plowing loss. But, we &1&
encounter a cat burial which was almost certainly
associated with these eigl'iteentli century wall trench
structures.

Another odd ieature — at least tor a slave
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settlement area — is a wood lined privy.
Measuring about 4-feet square and about 5
feet in cieptl'i, the privy hole itself was
encompasseci on at least two, and prol)aloly

-Sail A.nalysis of Feature 7 (%, calculated on a <iry l)asis)

Table 32.

i K N M H

tln'ee, sides l)y a wall trench structure. Tlie Prov?mence Phosphate s P

Outside feature
east-tacing side may have been open or had (480R450, PZ) 0.49 0.07 0.07 0.07 771
a door. This privy had seen considerable Privy £l
use, with its floor largely ciecayecl and (Zone 1) 0.70 0.09 0.08 0.08 7.62
replaceci with brick. Zone 2, at the base of Composted “nightsoil”
the feature, is interpreteci to be remnant (Zone 2) 0.56 0.09 0.05 0.06 7.88

“niglitsoil" — a mixture of fecal rnaterial,

other organics, and soil, all lieavily

Base of feature

(Cleaning)

0.27 0.11 0.05 0.05 7.89

cornposteci. The mean ceramic date for this
zone — presumaloly telling us about when
the last deposit was made — is 1779. Zone 1 represents
upper fill ciepositecl after the abandonment of the
teature, about 1791.

When other functions were considered a well
was rejecteci since the hole does not penetrate the water
table. A cellar was rejecteci since the feature is smaller,
and far rieeper, than cellars found further north in the
Mid-Atlantic. One reviewer suggesteci that the feature
migl'it be an inciigo vat, but this must also be rejecteci.
The feature is far too small and lacks the al)ility to be
easily drained.

In an effort to either icientity alternative
explanations or to better document our interpretation
that the feature represents a privy, we examined the
feature soils. Altl'iougl'i soil data from the feature reveal
l'ieavy leacl'iing of the macronutrients, there are clear
peaks (especially of phosphate) in Zones 1 and 2, when
comparecl to both the area under the feature and also
the plowed soil surrounding the feature (Table 32). In
particular, pl'iospl'iate is a nearly universal indicator of
ciecayeci organic material. The prol:;lem, of course, is
that bases are requireci to fix the pliospl'ioric acids as an
insoluble; otherwise, pliospliates may reaciily leach from
sanciy soils and chemical tests often fail to detect any
apprecial)le amounts. Cornwall observes that:

the critical pH is close to 5.6, well on
the acid side. Tlius, if the pH of a
soil s l:Aelow this tigure, its
pliospliate-content in the long run
will be negligil)le (COrnwall
1958:195).
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Consequently, while the pealzs in Zones 1 and 2 seem
mociest, tliey must be examined in the context of the
acid soils.

Altliougl'i nitrogen, in contrast to pliospliate,
tends to be more tiglitly bound up in acid soils, it is also
quiclzly leached out of sanciy soils. Consequently, it is no
surprise that the levels are low. The pealz in Zone 1 is so
epliemeral it may actually represent the downward
movement of nitrogen in soil, rather than an actual

pealz induced t;y the arcliaeological cteposit.

The results of the pollen and pliytolitli studies
are both consistent with a privy function. Zone 2
includes relatively few pliytolitlis since, as Rovner points
out, humans ingest relatively few plant materials which
are lieavily silicified. Likewise, the Zone 2 pol_len sample
was suggestive of a composting function and that the
material was open to receive pollen rain. In contrast, the
quiclzly depositeci Zone 1 £l has few pollen grains and
did not ciisplay evidence of composting. The pliytolitli
research, however, suggested that the Zome 1 fill
contained evidence of both com and other domesticated
grass at the site, perliaps wheat.

In sum, altliougli we are not wed to the privy
interpretation, it is consistent with all of the available
evidence.

If Feature 7 is, in fact, a privy, we miglit ask
what it was doing in the slave settlement.
Untortunately, we have no Clear answer since it is not
only anornalous, but unique. We can only speculate

that, for whatever reason, George Roupell saw to it that
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his slaves had the dubious benefit of a privy. Perl'iaps
this was his way of “civilizing” his African slaves.
Perl'iaps it was his way of ameliorating their condition.
We are inclined to associate the privy with George
Roupell's tenure since it appears to have been
abandoned about the time of Roupell’s death, suggesting
that whatever its reason for existence, it was no longer
tliougl'it important once Roupell was 1o longer at the

plantation.

The excavations also suggested a lairly
dramatic cliange at the plantation at the turn of the
eigliteentli century. The wall trench structures (along
with the privy) seem to have been abandoned and were
replaceci l)y more conventional slave row architecture. In
lact, Adams comments that this cl'iange was occurring
in the Berlzeley County area between the American
Revolution and 1830 — earlier at some plantations,
later at others. But, the general tenclency was for the
wall trench structures to be replaceci with clapboarci
structures raised off the ground on piers. Whether in
response to pressure from abolitionists or as “self-
interest,” plantation owners improvecl the condition of
their slave liousing. This improvement, of course, is
from a Euro-American perspective and there is some
evidence that the earlier slave liousing was prelerrecl lJy
the slaves themselves. Regarciless, at Roupelmond, the
new type of structure seen in the slave row was post and
beam construction. Unfortunately, even less of this
structure remains for stuciy than the wall trench
l)uildings, so it is impossit)le to compare size or malQe
observations concerning cliimney or internal

arrangement.

The orientation of the slave settlement does
not seem to have cliangecl signiticantly, altliougli its
exact placement may have shifted sliglitly, perliaps to
avoid the lanciscape modifications resulting from 60+
years of occupation.

Turning to the main settlement, Jess is known
because of our conscious decision to focus on the slave
settlement. The main house was identified in an area
which would face less cievelopment pressure and miglit
represent an area where future work would be possible.
The slave settlement, in contrast, would be entirely
clestroyecl. Moreover, cluring our initial clearing eHorts,
we came slowly to realize that the larg’e quantity of

architectural materials (coquina, tabt)y, and briclz) found
along the marsh eclge were not in situ. We came to
suspect that tl'iey had been cleposited there as the ruins

ot the main house were removed for easier cultivation.

These ciet)ris, nevertl'ieless, did contribute to
our understanding of the main house. The locally
available coquina1 had been mined from the marsh, not
necessarily as a replacement for tat)lay, but rather to
supplement tal)l)y's use. Both appear to have been

stuccoed or parged and then scored to resemble ashlar
block.

Excavations in the field revealed dense (i,eposits
of brick and mortar rubble, inclicating that we had to be
near the remains of the on'ginal house. In addition, we
discovered what appears to be patternecl post holes which
we have interpreteci as perliaps scai‘folciing for l)uilciing
construction. Of course, there may be alternative
explanations. It may be the post holes are not related to
one another. We dismiss this because of the similarity
of the post holes in diameter and cleptli. Cr it may be,
given the nature of the construction (tlie oral liistory

_suggests the l)uil(ling lacked a basement or grounci level

construction common to much low country architecture
and was actually situated about one step above the
surrounciing grounci level) that the post holes actually
represent some portion of the main house. It is more
difficult to dismiss this explanation.

When we look at the architecture of the
Roupelmond house we are confronted lJy questions and
uncertainties. In spite of several clrawings, oral liistory
accounts, and the arcliaeological remains of the
plantation liouse, it is difficult to reconstruct both the
nature of the house and its possilale evolution. At a
general level, the at-grade construction is reminiscent of
other early (pre-Revolutionary) houses, such as Old
House and Retreat. This is consistent with a house built
by George Roupell in the 1760s. Likewise, the grand

columns and portico are suggestive of a later,

neoclassical, addition. Tliey could easily have been added

1‘ Altliougli coquina is often associated only with the
materia.ls tounci ol‘f the Florida coast, it is more generically a
partially consolidated shell limestone which is found in a

number of coastal South Carolina areas (Murphy 1995).
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lJy either Barnwell or Middleton Stuart in the first
quarter of the nineteenth century. The question
remains, liowever, what other additions may have been
made to the house (luring the periO(l.

Perliaps the most signilficant tin(ling here is
the historical and arcliaeological documentation that
has become clear. The Roupelmoncl house is of a style
that is not very clearly revealed l->y such classic works as
either Stoney (1938) or Lane (1984), who tended to
focus on l'iiglier style architecture. The Roupell
plantation house is far more lilzely to represent the
common vernacular among low country planters prior to
the American Revolution.

The main settlement, l'iowever, also proclucecl
evidence of additional wall trench structures, revealing
we believe, the presence of African Americans in close
proximity to the main house cluring the plantation's
early periocl, clating to Roupell.

Indian Remains at Roupe].moml

The early surveys, as previously mentionecl,
found a thin “wash” of preliistoric materials over much
of the tract. Altllougli interesting, these materials were
not sufficient l:>y the State Historic Presexvation Office
to warrant additional arcliaeological attention or
modification of the data recovery plan. A.ltl'iougli the
sul;sequent excavations recovered the basal portions of
a single Native American burial — a female perhaps 20
to 40 years of age — they did little else to contradict
the earlier survey results. This basal portion of a burial
was the only (listinctly Native American feature
encountered. The preliistoric ceramic artifacts recovered
span a considerable periocl of time, ranging from about
2000 B.C. to about A.D. 1500, with a concentration
of materials spanning the periocl from about 300 B.C.
to A.D. 500. The lithic remains found at the site range
from the Middle Axchaic (about 5000 B.C.) to the
Mississippian (about A.D. 1500 or perhaps later).
There seems, in fact, tobe a unexpectedly liigli clensity
of lithic materials at this site, at least when compa.recl to

other areas of the stone-poor low country. This is l)riel:ly
discussed further below.

It seems lil:zely that the one burial dates from
the Mississippian (l)asecl solely on the condition of the
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bone — no temporally distinct artifacts were found in
the fill) and may represent an individual buried under
the floor of her house. This is consistent with what is
known for the time periocl — some individuals were
buried at home, others were taken to specially preparecl
mortuary areas. The difference, altliougli not certain,
seems associated with one's clan or status.

It is unfortunate that so little remained of the
burial at Roupelmoncl. [t seems to be the only
Mississippian burial documented for this area of the low
country from a non-ceremonial area. Regarclless, it was
l:)atlly disturbed, could not be linked with a recognizalale
structure, and appears to be isolated. Perliaps the Native
American site at that time was little more than a
seasonal camp. The remains of this individual are
curated with the remainder of the materials from
Roupelmoncl and await repatriation should a Native
American group care to claim her.

Exploring the Historic Astifacts

The collection of historic artifacts is greatest
from the slave settlement. There our previous
discussions have revealed a fairly tigl'it correlation
between the l-iistorically documented events, most
especially ownersl'iip clianges, and Bartovics' ceramic
formula. There is reasonable evidence of the
plantation's slave row l:)eing established l:>y at least 1762
and lilzely l>y 1750. There seems to have been a cliange
— alreacly discussed in the context of the shift from wall
trench to post and beam construction — about 1800.

The pattern ana_lysis of the historic artifacts is
consistent with that seen at other eigliteentli century
low country slave settlements. Kitchen materials
(primarily ceramics and glass) dominate. The low
incidence of architectural remains is indicative of the
wall trench structures which contributed few artifacts to
the arcliaeological record. We were, however, cleligl'ite(l
to see that in Block 2, where we encountered a mix of
both “old” and “new” a.rcl'iitecture, the proportion of
architectural remains was liiglier. Even without the
preservecl post holes, this would have been sufficient to
suggest a cl'iange in liousing st‘yle.

We see considerable “trickle down” of gOOClS
from the owner to the slaves at Roupelmoncl. For
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example, the eigliteentli century slave settlement is
replete with fancy ceramics and leaded crystal. One
explanation is that any serviceable item was fincling its
way to the slave quarters. As a result, we see more
flatware forms l:>eing used l:>y the slaves than
hollowwares. This doesn’t necessarily reflect a different
diet (for example, less use of one-pot stews), but only
different practices in serving and consuming the foods.
During the nineteenth century it seems lil:zely that less
material was coming from the main settlement,
altl'iougl'i it is lilzely that the Stuarts were speciiically
purcl’iasing whitewares for use lay their slaves.

Turning to the main cornplex we have been
able to document settlement at least lay the 1760s —
consistent with the information found in the slave
settlernent. Consistent with the liistoric eviclence, tliere
seems to be some decline in the main settlement cluring
the second quartexr of the nineteenth century, prolaalaly
coincicling with the death of Middleton Stuart.

Consi(lering the materials which were passecl
from the main settlement to the slaves, along with the
materials found at the main liouse, it seems lilzely that
Roupell — and Stuart after him — sougl'it to surround
himself with the material possessions of the elite. The
fine ceramics, the teaware, the l'ieavy mirror, the lamp
prism, finger l)owls, stemware, clecanters, clocks — all
are items that would lielp transport a little of
Charleston’s refinement to Whale Branch.

In spite of this, we found evidence that the late
Roupell and, more clearly, Stuart ownersliip does not
reflect particularly liigli status or wealth. In fact, while
the ceramics in use l)y the Stuart family were clearly
more costly than those tl'iey acquirecl. for the use of the
slaves, the Stuarts’ ceramics clo not ranlz particu.larly
l'iigl'i when cornparecl to other low country planters.
Porcelains were less common at Roupelrnoncl than at
almost all other low country plantations for which we
have cornparalale data. Even the amount of glassware is
low at Roupelmoncl. Taken togetlier this provicles some
of the best evidence that l)y the nineteenth century
Roupelrnond was not a particu.larly profital)le plantation
and that the Stuarts were curtailing their outward
clisplay of wealth.

The Plantation Diet

Excavations at the main settlement did not
yielcl sufficient quantities of faunal remains to allow any
convincing statements concerning the owner's diet. At
tl'ie slave settlement, l'iowever, we founcl a diet tl'iat was
general_ly consistent with what rnigl'it be expectecl at a
rural plantation site. Cattle appear to have been the
most significant source of meat, altliougli the low
incidence of lautcliering marks suggests that much of
this may have been salted and larouglit into the
plantation for the use of the slaves. This, however, was
supplernentecl lay fresh beef, typically less desirable cuts
— as evidenced l:>y the finds in the slave privy £l
Moreover, the slaves supplernentecl their owner-suppliecl
diet, altl'iougli most of the supplement came from
terrestrial sources, most of which could be easily
acquirecl l')y untended traps. There was very little
reliance on the abundant resources of the nearlay

rnarslies, creelzs, and rivers.

In other words, there is some evidence that
Roupelrnoncl's slaves were forced to supplement their
provisions l)y setting traps and were not proviclecl the

time necessary for use of the water resources.

The meat, however, pro,l)a.laly represents a small
fraction of the actual slave diet. Far more bulk would
lil:zely have been proviclecl l)y other sources. The
ethnobotanical remains and the pl'iytolitl'i record suggest
that this bulk was lilzely corn, prolaaloly grouncl to yielcl
corn meal. This is further supportecl l)y the
arcliaeological record, which yielclecl a Jn:agment of a
grincling stone and the oral liistory that identifies a corn
mill house on the plantation. In acldition, the
ethnobotanical remains indicate that peacli — prol)al)ly
from a small plantation orchard — was l:>eing used. A
wild resource found in the collections, which may have

been gatlierecl lay the African American slaves, is
liiclzory.

The pl'iytolitl'i record also suggests that wl'ieat,
or some similar grass (laarley, rye, oats), was grown on
the plantation. None of these are particularly common
in the Beaufort area, altl'iougl'i small quantities were

apparently grown l)y a range of planters, primatily for
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animal fodder.? Cl'iaplin, for example, mentions the
planting of both oats and rye, but seems to never have
prociucecl more than a few bushels. Often the grasses
were planteci either in the orchard or even in his yarci

area (Rosengarten 1987:512, 548, 563, 706).

Reviewing the Proposed Research Questions

Prior to the investigations at Roupelmonci, and
based on the evidence from the two surveys, we proposeci
four broad areas of research. The first was an
examination of the plantation's architectural style.
We wondered if Roupelmoncl, seemingly a somewhat
isolated plantation, on the very ecige of the St. Helena
Parisld, migllt evidence a more vernacular arcl'litectural
style than plantations closer to Beaufort and the Sea
Islands. It certainly seems to be the case that the early
plantation l'louse was unusual, at least when comparecl
to the l'iigli—styles cornrnonly discussed l)y architectural
historians toclay. Whether its vernacular appearance is
the result of its isolation or perliaps simply its early age
cannot be determined without far more comparative
research. At present, liowever, the three plantations
from more inland areas — Roupelmonci, Rose Hill
(Adams et al. 1995), and 38BU1289 (Kennedy and
Roberts 1993) — are all far more vernacular than
miglit have been expectecl.

We also wondered what architectural evidence
we migl'it be able to iclentii:y at the slave settlement.
Again, we were mnot disappointed. As previously
ciiscusseci, we were able to document the shift from wall
trench to post and beam construction, and tie this
cliange to a very specitic periocl of ownersliip. We also
found that while the architecture cliangeci, we aren't as
certain that the settlement’s basic organization cl'iangecl
— in both periocls the orientation of the settlement is
similar. What did cl'iange, besides the basic architectural
style, is the lanciscape arrangement. While the earlier
wall trench structures were loosely clusters, the later
post and beam houses took on a more rigicl alignment,
prol)al)ly imposecl lJy the owner. This seems to be a very
basic alteration of the fundamental lanclscape theme.

? For example, in 1850 the Beaufort agricultural
census revealed only 2,465 bushels of wheat , 29,943 bushels
of rye and cats, and no barley (DeBow 1854:305).
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Another broad research interest was associated
with the artifact assem.l)lage at Roupelmoml and
how it mig’l:lt relate to other low country
plantations. Here, too, we found considerable data,
particu.la.rly in the slave settlement. The artifact pattern
was precisely what migl'it have been expecl:eci, yet there
were a number of unusual features: the prevalence of
flatware, the cl'iange in ceramic provisioning between the
Roupell and Stuart tenures, ancl tl'ie range of items
which may reflect African American spiritualism.

A third research topic involved the landscape
and what it mjght reflect about the owner and
slaves. We found, for example, relatively little evidence
of the formal organization of the lanclscape which migl'it
be associated with the Georgian world view. Altlaouglq
the arcl'iaeological asseml)lage suggests to us that
George Roupell sougl'it to replicate the comfort and
status he claimed in Charleston, the plantation itself
lacked formal organization and does not seem to have
been ciesignecl to exhibit power and wealth. Instead, it
seems to more closely resemble a worleing farm. Even
the early antebellum alterations can’t be considered to
have prociuceci a granci plantation. Insteacl, at best, tl'iey
granclizecl a rather plain facade. Moreover, Roupell
doesn’t seem to have been concerned that next to his
plantation house was a wall trench structure. There
doesn’t seem to have been any serious effort, prior to
about 1800, to present a particular view of the
plantation from the river (in spite of the many who
would have seen it as tl'iey ferried from one side to the
otl'ier). Nor does there seem to be a granci entrance from
the south or from Shell Road.

On tl'ie otl'ier l'ianci, tl'ie mociitications of the
plantation which occurred at the turn of the century do
suggest that the lanclscape cliangeci. Slave houses
became more European loolzing, the main settlement
became more organizeci, and there may have been a
ditch placecl between the slave and main settlements as
a psycliological barrier.

This may tie into our fourth research topic —
a search for evidence of alienation. Of course, the
idea of alienation is preciicateci on the idea that as the
owner became more wealtl'iy and the slaves saw no more
or possil)ly less of their labor returned to them, there

was increasing alienation. At Roupelmonci it seems that
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the status of the owner declined from Roupell to Stuart.
And it may be that the well—l;eing of the slaves similarly
&ecline&, in spite of “l)etter" l'iousing. The faunal
asseml)lage, for example, suggests limited time for
supplementing the diet and a reliance on salted meat
with only afew poor cuts of fresh meat. The ceramics of
the main plantation were of relatively low status and

fewer items were passed into the slave settlement.

In other words, as the planter's wealth and
apparent status were reduced, there seems to have been
a greater effort to both distinguisl'i, and separate, the
two worlds. It may be that alienation increased not only
as the planter's wealth increase&, but also as it declined.

Alienation, l'iowever, is  difficult to
demonstrate, altl’lougl'l the prevalence of items possil)ly
representing “magic and empowerment” may suggest

considerable tensions.

African American Magic and Re].igion

Arcl'iaeologists have recently become far more
interested in attempting to discern evidence of African
American cosmology. Ferguson, for example, suggests
that scratched ciesigns 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). Most recently
Wilkie (1997) has urged archaeologists to better explore
the context of artifacts at African American sites,
loolzing for artifacts, perl’iaps previously ignored, which
migl'it indicate sometl'iing of the magical-religious
practices of slaves. Since there are a number of artifacts,
such as loottles, pins, and louttons, which can have
mu.ltiple functions and roeanings, she cautions restraint,
while at the same time encouraging exploration of

meaning.

There is a vast l)o&y of literature, only l)rieﬂy
explore(i l>y 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
“voo&oo," or “santeria,” or “l'ioodoo," 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 recent discussion by Pinckney 1998).
Wilkie chooses to distinguisl'i mid-wives, root doctors,
and conjurers, altliougl'i she does note that at times the
distinctions blur. It seems that Denmark Vesey's co-
conspirator, “Gullah” ]acle Pritcliard, combined the
functions of ritual expert and conjuror (Pearson
1999:124*-127). T liis was a.lso tlie case witl'i Stepl'ianey
Rol)inson, proloa]:)ly better known as “Dr. Buzzar(i," and
his son, “Buzzy,” who died as recently as 1997.
Regar&less, there is a very rich loody of lore and

information concerning the use of various olojects

among African Americans.

Wilkie is also correct in noting that many
simple artifacts may have mu.ltiple meanings. Consider,
for a moment, the small quantity of window glass at the
Roupelmon& slave settlement. The glass is quite
unspectacular, loeing consistent with window glass from
any eigliteentl'i to nineteenth century asseml)lage. Yet it
is found at a site where the architecture makes it secem
unlilzely that glassed windows were in use. And it is
found in such small quantities that even if used for a
window, it would have amounted to at best one or two
panes. If not used for glazing, then what? In the
absence of gemstones or crysta.ls — both of considerable
importance in some African American magical contexts,
migl'it broken glass accomplisl'i the same goal?

Several brass nails were recovered from
Roupelmon& — and in fact occur at almost all low
country slave settlements. Their origin were the boats
which plied coastal waters. Tl'iey would lileely have been
fairly common items, salvage& from abandoned or sunk
vessels and use& for repair oi.tl'ie current vessels, l)ut
wl'iy are tl'iey found in the slave settlements? Are we to
assume that African Americans were collecting these
nails simply because tl'iey were sl’iiny'.? On the other
hand, there are numerous accounts of the power of
nails, as well as the power of l:)rigl'it, sl'iiny olojects.
Perl’iaps these nails, so common to the low country slave
settlements, served a function in the magical practices
of the slaves?

Lilzewise, there are a number of small, cut
copper {‘ragments at the slave row. Are these simply the
trimmings from the repair of a brass kettle l>y a slave
craftsman, or migl'it tl'iey represent items intended to go
into charm loags?
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Altl'iougli the slzeptical reader may dismiss one
or more of these e)mmples, their co-occurrence at one
settlement may make repucliation more difficult. In
addition, the Roupelmon(l offers us six beads — four of
which are blue. The documentation of beads as spiritual
ol)jects seems too convincing to ignore. And there is
also the one silver coin. Altl'iougl'i not piercecl for
wearing, it is l'ieavily worn and there are numerous

accounts which focus on the use of silver in various

rituals (see, for example, Wilkie 1995:144).

We have previously mentioned the two unusual
stones found in the slave settlement — one with grouml
eclges and another with peclze(l designs. Both are
smoothed. Again, both could be dismissed as idle,
idiosyncratic behavior. Yet, there is goocl evidence that
such pieces were often used in various root rituals.
Moreover, Wilkie (1995:145) comments on the
i:requency of grouncl sherds found at Oal?_ley Plantation
in Louisiana, suggesting that the Roupelmond stones
may have been used in clivining or rnigl'it have been
incorporated into charm bags. Wilkie (1995:145) also
comments on the importance of smoothed or polisl’ied
stones and their occurrence at other African American
sites. Thompson (1983) explores Bakongo water spirits,
remarlzing on the importance and power of water
smoothed stones and the significance of materials from
waterbeds. Perl—iaps the four water-smoothed quartz
stones found in the slave settlement of Roupelmond —
an area where quartz is uncommon —- aren't simply
“smoothing stones,” but may perhaps represent a
different manifestation of Ferguson’s Balzongo clesigns
found in Colono ware.

African American spiritualism would also l'ielp
us explain wl'iy the thin smear of Native American
material at the slave settlement producecl 16 pieces of
worked stone {12 identifiable points, one hiface, two
point midsections, and one unidentifiable point). We
have previously commented that this seems far too large
an asseml)lage of stone for a sparse site on the stone-
poor coast. In addition, when we loolz at the strilze—a-
ligl'its, far more are found in the slave settlement than
at the main house. Is this simply because slaves requirecl
more, or is there perl'iaps a cleeper meaning?

Willzie, for example, suggests that such
specimens may be “power ol)jects." She observes that
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African American slaves, because of their work
Cultivating the plantation fields, would have been in a
position to fmcl, collect, and curate these ol)jects in the
slave settlement — which would certainly seem to be the

case at Roupelmoncl.

F‘ina]_ly, there are several personal items at the
slave settlement — a i:ragment of a tooth brush and a
hair comb — which we have largely waved aside,
suggesting that similar bone combs were lrequently used
l)y the lower classes, often for removing head lice and
that the toothbrush was such a l’ligl’l status item that it
almost certainly was discarded from the main house.
These explanations may be entirely correct.
Alternatively, migl'it these very personal items —
perliaps originating in the master’s bed chamber — have
been used to cast spel.ls? Such “black magic” should not
be so unthinkable, especially considering the fear
associated with the 1739 Stono Rebellion and the
charismatic power of “Gullah ]aclz, i reputed at the time

“ . r”
to be a conjuremarn.

Is the limb bending under the weigl'it of
supposition, coincidence, and speculation? Possil)ly.
But if so it is largely in response to our too frequent
acceptance of simple explanations that ignore the
richness and &eptl'i of the African American culture.
Moreover, what we see at Roupelmoncl is a convergence
of many different types of artifacts. We aren't malzing
a case of magic based on one roclz, or one silver coin, or
one arrowhead. Any of these items, in isolation or small
numbers, may easily be discounted. At Roupelmond the
weigl'it seems more overwl'lelming. As many other
colleagues have urged, it is time to explore alternative
explanations and meanings which may be inherent in
the materials found at African American settlements
such as Roupelmoncl.
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APPENDIX 1:
"COUSIN JIMMIE" CHRISTMAS ON THE PLANTATION

This typescript document was founa] in the local
lzistory collection (Beaufort County — Stuart Fami/y) o}[
the Beau}[orf County Lilarary and was markea’, "A grﬁ to
the Beaufort Townslzip Lilarary from Mprs. Ruth Ho/mer).
Itis reproa]ucea’ below in fu//, without edjtorial corrections.
Editorial olyseruations, typica//y re/ating the account back
to historical or arcllaeo/ogica/ f;'na]ings, are provia]eal mn

footn otes.

As boys we passecl only two months of the year
in the country--December & April. During the other
ten months we passecl in Beaufort going to school.

During the summer and autumn months
before vegetation was checked l)y frost the climate was
almost dea&ly to the white man from Malaria and
bilious fever. The Negro was immune. Most of the
Planters lived on their plantations from November to
May. My father died when I was six years old.* My
Uncle Henry Barnwell took cl'xarge of his affairs. He
went to the place once a week to give directions to the
foreman Jaclz. Between times ]ac}z was in full cl’xarge,
responsilale for every‘tl'ling on the place. Negroes were
not allowed to leave the plantation without a pass, but
tl'ley did it of course. We knew of our coachman
walking 10 miles with a bushel or two of corn on his
head to trade it off at a little Jew store. Christmas
Holidays was therefore a great boon to the Negroes,
looked forward to thro' all the rest of the year. Tl’xey
had three free days to go anywl'xere tl'xey wished which
always had Sun&ays added ma]zing it four days. Most of
them had relatives on other plantations. Some had
wives and even husbands. So that there was somewhat
of an Exodus from our place and an incoming of

visitors to fill up. We did not kill the fatted calf for the

! Middleton Stuart died in 1840.

people. We killed several head of beef Cattle.? The
meat to be distributed to the families. We boys took
turns to shoot the cow--to walk up to the animal among
its mates and puta bullet into its forehead. It is really
the most merciful way to kill cattle. Then we thought
it fun to see them hang up the beef, skin it & hang it
up. Then we always got the bladder to treat it in hot
ashes & strip the outside until we could insert a joint of
cane & blow it up, tie it to a stick & use it as the
mountebanks used to.

Christmas was always the time too for other
gifts. A barrel of molasses was distributed. Winter
clotl'xing looked after, sl’xoes, woolen caps for the men.
Head H'dk's for the women (turbans), sometimes prizes
for well done work--sometimes these giﬂ:s were bestowed
also on some of the visitors who were old family
Negroes. It was a cheerful season. We often had
visitors to stay with us. My grandmother and two
maiden aunts were always tl'xere, my mother's sisters--
Sarah & Emily Barnwell. Christmas presents however
were not given us. Our cl'ximneys were large enough
reauy for Santa Claus to have come down foot
foremost easily & the Jt.ireplace wide with its brass fire
c].ogs and wood fires. We had been up generally at 2 or
3 o'clock in the morning. The negroes never went to
sleep on the nigl'xt before Xmas. Tl’xey held prayers all
night in the largest house of the settlement. This was
Daclcly January's house. ]aclz (foreman) could read and

also August Baker, our house servant.> Qur mother

?There is arcl'xaeological evidence of beef pro&uction
on the plantation, althougl'x much of the meat provi&ed to the
slave community seems to have been salted.

3 In 1834 South Carolina passed a law which
forbade the teacl'x'mg of slaves to read or write. Nevertlaeless,
there were still many owners and religious leaders who

continued to teach African Americans to read the Bible. This

may have been the case at Roupelmond.

197



ROUPELMOND PLANTATION

had given both of them Testaments and prayerl)oolzs.
I can still recall very ctistinctly the scene. The benches
had all been taken outside to make a clear floor. The
table with the books was shoved into a corner. A
brilliant fire of ligl'xtwooct (pitcll pine) was lolazing in the
cl'ximney and a torch of the same l'lung in a tin bucket
in a corner. Under this bucket the leader stood. She
was a visitor. She was 50 or 60 years old, black and
scrawny, only a few teeth left in her head. She had been
singing for hours but still went on like one possessect.
Gleaming with perspiration from head to heel--her dress
at the bosom thrown wide open, her head thrown loacla,
eyes closect, teeth prominent, tlead-lzercl')iet loose &
l’langing arms bare, clapping and sl'xouting with a shrill
ringing voice. I can recall in most of the other Negroes,
each with a different step, individual & characteristic.
Some very much in earnest, almost reverential, some
tleavy & stupicl and some enjoying the fun. My
grandmother's coachman "Sam" particularly, very black,
gooct loolaing, smart & mischievous. | can recall the
gleam of his eye as he grinnect at us in passing &
improvisect some pecu.liar contractions for our special
benefit. As to the air in that room. Anyone who has
been in an asseml)ly of Negroes may imagine it after so
many hours of violent exercise & perspiration. But we
endured it until clayligl'xt. The meeting then broke up &
those who had co call elsewhere came in a loocly over to
sing on our piazza. A woman's voice would strike in
with a clear minor note & go ringing away & away up,
up, as it were, clear & distinct & yet in pertect accord
with the rest of the congregation. The singing went on
for half an hour and then each woman would loring out
from her poclzet or in her hand from under her wrap,
two or three eggs, as a morning Xmas gitt for us
cl'lilctren. We woulct loring out a loig loasleet, Wl'liCl’l wou.lct
be filled with eggs for egg nog that nigl'lt. The Negroes
would all go to their homes and we l)oys would be reacly
for the next move. Fire Crackers! Grandmother and
Aunts had given each of us clays before, a quarter apiece.
Christmas & Fourth of ]u.ly were the only clays when we
saw any money and it was always spent on fireworks.
The beautiful paclzs of crackers were lorougl'xt out with
their red rice paper covers and Chinese inscriptions.
Some firebrands lorougtlt from the kitchen & the din
loegan. Some of the Negro looys g’enerally were around
to l'xelp. Altho' we were never allowed to play with any
but the house l)oy, who was looked after & lzept clean loy

his rnotller, also a house servant. The paclzs were
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generally gone. The singing here consisted of llyrnns
and Spiritual songs lorougl'xt to them l)y the Methodist
Circuit riders.

The ladies of the household at that early hour
would all be in bed & generally asleep. It was a
cleligl'xtl:ul sensation to be waked up loy the full-toned
music of men's & women's voices singing always with
pertect accord & in someway full of the expression of
the l'xappy season. | can recall one or two--"Come
along—-Come along, an let us go home--Oh glory--
Halleloo." The manner of keeping the Christmas
Holiclay varied of course somewhat as it does here in the
North in different families. But ours would stand tairy
for all of our near relatives. To show how pleasect the
temper, the spirit migl'xt be at Christmas among the
slaves let me say that I had three Uncles on whose
plantations I constantly visited as a laoy and I never saw
one Negro wl'lippecl on them or on ours in my life. It
was done of course. It was a police regulations as it
were, but I never saw it done once! It was breakfast
time, but meanwl'li.le, the ctogs sneaked off into COTNErs,
the chickens ran wildly about, the turkeys golololecl and
the geese chanted.

Breakfast was gooct and we were tlungry. Pig
lzilling time had just passect.4 There were sausages and
spareribs and pigs feet and buckwheat cakes with plenty
of black treacle thick and sweat. No one ever made
such buckwheat” cakes as our old Dad&y Moses. He had
learned it when a looy in my Grandmother Stuart's
house. But breakfast rnerely primect us. We were
tllinlzing of Dinner which would not come until three
o'clock. Meanwhile the time passecl pleasantly.
Christmas was in the air. I cannot remember rainy
Xmas. [t was always sunshine. The whole plantation
was astir and all dressed in their "Sunday-go-to-Meetin!"
Singing, gossiping, the voice of the children also up at
the settlement ringing l'xappi.ly.—-anct from time to time

“ Actually, it seems that most planters l)egan
l:)utclxering their l'mgs in December and continued tl‘xroug‘l)
early F‘el)ruary.

5Altl10ugl1 little buckwheat was grown in Beaufort
District, it was one of the types of grass for which pollen

eviclence ‘was en counterect .
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a passing boat full of Negroes going to visit their
friends, would strike up a l)oatsong with full chorus in
time with the stroke of the oars. We never went out to
shoot Christmas. We were generaﬂy putting the
JEinishimg touches to our bonfire. This pile we had been
worlzing on for weeks before. It was built of cornstalks

with old rails and bits of lightwood--a pile 10 ft. high or

moxe.

On the top we pilecl branches of the wild
myrtle and evergreen shrubs with ligl'xt blue wary seeds
among the leaves. The foliage was very {'ragrant when
rubbed in the hands and when placecl on the fire burned
brigl'xtly with a Craclzling sound and the smoke from it
was aromatic. To build this needed some reaﬂy hard
work in cutting and hauling. It was done all with our
own hands and the use of the teams when off plantation
work. We also after awhile used a boardsled for the
hauling-—somewhat like stone-boat. The dinner time
came and we all went to our rooms to clean up and dress
for dinner. There was calf head soup, turkey, ham,
oysters, turnip, tenyah, sweet potatoes, for dessert plum
pudding and mince pie--no wine--some of our £amily
were teetotalers.®

When that dinner was over we l)oys felt like
anacondas with an a.ntelope inside. We went out and
lay around on the grass too full for utterance. As the
sun set perlqaps we would go off to the cattle pen to see
them come in.” Dick, my granc]:motl'ler's housel;oy, was
generaﬂy allowed to go with us. He was older than we
were. Reacly for any kind of goocl natured mischief.
The calves and yearlings would be in a separate pen.
Dick would jump in and back a Lig yearling, which
would go prancing and I)ellowing around with frigl'xt
until perl'xaps he would be pitchecl over on his head and
jump up smiling as ever. | knew Dick all his life and I
never saw him angry. His mother was a privilegecl
character in my grandmother's house and family. Sent
for when any of them were sick--even up into the middle

6 There 1s, lmowever, evidence for wine consumption

in the arcl‘laeological record.

" This provicles some additional evidence concerning
the umportance of cattle on Roupelmoncl, at least cluring the

antebellum periocl.

of Georgia--she had one of the sweetest of voices and a
most  tremendous temper--wl'licl'l Dick caught
sometimes. Dick had to be home to hand the bread-
waiter at tea. We had no supper table. Tea was handed
in the parlor l)y the house-servant on a large waiter and
a smaller waiter by the houseboy with wafers, toast and
teacakes. This was soon over and then for the bonfire
which was soon ablaze with a crowd clancing around it
like wild Indians. It always burned out too quickly. It
was about 200 yarc].s from the house so there was no
clanger and it made a splenclid blaze while it was going.
Then into the house again to make a l)ig bowl of egg
nog. Plenty of eggs and sugar but only a little of nog.
The yeuow of the eggs beaten up in a large bowl with
the sugar until it was almost white. The white beaten in
a large platter until tl'xey formed a firm mass and then
thrown in with the other, and then old Madeira wine
ad&ecl, enough to flavor it.

James R. Stuart

ROLI Qlemon&e

While thro the deep shadows we're sweeping
along. In time with the music of both boat and song.

But see! In the fast faﬂing ’cwilight appear
those ligl'xts in the windows. Tl’xey look for us there.
This is home! This was home--Ah, never again shall we

ﬁl’ld SuC].’l a.nother, fOI now we are men.

But while years roll on and their seasons
renew. Let us still to old home and each other lzeep

true.

How little we can foresee in one's 1ives,
Jr‘ortuna.’cely. In 1866, Allen and Henry were dead,
killed in the Civil War and the old Home was
completely swept away.® The house (my grandfather's)
a.ll of outhouses, the settlement, garclens, trees,
magni{:icent old live oaks hundreds of years old, all gone
and a cotton field planted upon the spot. That part of

® Evidence suggests that some portion of the house
actua].ly remained stancling after the Civil War and probably
wasn't so much “swept away,” as just gradually collapsed.
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the plantation we sold since to a Scotchman for a truck
farm.g Qur Negroes own the rest. '°

"Rouplemonde"” is the name given by the old
Frenchman from whom my grandfather bough’c the

place.ll

Iames R. Stuart

% This is a reference to the property passing to the
McLeods, who still toclay have a truck farm at neighboﬁng
Seabrook.

1% This is a reference to the 1arge portion of
Roupelmond which had been sold by the U.3. Government
to freedmen. The comment suggests that many of the
purchasers were freed slaves from Roupelmoncl, although the

term “our” may be generalized.

" This comment is incorrect. His granclfather, Dr.
James Stuart, did not purchase the plantation; it appears to
have been passecl to Middleton Stuart through his marriage to
Mary Bamwell. Moreover, the previous owner, George
RoupeH, was British, not French.
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APPENDIX 2:
JAMES R. STUART AUTOBIOGRAPHY

This typescript document was founc] in the local
ln'story collection (Beaufort County — Stuart Fami/y) of
the Beaufort County L:'Zyrary without any additional source
in_][ormation. An additional copy, with handwritten margin
notes was obtained from Mr. James R. Stuart, Jr. The
margin notes, where /egiz])/e, have been added imto the text
in bold type. It is not clear, however, whether these notes
are those of the author or James R. Stuart, Jr. No editorial

corrections have been made.

I write this for my children--

Should they ever wish to know something of my
own life and of their farm'ly and ancestry on
their father's side of the house.

James R. Stuart (1834-1915)
1907

MY ANCESTRY

My great grancl father Francis Stuart came
from Inverness in Scotland. In 1745 the family were
out with the rest of the Clan for Pri.nce Charles. His
brother John, who was 19 years old at the time, fought
in the battle of Culloden. My great-gran&fat]ner was
only Jad and too young to fight, but he witnessed the
battle and afterwards fled with his brother to America.
T]ney came straig]nt to South Carolina, which was a
roya.l colony ruled by a Governor appointecl l)y the King.
Tl’ley went into business of some kind and were
successful. Jo]nn became a Lieutenant Colonel in the
Colonial forces and special agent among the Cherokee
Indians and acquirecl great influence among them.
There was a tradition that, in some great Indian
massacre, he was protectecl by his Indian friends and
spiritecl away to a lace of safety.

Francis Stuart was a merchant in Beaufort. 1

don't know when he died, but, at the time of the
Revolution, my gran&fatl'ler, his son, was only 15 years
old and a minor. Francis Stuart had married a Miss
Reeve clauglqter of Dr. Ambrose Reeve of Beaufort. He
was successtul, for he left my granc]father a good Estate.
Hence comes my middle name of Reeve.

My Grandfather remained at home &uring the
war, but he became involved among the patriots of the
State before its end and was confined in the British
prison fora long while. I have heard my old gran& aunt,
Miss Charlotte Bull, tell of how the prisoners were
starved and ill treated. And how old Stepney (young
tl’xen) would take a canoe at nigl'xt and paclcue out under
the bulwarks of the prison Sl’lip and hand up food to him
thro' the port hole.

]ol’m Stuart was a royalist, a Tory, and stood
fast l)y the King. There he was given a Colonelcy in the
British Armyasa reward for his fidelity. His only son
Jo]nn was educated as a soldier. He entered the Army
also and rose steaclily. He became a Brigadier General
cluring the war with France, won the battle of Maida in
Italy and was made Sir Jol’m Stuart and Count of

Maida. He never married so that the line of the family
ended with him.

My granclfatl'xer studied medicine and became
Dr. James Stuart. He married Miss Anne Middleton
and had nine children. Seven boys James, Thomas,
Jol’m, Henry, Aﬂan, Francis, Middleton and two

daugl'xters Anne, Charlotte. Of these I knew only James
also a p]nysician like his father after whom I was named.

}O'l‘nl,—l‘}errry,—fvhﬂetorménme,—eharbttﬁ

Anne marriecl Rev. Dr. C]nristian Hanclzel,
Episcopa.l. Charlotte rnarrie& Rev. Richard Fuller,
Baptist. My mother Mary Howe Barnwell was the third
clauglqter of Jolm Gibbes Bamwell and Sarah Bull.

]ol’ln Barnweﬂ, the first of the name, was a younger son
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in the family who were earls of Trimblestone in Ireland.
He came over in 1705, when a very young man, but
won position and was put in command of an expeclition
against the Tuscarora Indians in North Carolina. He
left one son, Natluaniel, and nine da.ughters who were all
afterwards married. Nathaniel's son was again John ad

]ol’m's son ]ol'm Gibbes my grandfatl'ler.

My grandrnotl'ler was the &augl'lter of General
William Buﬂ, whose father and Grandfather had been
Governor and Lieutenant Governor of the Colony of
Carolina. Both of my Grandmothers lived beyoncl 80
years and | knew them well. Grandmother Stuart died
when I was 14. Grandmother Bamwell at the
Leginning of the Civil War. I never knew either of my
grancl{atl'lers. My great gran(ﬁatl'ler Thomas Middleton
was the brother of Arthur Middleton a Signer of the
Declaration of In&ependence.

My father, Middleton, died in 1840, when I
was six years old, leaving my mother a widow at 28 with
six children - my brother Henry Leing born after his
death - T cannot recall his face very clistinctly. Bit I
have an ivory miniature of him. He was six feet high
and a handsome man in form and face. 1 can recall
however, on different occasions, his quic}z active step,
his heart'y laugl'r and the tones of his voice. He was
quiclz and active and a fine rider. Brave as Julius
Caesar, one o{ l'1is old ﬁiends told me once. HHe was
also very much loved and respected. Altl'rougl'r he was
only 32 years old when he died, he had been a member
of the Legislature, Captain of the Beaufort Guards and
Colonel of the State Militia on the old Establishment.

I can remember the funeral and the grie{ of my
mother, the long procession of carriages and the minute
guns fired Ly the Artiﬂery. But [ can remember also
too distincﬂy being taken to view his bocly in the coffin.
Religion in those &ays was very grim and lugubrious. |
was only six years old and my brother Allan four and a
half. T can remember the room and the three men who
stood there, his friends Rev. Stepl'len Elliott, George
Elliott, and Richard Reynolc]s. It is a distinct picture in
my mind stiﬂ, after 67 years have past, each man, where
he stood and how he looked, for they were weeping.

My mother died in 1876 after I came to
Madison, Wisconsin. | had been down to visit her 6
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months before. Her children were Middleton, Jo}m,
Jarnes, Allan, Sarah, Henry. John died in Charleston
when 18 years old. Allan died during the war from
injuries suffered in out first battle, the bombardment of
Port Royal. Henry was killed at Averysboro, North
Carolina at the end of the war. Middleton married Miss
Emma Stoney and is now in Terrll, Texas with
children and grandchildren. Sarah married our first
cousin Dr. Henry M. Stuart now still 1iving in
Beaufort. Buried in St. Helena Churchyarcl in
Beaufort.

My children are with their mother's relatives.
I write this to give them knowledge of their father's.

My Life self written.

”I remember, I remernber

The house where I was born

And the little window where the Sun
He never came a wink too soon

Nor brought too long a clay

For I was never tired then

For all my work was pla.y.II

"] remember, | remember

The fir trees tall and high

I used to think their slender tops
Were up against the slzy.

It was a lnoyisl'l fancy

But now 'tis little Joy

To know I'm farther off from heaven
Than when [ was a Loy."

In fact I don't remember the house where [ was
born except the outside for [ have never been in it since
but once. It was the house of Mr. Frederick Fraser in
Beaufort, South Carolina [511 Prince St.]. It still
stands in goo& condition altho' of course in other hands
and sac].ly altered surroundings.

But I do remember very clistinctly the window
where the sun came peeping thro' at morn, on our old
Plantation, "Rouplemonde”. And I don't remember any
fir trees, but I do remember the old live oaks with their
clrapery of grey moss and the pine trees, the yellow pine
with their {oliage of 1ong pine neecues, and how I used
to lie on the clean pine straw covering the grounci below

and gaze up at the blue slzy through the branches and



APPENDIX 2: JAMES R. STUART AUTOBIOGRAPHY

the white clouds clri{'ting ]3y and listen to the sea breeze
as it swept through them uttering strange cries and calls
and distant almost human shrieks. No other tree is
such an aeolian 1'1arp as the long leaved Southern pine.

But to go back to our window - our place was
on Coosaw River [now called Stuart or Stewart
Point?] at)utting clirectly upon Port Royal Ferry, the
only bond of connection between the Sea Islands and
the min land. The house, with the settlement, stood
about a quarter of a mile from the causeway. [t was on
the Island of Port Roya.l, ten miles from the town of
Beaufort. It was on the bank of the river facing North
and from the ]oalcony we could, with a spy glass,
recognize our friends when crossing the Ferry. The
river was about a mile wide where the salt tide flowed
and ebbed down to Saint Helena Sound about fifteen
miles away. So that the sun rose practicauy, for us, out
of the ocean.

The dining room occupiecl the whole front of
the house on the Jower floor, only one step above the
brick pavement of the front POICI’I. Above the POl‘Cl’l on
the 2nd floor was a ]oalcony supportecl l)y four columns
of Lricl:z, which rose up to the roof -- or ratl'ler, the
entablature. The drawing room was above the clining
room, occupying the same space and opening Ly a door
and two windows on the l)alcony. The brick columns
were plasterecl and whitened. The clining room had
windows on three sicles, to the Nortl'l, East, and Soutl'l,
this last one opening on to the Io]bl)y, which was
unenclosed except l)y a l'leavy l)alustra&e, which
separatecl it from the back porcl'l, which had a colonnade
of six piHars of l)riclz, which supportecl the long cross
section of the second storey. The house was of wood
and had been remodeled, Ly my granclfather Barnwell,
from the original old quaint French structure of Mr.
Roupel. Qutside one of the East windows of the &ining
room volunteer orange tree had sprung up and been
allowed to grow up to the roof, {'i_uing the window with
its pleasant green foliage. An opening trimmed thro'
this gave a vista Eastward down the river beneath a
couple of gran& old live oaks which stood on a little
promontory three hundred years yards away. A few
small cedars were scattered about beneath them. But
otherwise the view was perfectly unobstructed down the
Coosaw and it was there that I sometimes saw the sun

rise clear and c]irectly out of the ocean.

My earliest memories are of being dressed and
taken down to the parlor with my brothers before
brealzfast, where a ]:)rigl'lt wood fire was ]:)urning in the
wide cl'ximney with its brass and irons. There we sat on
the rug and looked at pictures until breakfast time. But
we had alrea.dy stayecl our stomachs with corn bread or

COlCl waf‘ﬂes.

I can remember two of our favorite books -- A
great l'leavy old English Geograpl'ly, iuustratecl, and a
history of Englancl also pro{usely illustrated with what
I know now to have been wood engravings from weH
known paintings. Of these I recall "King Alfred in the
peasant’s hut", "Cardinal Wolsey and Henry the_z VIIIY,
"The murder of the Princes in the Tower", "The
Execution of Mary Queen of Scots", "The Death of
General Wolfe", and "The Battle of Waterloo”. The
last was the last picture in the book. It was all ancient
history to us. And yeat that was before 1840 and
Waterloo was only 20 years before. And now our own
Civil War, in which I served all thro' the 4 years, ended

more than 40 years ago.

My memories of that time of my life center a
goo& deal around the Jfireplace. For it was there at night
in our nursery, before we went to l)ecl, that we sat with
Dorcas, a girl of 15, and listened to the stories of Brer
rabbit and Brer Wolf. It was a wonclerfuﬂy secure life,
that old Plantation life in the clays of Slavery. No one
ever used the name of slave then. They were "the
negroes” or "our people". Tl’ley were part of us. They
themselves used that expression habituaﬂy our
plantation, our cattle, our l'lorses, _our family or our
white folks. We went to bed at nigl'lt with a feeling of
pertect security and yet our house was never locked up.
The house servant closed the window shutters and went
to his room in the Negroes' Quarters some distance
away from the house. Only one young girl, as a rule,
slept in the house near her mistress reacly for acall. if
the others were nee&ecl, they were sent for, or else we
went to the back door and hollered. My mother
sometimes sent us to the back door to holler. It was a
great trial for me. I was afraid. The stars overheacl,
]origl'lt and clear, blinked very solemnly. The old oaks Ly
the &airy on the e&ge of the river loomed up dark
against them. Distant clogs ]:)arl:aecl, or an owl l'lootecl, or
the echo of my own voice came back clear and distinct
from the Cotton and Gin houses a few hundred years
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yard.s away. The planta.tion L)urying grouncl 1ay in that
direction and I tl'xougl'xt the voice came from there to
mock me from the ghosts of dead negroes.

And it was not surprising. The negroes were
full of superstition and we heard many gl'xost stories.
This burying grouncl was a clump of woods on a
peninsula jutting out into the salt marsh to the rear of
the Plantation half a mile away. No axe was ever heard
in that wood. It was a dense thicleet, except where the
graves were. Every three was shrouded in the grey
Southern moss. The wind through the tall pine trees
overhead sang weirdly "nature's eternal requiem”. And,
as evening gatl'lerecl toward dusk, the furtive call of the
cat bird came up from the bushes, or the hoot of the owl
and the cry of the wl'xip—poor—will. At this time of
evening it was a very eery and solemn place for a small
L)oy to be caught in.

A small creek of salt water would close up
under the sl’lore, in which the tide constantly rose and
fell. And some large live oak trees hung over the water,
their long limbs ex‘cencling over to the salt marsh grass
}aeyoncl, the lower ones sometimes &ipping under the
water at lngh tide and the moss tra.iling in festoons into
the flood. We were very fond of this spot, for it was
clear and sunny and we could climb out on branches and
sit dangling above the stream. There were other wild
sights too, and sounds. ---The shriek of the fish hawle,
the squawl:z of the great blue heron and the caclzling cry
of the marsh hens, the clapper rail---while on the beach
were many tracks of the raccoon, among the countless
holes of the little fiddler crabs, his prey. And under the
great massive gnarlecl roots, the home of the mink and
the otter. This was my mother's favorite walk with us
allona sunny Sunclay afternoon in the winter.

Such surrounclings must leave an impression
on a child. In broad claylight and sunshine it was
cheerful enougl'x. But I l:zept clear of it in the twilight

until I was well in my teens.

"“The night never ends. The bittern's scream
Gl’lostly echoes awake on that sluggisl'x stream
And the moss swings low on the night's high noon
And shades of Josie's grave by the deep Lagoon."

The planters never lived on their plantations in
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the summer, on account of the malaria. From may to
November, to pass a single nigl'xt there migl'xt }aring on
a high bilious fever, which was apt to be fatal. The
negroes, however, were immune to tl'xis, but a great

many died of pneumonia in the winter.

As }aoys, we spent only two months in the
country, December and April, our two holy clays. The
rest of the year we were in town going to school.
December was our month for hunting and sl’looting,
April, for {-ishing. We rode horseback all the year round
in town or country. In shooting duck among the
marshes we used an ordinary dug out canoe. There were
alﬁvays several of them on the place, owned by some of
the negroes and free for all to use. We had a rowboat of
our own which was also dug out, that is, carved from
parts of two trees clampecl together.

Boats built in this way were the rule in the
early clays of our country. My Uncle ]ol’m Bamwell had
one, which was a barge rowing twelve oars. In those
da.ys anc],, in fact, at the present time, communication
between the Islands could be carried on only by boats.
This big boat was used between my Grandfather's several
plantations, among tl'xem, the main one, Coosaw Island.
This Island of 3000 acres was twelve miles from our
plantation down Coosaw river just where it widened into

St. Helena Souncl.

We were very happy when we were invited down
there to shoot ducks in the ponds in the winter and
auigators in the Spring. This l)arge was used, of course,
to move the family to and {'rom_ the Island. Tl’xey were
known in the old clays as periaguas, Piroque, in French.

The stern seat was very large and between it
and the stroke's oar was a platform ten feet long and
seven or eigl'lt feet wide. This was covered }ay an awning
of woocl, like the northern storm door, when the family
were to move, and a mattress laid upon it for the ladies
and children. The old nurse also sat there, while the
other women had places at the bow?. This move on
the "Eliza Woodward" was great fun for us boys. There
were no piers outside of Beaufort wharves. In a tide
that rose and fell 6 to 8 feet twice in twenty-four hours,
they were almost impossi}:)le under the conditions. The
boat was l)rought as near as possible to the shore and
held in place }ay some of the oarsmen stancling in the
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water while the others loaded the boat. The ladies and
children were carried on a chair between two of the
ocarsmen. The master and we looys pile a back unless we
chose to wade out also. The negro women were treated
more unceremoniously. Each man would piclz up a
woman in his arms and march off with tl'lem, often

l'lugging hard on to their necks.

Then came the long row of 2 or 3 hours. And
a jolly time it always was. A constant clﬁaf{ing and
jo]aing among the boatsmen and with the women. And
every now ancl_ then a boat song. T he leader singing a
line and the whole boatfull joining in the chorus,
women and all. We Loys generally sat on the awning
and joinecl in everytl'ling. Sometimes we met another
boat and then there was a race and more fun. The
lancling on the Island was in the same manner, no
matter what the time of tide, the only difference Leing
in the distance from the water's eclge to the shore
proper. And the boat songs! We could sympat}lize
perfectly with Moore's Canadian boat song. Only ours
were not l'lymns to the Vixgin but rousing old Methodist
camp meeting choruses and sung with a wild r}lyt}lm
and tone peculiar to the negro race:

"Roll Joxdon roll! Roll Jordon roll!
Oh m soul's arisin to heaben Lord
For to see dem Angel march"

or else a genuine boat song, snot a spiritual:

"Riley, Rﬂey, Riley is a bad man

O my Riley ho!

He work on a Sunday same like a Monclay
O my Riley ho!

Tl’xe moon ancl t}le ticle--We always, if possil)le, trave]lecl
with the tide, choosing our time to suit it. At the full
moon, the moon and the sun are puﬂing the waters of
the Ocean in opposite clirections, and so at high water,
it is a foot or two higher than at the neap tide. The
marshes are then covered so deep that one can paddle
{'reely over the tops of the salt marsh grass. Then is the
time when we Loys could hunt for marsh hens. The
poor birds had no cover, but floated helplessly about on
little rafts of clry seclge and were an easy mark for a Boy
on a boat with a gun. Sometimes we would come upon
a mink or a raccoon. The raccoon was easily inﬂecl, but

Mr. Mink was a swimmer and a diver. It was a hard
paclclle to overtake him. And then he would dive and
perl’laps cl'lange his course. But we watched the bubbles
rse from his breath and could follow his course Ly these
until he was ololigecl to come to the surface again to get
air, and then the blow of a paclcﬂe settled it. We
sometimes also met an otter. But he could dive too far
and easily escapecl.

Sometimes in April, Uncle Jol'm took us
fishing in the "Eliza Woodward" down on Port Royal
harbor. The drum fish come into those waters at that
season to spawn. Tl’ley are a large fish, weigl'ling from
40 to 70 pounds. The name comes from a sound
procluced I:ay the male, which is exactly like the stroke of
a bass drum and very loud and distinct. We would camp
out on some hammock or convenient place, a favorite
one Lring surrounded 1:>y saw palmettoes. The boat
hands had a fire to themselves and did their own
coolzing. At ours, Stepney, the house Loy, did the
cooking and served our coffee and drum steaks.

The Drop, or {'islu'ng grouncl, was in the middle
of the harbor and there were generally a group of boats
meeting there. They were more or less acquaintecl and
it was often quite cheery out there. The fish were split,
cleaned, and salted each evening and at the end of the

week we had a good load of salt fish to take home to the
people of the plantation.

But December was the month of the year for
us, with guns, clogs and horses. And Christmas was the
culmination of it. [t was the year's jul:ailee also for the
negroes. They had then a holy day of three days,
besides Christmas, when t}ley were free to go where they
would. They visited {'reely on the neighlooring‘
plantations. Nearly half of our people would go away
and their places be filled Ly others, relative of those on
our place. On the day before Christmas some beavers
were killed and divided out to the different families, also
molasses and other extra provisions. Clotl'x'mg had
alreacly been given out early in the month, but at this
time, caps and shoes and handkercl'liefs, or ratl'ler,
headkerchiefs (Turbans) for the women. And a Negro
woman looks much more statuesque and handsome in
a turban taste{uﬂy folded about her head than in any
other headwear.
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All of this had been attended to on the day
before Cl’zristmas, so on Cl’zristmas Eve there was a
gran& celebration in the Negroes' Quarters. Tl’zey
gatl'zere& togetl'zer in the largest house and held religious
services, some who could reacl, reacling cl'xapters from
the New Testament and giving out the hymns.
Afterward lnegan the sl'xouting, a kind of l’xoly dance, one
of tl'xem, generaﬂy a woman, stancling in a corner and
singing in the refrain, while the others shuffled around
clapping their hands and sl'zouting the chorus. The
effect of this mass of black people slic].ing, swinging, and
&ancing around and around and the volume of the
sound roﬂing up from so many voices, the shrill treble
of the women and the lneﬂowing of the men, was

inclescril:able.

This went on without cessation all thro' the
nigl'xt. At clayligl'xt we lnoys would be up and dress and go
over to the settlement to see the last of it. We could
hear the s}louting from our bedrooms. Just before
sunrise the meeting would break up and most of the
people would then go over to our clwelling house and
sing a number of hymns and spirituals as a Christmas
greeting to the family. I can recall much of this music
as lneing reaﬂy beautiful in its way.

[ can remember that when tl'xey had sung one
or two spirituals, Ol Daclcly Moses, our olcl house
servant, would step out and lnegin "While Shepl’lercls
watched their flock by nigl—xt all seated on the grouncl,
The angel of the Lord came down and glory shone
around". (Cl'lorus) "Don't you hear the A.rchAngels
rejoicing? Halle! Halle! Halleluiah?!!"

Old Moses had a clear sweet haritone voice and
a per{ect ear for music. I have cause to remember
Daclcly Moses, for I fell into a well once when just 5
years old and he jumpecl in after me without hesitation
and rescued me. He had grown up with my father and
uncles as a boy. He could not read, but he had many
tales for us as children about Old Bony (Parte) and
others. He had only one weakness--He would get tipsy
sometimes. But I never heard him abuse anyone, never
use any improper word, never swear. in all of this and
in his consideration for others he was always a

gentleman. He was a pure blooded negro except that his

Jr‘amily claimed some Indian blood in their veins and
there was a certain alertness about the whole {amily that
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seemed to warrant the claim. And the family was as
true to us as steel. All thro' the war of Secession, two
of his nepl'xews were with my mother and each of us four

brothers had one of his granclnepl'zews in the field with

us as lnocly servants.

They remained true to us also after the war for
more tl'xan a year, in fact, as long as we coulcl have tl'xem
under the new conditions.

But to go back to the old time Christmas--The
negro women when tl'xey came to sing, had each in her
hand two or three eggs for us children. We would lnring
a basket and tl'xey filled it. This gave the eggs for Egg
Nog that nigl—xt with which Christmas a.lways ended. We
were full lny that time of the Christmas clinner, Turlzey
and Ham, plum puclcling, and mince pie, almond sand
raisins. Our dinner hour was 3 o'clock with a light tea
handed in waiters at about 7 o'clock.

We seldom went to shoot on Christmas clay
but amused ourselves on the premises with firecrackers
and a bonfire at nigl'xt, Englisl'x fashion. Sometimes,
however, on Christmas day we went Raccoon Hunting.
On that &ay, Dick was free to go, Carpenter Diclz, the
son of my old nurse Maum Martha. "He was a great
hunter before the Lord". He sometimes passed the
night in the woods. If it were in the graveyarcl and he
was sleepy, he would use a grave fora piﬂow. He said he
was not afraid of gl'xosts. Ghosts had no bocly and so
could not hurt you.

We would start out afoot amid a great blowing

of horns and yelping of dogs. Our favorite drive was

througl'x Cockedhat wood about three miles from home.
Coons feed at nigl'lt. They seldom walk cluring the clay,

but climb up into some great oak or gumtree and find
a goocl crotch in the sunshine, where perhaps there is a
bed of clry moss and coil up for a goocl snooze. So in
our tramps the clogs seldom started anything but a
rabbit or squirrel. We did hunting with our eyes.
Spreacling out in a skirmish and scanning care{:ully
every hkely tree we passecl. The sleeping coon was not
easy to find, only a small it of his fur being visible.
When he was {ouncl, we examined the tree trunk for the
scratches of his nails to make sure we were not fooled lny
a bunch of dead moss.
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Then we gatl'lered around the tree and called in
the dogs. Dick pulled out his coat and laegan to climb.
It was no easy feat to climb one of those great trees of
the aboriginal forest, 60 to 80 or 100 feet high. But
Dick almost never failed. He sometimes climbed a
smaller tree close l:y and crossed over. he was an
athlete, a Hercules. As he climbed up and ]:zegan to
approacl'x M. Coon, the latter would wake up and laegin
peering down at all of us with his quizzical, keen mug of
his. And then he would laegin climl:ing for the end of
the limb which woukd-begirrclmbirrg-for-the-er-of-the
lmb would take him farthest away and then stand
loo]eing and watcl'xing until the climber was almost on
him. Then he would thrown himself into the air with
all of his legs spreacl out and drop to the grouncl flat on
his stomach and then instantly up and away. But the
clogs were instantly upon him and there was a furious
{ight for a few minutes. The coon is a fierce {igl'lter and
always battled l:ravely until his strength gave out. Then
I can recall clistinctly his pitiful cry of despair when he

gave up the struggle, to die. Hunting is a cruel sport.

As Tsaid l:efore, we lived in Beaufort from the
end of April to the end of November and again from the
end of December to the end of March, to go to school.
Our summer was very long and hot. Out of school, we
then amused ourselves quietly and every afternoon about
4 or 5 ﬁ.m., we went to swim, about 30 or 40 of us
together.

Sometimes our family would go down to Bay
Point for 2 or 3 weeks, where there were a number of
Pest Houses, very plainly built of wood. No sasl'les, but
shutters in case of a storm. Here we went l)atl'ling in
the surf. It was at the mouth of the harbor loolzing
right out to sea. The 1ig11t ship on Port Royal Entrance
faintly visible at ru‘gl'xt. We caught turtles on the beach
and terrapins and found their nests in the sand with
from 70 to 100 eggs in them. We had a royal time and
went back to school well tanned and our faces and arms
peeling. We laoys generaﬂy slept in a tent. The
mornings and forenoons were very hot and glaring
among the white sand hills. But at noon every clay the
sea breeze began to blow and continued to blow until
about 9 p.m. This salt breeze was very Lracing and

invigorating.

Our school hours were from 8 a.m. to 1 p.m.

with the afternoon free to sticly or play. Our games in
the winter months were those of all l:oys——Prisoner's
laase, town l'xaH, or bathall from which baseball has been
&evelopecl, and foot]:;aﬂ, the Rug]:;y game--one could not
touch the lJaH, only kick it.

I left school to go to Couege [S.C. Co]lege in
Columbia, S.C.] in 1852. I was then 18 years old. I
was bon Fel:ruagy 9,1834. Iwasa freshman and just
as [ rose Sop}]omore at the end of the year, the whole
coﬂege, except the gracluating class, took their dismissals
and went home. It was called the l:eﬂy Rebellion. For
years the students had been protesting against Steward's
Hall. This was a general Refectory where the feeding
of the Students was let out lay contract and was a very
poor antiquatecl arrangement. We were billeted at table
l:y classes. We had no choice of our table mates and I
recall several of mine with horror. The system was
&eciclec].ly injurious to the manners of the whole coﬂege.
[t was cl'xangecl the next year by the trustees who had
refused us a great change for the better in every way
inauguratecl. My brother Allan had gone there then.
Meanwl’xile ] went home at Cl'lristma,s time, got tired of
my clog and gun in a month, so got my mother to let
me go to the University of Virginia until the end of that
term in June, 1853. I had a number of cousins and
friends there and the system allowed me to attend
lectures and recitations without a previous examination.
I pi]ec] up some ]enowledge there in Geology and
P}]ysics. But there was a clean broad wall in my room
and some good charcoal in the open wood {ireplace.
The temptation was strong, so | made some big
cartoons on it, my own conceptions—-Milton's falling
Arcl'xangel and a mailed horseman. My chum, Bill
Aﬂan, was a splendid athlete and friend of D'Alpl'lonse,
who taugl'lt athletics, c]rawing and French. Allan
showed these to him. He was very enthusiastic and lent
me some models to copy. This was the first instruction
I had ever had in clrawing, altl'l_ol I had drawn as early as

I can rememl)er B

The ' country around Charlotte was very
beautiful and I enjoyed it. I had never seen a field of
wheat before, nor clover and timotl'xy, not a haystac]e.
I remember one memorable ride on horseback with
Ralpl’x Elliot, three or four miles out to Monticello,
Thomas ]eﬁerson's old home.
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In the end of June, we all went home, where ]
remained until the next Septeml)er, when I went North
to Harvard and entered the Scientific School. My
cousin Rob Barnwell--we had been chums in Columbia-
-was alreacly there in the unclergracluate clepartment,
having gone there when I went to Virginia. My other
cousin, Hal Stuart, went with me.

I was in Harvard for two years. | did not make
the use of my opportunities that [ ought to have done.
And yet the environment, the men I came in contact
with, the atmospl'xere o£ the coHege, have been a
pleasure and an aclvantage in my life. Also it was in
Boston that was first in a studio.

My bent towards Art was always so evident that
my friends were thoroughly impressecl with it. I had
never had a lesson in clrawing, but every Saturclay I
would ‘go into the City to the Atheneum and draw from
Washington Alston's

"Belslqazzar Feast" was tl'lere, a huge unfinished canvas.

And he was a Carolinian.

the casts and pictures.

Pinclzney Alston, my friend, asked me wl'ly I
did not get my Uncle Robert Barnwell to give me a
letter of introduction to Mr. Robert C. Wintl'xrop, his
old classmate, and get him to introduce me to some
artist in the City. And T did so. I called on Mr.
Wintl'n:op with the letter and he took me over at once
to the studio of ]oseph Ames, who had just made a hit
with a portrait of Daniel Webster, paintecl from memory
after his death. Think of the huge Jf‘ormality of the
thing. But I called afterwards once on Mr. Wintl'lrop
and have always treasured the impression he made upon,
me, a mere lacl, as a perfect type of a highbrecl, scholarly

gentleman.

Ames did not want any pupil, but let me put an
easel in his outer room. He was not a good
clraughtsman himself, but a fine colorist, and he gave
me a hint on the true principle of color upon which all
my work all my life has been based and which my

observation since has to me provecl true.

There are no secrets in color—-only find those
that will not fade. There are three primitive colors,

those of the prism, Hue, recl, yeHow. With Black for
dark and white for ligl'lt. Stucly the object care{'tu and
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mix the tint with the brush and lay it on. ‘That is all.
And yet only one out of many thousands of artists
become masters. I have never met Ames since. He was
then 35 years old and died many years ago in New York
City. And, T have heard, he clroppecl behind in the race

with the new men coming on.

I went home in December, 1854, to the family
at "The Ferry"--Ste. Elliot (afterwards General Elliot)
married Charlotte Stuart, Uncle Henry's daughter. He
(Uncle Henry) lived at Page's Point, a plantation two
miles up the river. We had a number of young people
with us. The weclcling was at home and at night. We all
went up in the "Eliza Woodward", rowing ten hands.
The girls were in their ball dresses, but we had the
awning up and the mattresses spreacl on the platform,
which was wide enougl'x for them to sit flat down with
their backs against the sides and their feet towards the
middle. The boat hands sang all the way about. it was
a joHy time, and we were young. Relatives from
Charleston were there and from plantations miles
around. The return home in the morning was quite
joHy. Uncle Henry had some old madeira that he had
been keeping for such an occasion for 30 years. But I
will say positively we were merry perhaps, but no one of
our party was tipsy. The negroes had had their share of
the good thing and were all also in a good humor--"Sic
transit gloria mund;i"--our youtl'l!

For the month of January, | had goocl sport
with my horse, gun, and dog. But idleness was irksome.
No one suggestecl to paclz up and go to Europe. It was
no easy unclertalzing then. But Andrew Wardlaw, an old
coHege acquaintance, was English Assistant in the
Beaufort College with old Fielcling. His health failed,
and he had to leave for a while. Everybocly, pupils and
all, admired him very much and wished him to return.
And my Aunt Ermly suggestecl my talm'ng the place as a
"Locum tenens". Uncle Robert was trustee, and gave
me the jol), which I held until the next June, when

. Wardlaw returned.

It was a little queer to find myself assistant to
Old John Fielcling. We had always detested him. He
was an Episcopal Clergyman, a reformed Irish Catholic

Priest, but rarely was ever in the pulpit. He was a goocl

teacher of Latin Grammer and prosocly, but he seemed
to know little else. Only he made the boys stucly by the
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use of the rod, a stick a foot and a half long, and he
loved to wluip and sometimes very unjustly. There was
lmarclly a l30y in the school who was not at some time

black and blue from his ﬂoggings.

After Wardlaw's returm, I went to Savannah to
take a position in a counting house. I was living with
my uncle, Bisllop Elliot. I was just l:eginning to get an
idea of the work of a Counting House clerk. But the
Bislwp offered me a place as assistant in Chatham
Aca,clemy and seemed to think I ought to accept it. So
I dicl, and held it for a year.

Meanwl)ile, my bent towards Art continued
stronger than ever. Whatever my employ'ment, I found
time to draw. Uncle Elliot sai&, "You will never be
satisfied except as an artist”. I had saved enough from
my salary to take me to Europe and lzeep me for a year
there. So I decided to go. My cousin Rob Barnwell
decided to go also.

We decided not to go to new York, but to go to
Le Havre direct from Charleston in a sailing vessel.
The steamer from New York would have been more
comfortable, but much more expensive, and l)eing salt
water laoys, we tlmouglut we would like to see sometl)ing
of re_al life--and we @ We had berths in a cotton
Pacleet, Captain Sturgis, a Maine man and an old
Whaler. He was a fine specimen of his class--a tougll,
sturcly old sea clog. We were the only passengers. The
boat was crammed with cotton l)ales, even in the cal)in,
leaving just enougl) room for the dinner for us four,
Captain, Mate, Rob and myself. Our stateroom opened
rigl'lt into the Steward's Pantry, so we had all the smells
of the coolrzing. I was sick for a clay or so as usual, but
soon got over it. On the second clay out, as we were
crossing the Gulf Stream, a tremendous gale struck us,
and for two or three days were ﬂying, running before the
wind with only a storm jog and a foretopsail. I say
l:lying, for when the captain was able to take an
ol)servation, bhe found we were off the coast of
Massachusetts. He had intended to take the Southern
route l)y the Azores, but here we were swept l)y the wind
and the Gulf Stream into the North. For the first time
I understood the term, "waves mountain l‘ligl'l". QOur
spars often clippecl into the wave as we rolled over it. We
had no more l'leavy storms and we made a quiclz passage

for a sailing vessel, 22 days from Charleston to Le

Havre.

Rob was going to the Polyteclmic School in
Carlrulle, Baclen, Germany. I intended to go straigl)t
for Munich. We stayecl only one clay in Paris, and we
thougl)t we could come back there later. Neither of us
could speal=z a word of French or German. When we
reaclmecl Karlsrul)e, I found that there was an excellent
Art School tluere, so I settled down for the winter there.
As spring came on, we made several short travelling
tours--to Baden Baden and A_llel'leiligen in the Black
Forest, and later up to Munich and into the Bavarian
Tyrol. In this way [ had an oversigllt of the Munich
School and returned there in the Autumn. But in the
Spring, | returned to Karlsrube to Professor DeCoudre,
whom I found much superior to those of the painting
class in Munich at that time.

Rob now got homesick and decided to return.
We took a tour down the Rhine as far as Cologne. Then
thro' Hanover, Brunswiclz, and Saxony to Berlin, saw
the Picture Gallery of Dresden and Old Fritz's Palaces
at Sans Souci and Cl’larlottenl:urg. And then to
Leipzig, where we partecl, Rob to go to Harr1l:>urg and so
luome, I, back to Karlsruhe.

I remained in Karlsruhe all winter until the
Spring. The troubles at home meanwhile had been
l:rewing. Sumter was fired on and capturecl. So Il
paclzecl up and left for America. A companion, Henry
Brewerton, joinecl me. | had another clay in paris at the
louvre, then to Le Havre, . Soutl'lampton, Liverpool,
where we took steamer for Boston. We were two weeks
at sea, lanclecl, and the same nigllt reached New York.
Brewerton's father was a Major of Artillery in the old
Regular Army and the old man had a commission rea&y

for him.

Tl’le war had l:egun, and the lines were closecl
in Virginia so I had to make a detour to get home thro'
Pl)ilaclelpl)_ia, Pittsl:urgl'l, Cincinnati, Louisville,
Nasllvil_le, Cl)attanooga, Atlanta, Charleston. I went on
the Charleston and Savannah Railroad to Pocotaligo
Station, then by stage 25 miles to Beaufort.

When I got there, I found that our Artillery

Company was alrea&y enrolled and in camp. My
l)rotl1ers ancl all my friends were tl'1ere. In fact, tl'lere
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was no one in town but women and children and old
men and the negroes. Ancl this was the conclition of all
the towns in the South all tlirougli the war. The whole

male population was in the army.

I remained in town with my mother for two
weeks and then I joinecl the company which was carnpecl
down at l:)ay point on Port Royal harbor. We drilled and
worked there all tl'irougl'i the Summer. in November a
fleet came down on us--14 ships of the line headed by
the Wabash with 450 guns and a fleet of transports
l:)ringing several thousand troops. We really had
notl’xing‘ to resist them with but a few Columbians.
Tlriey closed in on the fort on the opposite side and then
we could not reach them at all, for the harbor is 4 miles
away. Tlriey shelled that work out, but did not come
over to our side. So at 4 pm we l;egan to evacuate. |
have written elsewhere my experience on the retreat that
nigl'it. When we reached Beaufort, there were no white
people there and all had left. We went out to the Ferry
that nigl'it and next morning joinecl my mother on the
main land on one of my Uncle Robert's plantations.
The next day, the company, all who had l'iorses,
rendezvoused at Port Royal Ferry and that nigl'it crossed
over to Port Royal Island and burned all the cotton
which was stored on the plantation.

Afew days after the company rendezvoused at
Pocotaligo and went down to Hardieville. The next day
we took cliarge of a small l;at'tery at Red Bluff. Here I
was advanced to Orclerly Sergeant and held that
position until the end of the year. All of our troops had
been enrolled for one year. At the end of it there was a
reduction all thro' the regiment (11th, Go. Ca.) and
almost all the officers were thrown out and new ones
elected. The cl'iange was not for the better. Qur
Colonel, William C. Heywarcl, an old West Pointer, was
superseclecl l)y an ignorant ordinary farmer, and the
company officers fared about the same. I lost my
Sergeancy. Our company, lneing artillery, was then
detached from the regiment. | held the place of
Corporal and gunner for some time. Then I was
detailed into the Engineer Department and set to
surveying and mapping the seat of war, which left me
much more inclepenclence and was much pleasanter than
company cluty. Still, whenever there was an expeclition
against the enemy on the Islancls, I always volunteered
and took my place in the company.
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In this way | led a scouting party over to our
plantation. We came upon piclzets, a few shots were
firecl, and one of the enery killed. We, our company
and another, an infantry company, afterwards made a
raid down on Pincl:zney Island close to the enemy's
Headquarters at Hilton Heacl, and capturecl a Wl'iole
company which was stationed there.

Several times cluring the next three years the
enemy landed forces of 6- or 8000 men and tried to
reach the Cl'iarleston and Savannal'i railroacl, once
crossing Port Royal Ferry. We defeated them and
blowed them up. One of our guns was run down to the
head of the causeway on the channel and threw some
shells into our old Residence to drive out the Picket
stationed there. The old house was soon in ruins and
from time to time, when we liappened to be opposite, we
could see the fragments clisappear, l:)eing used l)y the
piclzets for firewood. The grancl old live oaks, too, were
all pollarclecl——tl'iat is, the branches loppe(i off close to
the trunk. That was too large and tougli to be cut
down. The last time that ] was tliere, in 1876, after the
war, the very bricks of the cliimneys of the house were
gone and the spot planted in cotton. The old oaks stood
like massive gnarled giants, with a mere tuft of green on
the top.

The enemy again advanced, lancling 6000 men
on McKay's Point, just 7 miles from Pocotaligo. We
met them with less than 500 cavalry, infantry, and
artillery, and after an all clay's figl'it drove them back
with a loss of 1100 killed and wounded. My brother

Middleton was shot tlirougli the arm and gota l-urlougli.
He was a Lieutenant of Sliarpsliooters.

Again, when Sherman had l:)egun his march
thro' Georgia, they threw a force of 9000 men on shore
within 8 miles of Grahamuville of the railroad. We met
them at some earthworks at Honey Hill where the road
crossed a bit of swamp and a slash of water. Tl’iey had
l:)rougl'it this time some negro troops. These tl'iey
formed in a column l;y fours behind the wood and
l;rougl'it them down at a double quiclz expecting to rush
our works. But the artillery pilecl them up in the water
and stoppecl the cl'iarge. Tliey then cleployecl and fougl'it
until afternoon and then retreated. Their forces in that
l)attle was 9000. Qurs was less tl'ian 2000, partly

Senior and ]unior reserves, that is, men up to 45 years
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and boys 15 or 16. It is terrible to think what those
negro troops would have done had tl'ley got through our
lines, consiclering what Sl’lerman's white troops did on
their march thro' the State afterwards. Immecliately
after that battle, Sherman got down to the coast and we
gra&uaﬂy withdrew, evacuating Savannah, then
Charleston and the whole sea coast.

At Averysl:oro, N.C., we £ought to protect our
Laggage train. My brother Henry was killed there and
buried on the field by the enemy. Then General Joe
Johnston joined us with 12000 men, the relics of
Hood’s army in Tennessee. (Harder was our

commander on the coast and at Averys]:)oro).

Johnston attacked Sherman's column at
Bentonville, N.C, and £oug1'1t him two days. Here
George Stoney was kiﬂecl, my brother's brother in 1aw,
and buried in the earthen floor of an outhouse on a
farm. FEdward Guth}:)ert, his cousin, read the burial
service of the Episcopal church above the grave, with
our artiﬂery company and his old lf.)oyhoocl friends and
schoolmates standing around. We then retreated thro'
Raleigh to greenslooro. At Raleigla, we heard of Lee's
surrender. At Greens}aoro, we halted to treat with
Sherman and within a week dishanded under parole and

returned to our families.

My mother and my brother's £amily were in
Georgia. | had two horses and my boy Flanders. The
roads were full of our men traveﬂing home, on foot, in
wagons, on horseback. My sister was in Camden, S.C.
My first clay l)rougl'lt me there. All along the way we
were on Sherman's traclzs, where he had not left a
dweﬂing house stancling. Next clay, I was again on his
track and again only stacks of chimneys. At Columbia,
S.C., we passes on the outskirts to cross a £erry on the
Saluda. No houses were visible again, only stacks of
chimneys.

That night we stoppecl at a farm house.
Flanders had a high fever. Sol got the people to give
him a bed inside and slept myself on the grouncl by the
horses, as there was clanger of their being stolen. The
next clay we reached Edge{ield, s.C, where my Aunt
Annie lived with her JEamily, her husbancl, Rev. Edwarcl
Wa“en, being Rector there. Here, too, were my two
Aunts Sarah and Emily Barnwell and with them, ]ac]e,

our former clriver, Flander's father. So I left Flanders
there and next day joinecl my mother in Georgia.

I tried to get a country school, but failed. So
I went into Augusta, Ga,, and openecl a studio and,
queer enough, made about $1500 in six months. But
every‘cl-xing was going to confusion and ruin. My brother
was put in charge of a plantation 20 miles away, by an
old coﬂege mate, Mr. Tom Neely, and we all gathere&
there---His wife and six cl‘lilclren, my mother and two
Aunts Sarah and Emily and our servants who had been
With us all thro' the war, Jaclz and his wi£e, August and
others. I managecl to get some orders for portraits over
here. But at the end of the year, Neely had to give up
the place, so we all went down to our old place,
Beau£ort, s.C. The old place swarmed with
carpetbaggers and negroes. OQur own house [in
Beaufort] stood tl'lere, but in the hands of others.
Uncle Henry Stuart had Loug}lt back his old residence,
which was Leing usedasa guard house and full of negro
soldiers. He obtained funds from his old Factors, the
Ravenels in Charleston, and set up a Steam Cotton gin.
All of his old negroes crowded in to work for him and he
was very successful. There were a number of these gins
running and ginrﬁng on to]l, an altogether new method
in that section where the planters had always ginned
their own cotton. Uncle Henry had therefore ad much
experience. He had his own old fireman and engineer
and the women to handle the lint. In a few years, he
had the field to l'limself, with one exception; made a
good income, and left his wife and four claughters well
off. He died in 1870, 70 years old.

My brother got the management of another
pla.ntation. His own was on Hilton Head, and had been
confiscated like ours and sold to the negroes in 40 acre
lots. Thro' Uncle Henry's influence with the Coast
Survey Commissioners, 1 got charge of a party
surveying on Bay Point. It was on our old time
camping grouncl for JEisl'ling. I had a party of six, all old
confederates and schoolmates. We were there until
June, when the malaria became clangerous. I then got
a place in the office in Beaufort, clrawing and plotting
out the surveys. These surveys were done in carrying
out the practical confiscation of the land of all of our

people who held property on the Sea Islands.

It had been cluring the war, and was carried out
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to the bitter and afterwards. A few places and town
houses were brought in l)y their former owners. But
most of them were sold in small lots to negroes and

carpet Laggers.

Our work finished the jol) and so I had to look
for other work. My cousin Bamnwell Stuart was in
Memp}lis practicing law. We wrote to him and he got
me a place with the engineer of the City Water Works
which were just ]:)egun. I did some plotting out of levels
for the Reservoir and other WOI}Q, but the finance_s of the
whole South were going to smash and the City of
Memphis became ]aanlzrupt. Every single bank in the
City failed. Our work stopped. Tsetupa studio again
and got one or two orders. But I decided to move to
Saint Louis and took a steamer up there. I arrived with
just $30 in my pocket. I found there Major Frank Lee
of Charleston, an architect whom I had known in the
army. He and his wife and I)aby were ]aoarding with a
Mrs. Bowen, widow of General Bowen, C. S. A. There
were a dozen or two old Confederates there, cl’)ieﬂy from
South Caro].ina, loolzing for work. 1 paicl $20 rig}lt out
for a studio down town, hung my shawl across the lower
part of the window and furnished it with my old easel,
two chairs and a table and went to work. That was in

the year 1868.

I found work and friends in St. Louis, but it
was the most uncomfortable place I ever lived in.
Damp, clirty, smokey, and smudgy in winter, hot, windy,
and clusty in summer. I lived there five years, but one
summer | spent in Jowa City painting portraits, another
in Lexington, Kentuclzy. In 1872, i came up to
Madison for the same purpose. | was fascinated ]:ay the
place, 50 returned to St. Louis, went from there home
to Carolina to see my mot}ler, then , early in January,
1873, I came back to Madison and have never been

sorry for it a moment.

In January, 1876, 1 married my first wife in

Elizabethtown, Kentucl:zy. She was the widow of Mr.
Jacob of Louisville. I met her here in Madison. She
came up two summers in succession with Mrs. James
Clay, her sister in law, who ha& Witl’l her her grown
&augl'lter and two sons, lads. My wife had two nieces,
Fannie Samuels and Katie ]aco]:)s. Katie's mother died
when she was a week old and she never knew any mother
but her aunt. She always called her "mamma". Fannie
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was 4 years old when her mother died. Katie afterwards
returned to her father's name, Kathryn Samuels. The
two lived with us as our own. Their father had married
a second wife.

Fannie was marriecl from our house. She

married Chauncy Abl)ott, son of Mrs. M. E. Fuﬂer, and
moved out to Sc}luyler, Nebraska.

My wife's health began to fail, and she died the
last day of January, 1886. Fannie had had one little
boy, Chauncy Jr. This summer she had another. She
Legged me to send Katie to her, and I dicl, ]:areaking up
my houselzeeping and storing my furniture. Fannie
died soon after and Katie took cl’xarge of her family,
where she remained until Cl’xauncy and Wells went to
the University.

C}launcy Abbott married a second time, and
since then, Katie has lived to herself, having acloptecl a
little girl from a home in St. Louis. Katie was 14 years
old w}len | man'ied her "mamma". We 1ive<1 toget}ler,
she and 1, for ten years, and during all that time I
cannot recall a single word of impatience from her.

I was adrift then for seven years. | was living
with Professor Freeman and talzing my meals with Mrs.
Gram, then in Professor Kerr's house. She had been
one of my earliest friends in Madison. Dora
[Grandmother — Theodora Antill Tappan 1860-
1902] had been for years a friend {or Katie, and , in
fact, was in our house with Katie on the night that her

mamma died.

And 50, a{‘ter seven years, the idea occurre& to
me that Dora needed a home of her own and mig}lt be
wiﬂing to share one with me. And so it came about.
[Married 6 Dec 1893] We were together more than
thirteen years and they were the happiest years of my
whole life, not excepting my childhood and early life.

[Children - Frances Tappan Stuart 1894-1976
Janet Maclindoe Stuart 1896-1905 Rachel
Beom])y Stuart 1898-ca. 1968 James Reeve Stuart
1898-1962 -- My father - He dropped the "Jx." and
I now use it instead of "III" - JRS]

James R. Stuart
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Madison, Wisconsin-—Sept. 19, 1907 [Diec].
29 Dec. 1915]

Old Coosaw--a Boat song--written I)y Rev. Wm.

Bamweu al)out 1830.

Blow, blow ye breeze and flow on swift tide

And bear me to Coosaw, the land of my pricle
Row joﬂy boatmen, bend to the car

And soon the dear haunts of my youtl'l I'll explore.
Row me as gaily as when in your pride

You rowed my dear {ather, with mother his bride.

Now far in the distance I view the loved scene.

How oft in our childhood we've playecl on yon green.
How oft neath yon live oaks cleligl'xtecl we've swung.
While with our 1augl'1ter the orange groves rung.
Short be your labors, our boat nears the shore
We've come to old Coosaw, old Coosaw once more.

Thanks freshening ln'eezes, thanks those swift tide

Thanks jolly boatmen, we've reached Coosaw's side.

A Spiritual

l have no friend but Jesus, he is my all in all
He gives me grace to comfort as he lead me home to

God.
Sinner, a few more clays trial, de Loxd will take us home
To walk de golclen streets of dat New Ierusalem.

S}lout, belieber, sl’lout, oh do Beliel)er, shout
Beliebin yeclcly de organ roll

He roll for de judgement cla.y

Moan, sinner, moan, oh do poor sinner moan,

Sinner yeclcly de organ roll
He roll for de juclgement clay.

When Sl’lep}lercls watched dere flocks l:)y night
All seated on de grouncl, '
De Angel of de Lord came down

An Glory shone aroun.

Don't you head de Archiangels rejoicin,

Glory be to de new born King.

Master Jesus gone along before me.
His track I see an I'll pursue
Paul an Silas gone along before me

His track [ see and I'H pursue, Chorus.
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APPENDIX 3:
ANALYSIS OF HUMAN SKELETAL MATERIAL

Suzanne Coyle
University of Florida
Gainesville, Florida

Ted A. Ratl'l.]aun, PhD
University of South Carolina
Colum})ia, South Carolina

The skeletal remains recovered from
Roupelmoncl Plantation, Beaufort, South Carolina
(38BU1689), represent material from only one

incliviclual, recovered from Feature 3.

Due to the relatively small amount of bone
present, many observations on the identification of the
human individual are not possil;le. It is certain,
however, that remains are from an adult as all the
epiphyses of the long bones are completely closed. The
overall smallness of the bones and teeth suggest that
this was a female.

No evidence of advanced age (osteopl'xytes) was
found on the remains, thus suggesting an age in the
young to middle adult years (20-40). Extreme dental
wear on the occlusal (chewing) surfaces of all the teeth
point toward an age around 40-50 years (Lovejoy
1985). Occlusal wear is a common feature of coastal
cultures who experience frequent grit or sand in their
diet. Such a diet erodes the surfaces of teeth quiclzer
than what is normally experiencecl, and sometimes gives
an age older than what is expectecl. Two interproximal
crown-root caries were noted between the 2nd and 3rd
maxillary molars. No sl'xoveling was observed.

Moderate tendon sheath hypertrophy was
observed on the carpal phalanges, or finger bones, and
is indicative of considerable strengtl'x and use of the
hands cluring this individual's lifetime.

Certain skeletal elements such as teetl'x, l'xancl,
and foot bones were found more frequently than others
(please see attached ta.bles). These bones especially were
ina good state of preservation.

Lovejoy, C. Owen
1985 Dental Wear in the Libben
Population: Its Functional Pattern
and Role in the Determination of

Adult  Skeletal Age at Death.
American ]ouma/ o]( Plzysica/
Anthropology 68:47-56.
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3SBU1689 Slzeletal Materials

Fea3 Wl —proximal 1/3 o{ le{'t rilJ #1 - Human

Fea 3 W Y2 -2 proximal carpal phalanges - Human

-1 proximal 1/3 of a carpal phalanx - Human

-1 distal Y2 of 2 carpal phala.nx - Human

-1 middle 1/3 of a carpal phalanx - Human

-2 distal carpal phalanges (one from thumb) - Human
-1 distal peclal phalanx - Human

-1 carpal (lesser multangular, left) - Human

-1 right metacrapal #4 - Human

-12 teeth {‘ragrnents - Human

-24 small bone {ra.gments - Unidentifiable

Fea3E ¥ -41 small bone {ra.gments - Unidentifiable

-3 teeth fra.gments - Human

-1 right patella - Human

-2 carpals (lunate, left & right) - Human

-1 carpal (capitate, right) - Human

-1 carpal (hamate, 1e{1‘:) - Human

-8 carpal phalanges (1 prox., 5 middle, 2 distal) - Human
-2 pedal proximal phalanges - Human

-8 small carpal/pedal phalangeal fragments - Human

-1 proximal Y2 metacarpal #3 - Human

38BU1689 Dental Inventory

MAXILLARY MANDIBULAR
left & right central incisors left lateral incisor
right lateral incisor right canine
left & right 1st premolar left & right 1st premolar
left 2nd premolar left 2nd premolar
right 2nd molar
right 3rd molar
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