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Station. He designed and implemented the coring project to study the effects of fires and grazing
on Lowcountry environments.

Angelina G. Perrotti, Brown University, analyzed pollen and non-pollen palynomorphs in
the sediment core taken from Hell Hole Swamp.

KC Jones is with PaleoResearch Institute, Golden, Colorado. She authored the story line
for the graphic activity book. The book is bilingual (English and Spanish) and is one in a series
of such books in the Center for Applied Isotope Studies’ series of educational activity books
designed to communicate archaeological science concepts and discoveries to young audiences.

James Burns is a graphic designer and animator in Athens, Georgia. James has created
3D animations for numerous clients. He writes and draws comic books and a weekly comic strip
for Atlanta’s “Sunday Paper.” He created the comic book for CAIS.

Elise Reagan continued the work of Stephanie Thomas, Chief of Education at The
Charleston Museum. They designed the Bragg Boxes based on project methods and results.
Reagan and Zierden worked with Heather Rivet, Mateo Merida, Chad Stewart, and Jennifer
McCormick on reinterpretation at Heyward-Washington and commemoration of the 250"
anniversary of the House.

Sarah Platt completed her Ph.D. at Syracuse University and joined the Anthropology
department faculty at the College of Charleston. As part of her dissertation research, conducted
from January 2017 to 2019, she spent countless hours re-analyzing the legacy Heyward-
Washington collections. Her dissertation improvement grant provided funding for stable isotope
analysis on teeth from the Heyward-Washington collection, expanding our database for the
present study. She focused on the mid-eighteenth century, and explored the lives of gunsmiths
John Milner Sr and John Milner Jr., providing critical documentary and archaeological data to
ground the present zooarchaeological study.

Outreach and Consultants

The project was centered in a museum setting, one that shares the results of
zooarchaeological analysis on a regular basis, through exhibitions, lectures, and publications.
Therefore, the present project was shared with that same audience, from application to approval,
to implementation and conclusion. The project includes three “broader impact” projects prepared
at the conclusion of the research. These include a bilingual graphic comic describing the science
of the project, produced through the CAIS comic series, two traveling educational trunks
complete with artifacts and lesson plans, as part of The Charleston Museum’s Bragg BoX
program, and new interpretation and signage at the Museum’s Heyward-Washington House, a
focus of faunal analysis, stable isotope sampling, and new archaeological analysis.

But, the new research was also part of the Museum’s ongoing outreach efforts from its
inception through its conclusion. Two temporary exhibitions on foodways, both called “The
Bountiful Coast,” one in 1988 and another in 2004, were followed by a smaller exhibit on
zooarchaeology, “To the Bone,” mounted in 2017. With the launch of the National-Science
Foundation funded project in 2019, the Museum shared the research in news and social media
coverage, before, during and after the project. Through social media, during the pandemic, as
well as in-person conferences and lectures (before and after Covid, of course) we kept our
audience informed. One positive result is that we were in contact with people interested in the
project from a variety of angles. This ongoing, outreach and information sharing led us to a
number of interesting and informative conversations with colleagues and guests.

Over the past couple of years, blog readers sent us stories, commented on social media
posts, and responded kindly to emails out of the blue. As part of our collective background
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research, we reached out to colleagues that have published pertinent data or have a mutual
interest in the topic. Anyone interested in cattle in any way was welcome to join the
conversation. Because much of our project time fell during Covid-19 quarantine, many of these
conversations were virtual, or digital. Still other consultants were solicited by their special
knowledge.

A stated goal of the comic book story line was diversity and inclusion, allowing
descendants of past marginalized people to present their voice and perspective on the
publication. Meredith Hardy, Archaeologist with the National Park Service, Southeast
Archaeological Center and member of the Gullah Geechie Heritage Corridor Commission
provided perspective on people of African descent. Turner Hunt, Tribal Historic Preservation
Officer of the Muscogee (Creek) Nation of Oklahoma provided guidance on portrayal of
Indigenous people, particularly Creek people at Musgrove’s cowpen and in Charleston.

Three eminent historians added to the project, outside of their published sources. A brief
email to Joshua Piker, following publication of The Four Deaths of Acorn Whistler, to inquire
about sources on Mary Musgrove led to longer conversations with Steven Hahn of St. Olaf
College, author of the The Life and Times of Mary Musgrove in July 2020. Dr. Hahn’s volume
contains some description of the location of tracts owned by Johnny and Mary Musgrove in Pon
Pon, St. Bartholomew’s Parish, prior to their move to Yamacraw Bluff in the Georgia colony in
1732. Dr. Hahn shared several plats of the Musgrove properties, and piqued our interest in one
day finding and studying this site.

Through fortuitous contacts, Hayden Smith was able to arrange a virtual conversation
with eminent environmental historian Mart Stewart of Western Washington University. Dr.
Stewart is the author of numerous books and articles relevant to this study, including “What
Nature Suffers to Groe,” Life, Labor, and Landscape on the Georgia Coast, 1680-1920 in 1996
and the most pertinent 2007 article, “From King Cane to King Cotton: Razing Cane in the Old
South” in Environmental History. A Zoom conversation with Dr. Stewart by Zierden and Reitz,
facilitated by Smith, gave us a chance to gauge his response to ideas put forth in the study. Dr.
Stewart reiterated the significance of cane stands as a resource for cattle in the Southeast during
the colonial period.

Recently, Emma Hart of the University of Pennsylvania has published on Charleston’s
built environment and its economy, and her publications, particularly her William and Mary
Quarterly article, “From Field to Plate,” and most recently, Trading Spaces: The Colonial
Marketplace and the Foundations of American Capitalism, were critical to the present narrative.
She graciously shared notes on Samuel Eveleigh and on others involved in the cattle trade. An
invitation to participate in an Atlantic World conference (cancelled by Covid) led to a longer
conversation and shared interpretations.

Interest in the Big Opening and Hell Hole Swamp as a grazing commons arose with
Hayden Smith’s research on inland swamp rice production for his own dissertation, and later
book, Carolina’s Golden Fields. Interest increased with the addition of Grant Snitker to the
research team. We began by reaching out to Citadel Professor emeritus Richard Porcher, well
known in South Carolina for his knowledge of plants, of environmental settings, and of the
history and use of those environments, particularly for rice and cotton production in the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. With the aid of fire management and cultural heritage staff
at the Francis Marion National Forest, Smith and Zierden worked with Dr. Porcher to revisit the
Great Opening and to discuss the evolution of this natural feature, through fire, grazing, and
public use. A visit to the Hell Hole area followed from several conversations. The guidance from
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Dr. Porcher segued into core sampling by Snitker, with additional funding from the US Forest
Service. Bob Morgan was instrumental in that work and in obtaining funding for the pollen
analysis; Jason Moser and Christy Stewart continued Bob’s work after his retirement.

The allure of the Big Opening and Hell Hole Swamp also led us to literature of the early
twentieth century by local writers who described the area and the people who made their home
nearby. Author and historian Harlan Greene recommended Po 'Buckra by Gertrude Shelby and
Samuel Gaillard Stoney (1930) and So Shall They Reap by John Bennett (1944), and loaned
copies from his personal library. Likewise, author and historian William P. Baldwin relayed a
number of stories and local lore he collected involving feral (formerly free-range) cattle in the
twentieth century. He adapted the memorable tale of an attack by a wild bull into his 1993 novel
The Hard to Catch Mercy, but also shared more mundane stories of local woods full of feral
cattle, gradually hunted out and sold by local butchers.

Research on the Big Opening and Hell Hole Swamp led us to the dissertation research of
Katherine Parker of the University of Tennessee. Katherine is studying moonshining and illicit
activity on the Francis Marion National Forest, excavating sites associated with known families
and activities. As moonshining was the principal activity in Hell Hole, beyond cattle grazing, our
research efforts meshed seamlessly. Katherine recommended several memoirs that covered the
Hell Hole area in the twentieth century.

Bud Hill and Randy McClure of the Village Museum in McClellanville were always
welcoming and often extremely helpful. They provided information and photos on Hell Hole, on
the McCay family, and other local cattle ranching locations. Randy, in turn, shared our story with
historical research Suzannah Miles, who provided many details.

Several local residents reached out to us following news or social media posts about our
project. Bonny and Elizabeth McConnell of Awendaw called the Museum to relay stories of
cattle ranching on Daniel Island. Mr. McConnell also authored a reminiscence of life in the
Awendaw/Highway 17 area, centered on McConnell’s store that is still open (but offers little in
the way of general merchandise), entitled McConnell Remembers: General Stores, Motor
Lodges, and East Cooper Adventures. This is but one of several small memoirs published by the
Village Museum in McClellanville, SC, and each proved helpful in fleshing out the story of
Lowcountry lands north of Charleston in the late nineteenth-early twentieth centuries. Ritchie
Belser, owner of Fairlawn Plantation and Tim Penninger, owner of Sewee Restaurant gave us a
tour of the remarkable rice fields on Fairlawn and shared stories of free-range cattle on the
Wando and the Santee in the 1950s.

We reached out to rangeland specialists familiar with cattle grazing environments in the
Southeast. Via a zoom call, we joined Kelsey Roberts and Mary Powers of the Center for Heirs
Property and Bob Franklin of the Longleaf Alliance. Kelsey Roberts was raised on a cattle ranch
in Ohio, and is familiar with the particulars of raising Angus beef cattle. Mary Powers is a
specialist in rangeland management in the western US, and a consultant forester for the Center.
Both helped us understand the grazing habits of cattle, the amount of acreage required per head,
and the general environmental conditions necessary to support cattle in the Southeast. Bob
Franklin is Coordinator of the SOLOACE Longleaf Partnership for the Longleaf Alliance and
former Forestry and Wildlife Extension Agent for Clemson University. He is author of the 2008
manual Stewardship of Longleaf Pine Forests: A Guide for Landowners that includes the
discussion “Woodland grazing in the longleaf pine forest.” Mr. Franklin was a wealth of
knowledge on the particulars of southeastern woodland habitat, from both research and personal
experience.

XXii



Clemson graduate student Earl “Chip” Byrd shared details of his thesis research on fire
seasonality and available forage, centered at Nemours Plantation (Wildlife Foundation) on the
Combahee. Rita Kernan, member of the Hilton Head archaeological society and volunteer at the
Audubon Newhall Preserve at Hilton Head provided details of cattle husbandry on that tract.
Finally, Bertha Booker, owner of Botany Bay Sea Salt on Wadmalaw Island worked with us to
explore salt production in the Lowcountry.

Following our presentation at the Southeastern Archaeological Conference in Durham,
NC in October 2021, Bertha Booker raised the important issue of salt sources for colonial cattle.
Ms. Booker founded Botany Bay Sea Salt in 2010, and researches colonial salt production as she
pursues this enterprise in the same location.

Our historian colleagues Nic and Christina Butler always have insights, no matter the
historical question posed. For the purposes of this study, their research covered animals in
Charleston, both alive and dead. Christina Butler is preparing a manuscript on draft animals in
the city, while her recently published work Lowcountry at High Tide: A History of Flooding,
Drainage, and Reclamation in Charleston, South Carolina provides important, if unsettling,
insights into the use of offal and animal remains as fill throughout the town. Nic Butler provided
many details on the affairs of John Milner at the Heyward-Washington property. His many blog
posts, by the Charleston Time Machine, provided important details on a range of subjects.
Katherine Saunders Pemberton of the Walled City Task Force and the Powder Magazine helped
with newspaper research and provided guidance on navigating Charleston’s archives and
documents.

Contact with Jon B. Marcoux, Director of the Clemson Graduate program in Historic
Preservation led us to student Ben Thomas, who undertook a landscape modeling topic for his
thesis. His study, Colonial Cowpens and Savannas: Analyzing the Distribution of Colonial
Cattle Grazing Sites using GIS and Predictive Modeling provided a map of optimal cattle
foraging locations that closely matches those described in historical documents. Two Clemson
graduate students, Ben Thomas and Emma Grace Sprinkle, prepared maps for the project, using
their GIS skills.

And, for the Heyward-Washington property, project staff relied on the knowledge and
research of Sarah Platt, Ph.D. candidate at Syracuse University. Sarah began reanalysis and
research on the Heyward-Washington property, particularly the Milner occupations, in 2018.
Funds from her Dissertation Improvement Grant facilitated a pilot isotope study of 15 teeth from
Heyward-Washington contexts. Her continued analysis of colonowares, gun hardware and other
small finds, and documentary records provided critical new context for the Heyward-Washington
faunal analysis and the stable istope study.

Sarah Platt’s research, in turn, brought us to other artifacts from the Milner assemblage,
particularly the colonowares and distinct Native American vessels recovered there. Sarah Platt,
Ron Anthony, and Martha Zierden, along with longtime Museum volunteers Juliana Falk and
Barbara Aldrich, reanalyzed the colonoware collection, as part of a conference and edited
volume chaired by Jon B Marcoux and Corey A.H. Sattes. Our analysis, in turn, drew on the
1993 Neutron Activation study by Brian Crane, as part of his dissertation research. The new
analysis revealed an extensive collection of pottery fragments that were clearly Native American,
in addition to the traditional colonoware varieties described by Anthony and others. The wares
included vessels and fragments that were clearly Yamasee and Creek, as well as several more
ambiguous sherds. Questions posed to Nic Butler led to several colonial era documents that
describe John Milner entertaining “visiting Indian delegations.” No tribal groups are mentioned
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by name, but a visit to Milner for gun repair was evidently part of the annual visits. This project,
concurrent with the colonial cattle study, highlights the ongoing role of Native people in the
economy and daily affairs of Charleston.

The ongoing story of cattle in Charleston, and the role of the market in relation to home
husbandry, received an addition from an unexpected source. In 2021 Martha Zierden was
contacted by Ms. Lahnice Hollister, who was editing and publishing the autobiography of Dr.
John A. McFall, her grandfather’s brother. Dr. McFall, an African American man, was born in
Charleston in 1878 and described his efforts to battle Jim Crow laws and the practices hampering
the economic and political gains of freed people after Emancipation. But Dr. McFall’s story of
his childhood describes in great detail the keeping of cattle in the city, and how that practice
changed through the years. Coincidentally, Ms. Hollister’s father, Mr. Thomas McFall, helped
research the same issue for the Museum’s East Side study in 1987. Dr. McFall’s autobiography
provides a rare description of urban livestock and its continued role in the twentieth century.

And, finally, we all drew inspiration from the great body of work by the late Dr. Charles
(Charlie) Hudson. Dr. Hudson is the author of several scholarly works on the greater Southeast.
But he also wrote several historical novels, including The Packhorseman (2009), Conversations
with the High Priest of Coosa (2003), and, pertinent to our story, The Cow Hunter: A Novel,
published by University of South Carolina Press in 2014. If you want a readable, alternative
summary of our present project, get yourself a copy of The Cow Hunter.

A Memorial

At the heart of this project are two fine field archaeologists that are no longer with us.
Though their stories are different, both did good, solid fieldwork under difficult conditions,
leaving collections worthy of more research, and in a condition that they can be studied. And
they both left the world prematurely, with research left to do. We salute their lives and their
work, and hope that this report honors their memory.

Dr. Elaine Herold (University of Chicago) excavated the Heyward Washington House as
a volunteer project for The Charleston Museum, when she arrived with her husband, Museum
Director Don Herold, in 1973. Elaine completed a preliminary report in 1978 and always
envisioned completing a site report. She continued analysis after her departure from Charleston
in 1982, but widowhood and the necessity to work on paying projects delayed her progress, until
poor health made it no longer possible. Though using the collections posed challenges, Elaine
left the massive collection completely labeled. This has proven to be the most illustrative
archaeological assemblage in the collections of The Charleston Museum, providing data for a
host of research projects.

Chad O. Braley (Florida State University), a principal in Southeastern Archeological
Services in Athens, GA, excavated the site of Mary Musgrove’s cowpens in Savannah in 2002-
2004, in advance of site destruction by the Georgia Ports Authority. Working under a stringent
deadline, he uncovered significant features and recovered cultural and faunal remains remarkable
for their state of preservation, as well as their association with one of the most significant women
in southeastern colonial history. The site exceeded expectations in many ways, including the
number of materials encountered. Working against many obstacles, including his own health
challenges, Chad produced a final report in 2013. He shared data with a range of scholars,
including zooarchaeologists and historians. The Musgrove materials are curated at University of
Georgia Laboratory of Archaeology, where they remain available for continued research. Chad
sadly passed away after a long illness as this project was nearing completion, but we take
comfort in knowing that he knew that the project was ongoing, and that his work continues.
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Assistance from our Colleagues

We were able to extract three soil column samples from sites across the Lowcountry,
thanks to the US Forest Service, South Carolina State Parks, and the Lane family at Willtown.
We appreciate their enthusiasm and access to these properties. Cattle teeth for the stable isotope
study were loaned by a number of institutions, and we appreciate their help. Eric Poplin and Jeff
Sherard of Brockington and Associates located samples from ongoing projects at Ashley Hall
and The Ponds. Sarah Stroud Clarke and Corey Heyward Sattes facilitated loans of specimens
from Drayton Hall. Nick Honerkamp located specimens from the Telfair site in Savannah in
collections curated at the Jeffrey L. Brown Institute of Archaeology at the University of
Tennessee-Chattanooga. Maureen Hays of the College of Charleston provided samples from St.
Paul’s parsonage, excavated by Kim Pyszka of Auburn University-Montgomery. David Jones,
Stacey Young, and Nicole Isenbarger of South Carolina Department of Parks, Recreation and
Tourism provided samples from Charles Towne Landing State Historic Site, Colonial Dorchester
State Historic Site, and Hampton Plantation State Historic Site. Tammy Herron of the Savannah
River Archaeological Research Program, SCIAA, successfully located samples from the
Catherine Brown cowpen and Fort Moore, important Fall Line sites. The Bartley family, through
Tammy Herron of SRARP, loaned specimens from the Meyer household at New Windsor. The
Georgia Ports Authority, University of Georgia Laboratory, and Chad Braley of Southeastern
Archeological Services, Inc. made the loan of materials from Mary Musgrove’s Cowpens
possible. Martha Middleton Wallace excavated her parents’ home at 86 Church Street, and
loaned samples from that study.

At The Charleston Museum, nearly everyone on staff assisted with the various outreach
efforts. Chief of Collections Jennifer McCormick oversaw changes at the Heyward-Washington
House, including the updated interpretive panels and the addition of faux foods to the dining
table and kitchen. Exhibits Designer Sean Money photographed the artifacts and bones, and
designed the exhibit panels and the report cover. Curator of History Chad Steward joined the
Museum staff in time to develop the faux foods and a new menu for the Heyward Washington
House. Education Director Stephanie Thomas planned the Bragg Boxes, and this effort continues
under Elise Reagan. Curator of Natural Sciences Matt Gibson prepared bones for hands-on use
and crafted the soil core for the Bragg Boxes. Director Carl Borick made participation in this
project a Museum priority.

Several important bone specimens, including the horn core that matches a Spanish
colonial example, were copied for the Bragg Boxes. The University of Georgia Laboratory of
Archaeology, under the direction of Amanda Thompson, produced excellent 3-D scans, painted
to match the original bones exactly.

Analysis of the faunal material from Historic Charleston Foundation’s Nathaniel Russell
House was facilitated by Museum Director Grahame Long. Two University of Maryland
graduate students analyzed the materials, Charles Cameron Walker and Valerie Hall. Analysis of
the Heyward-Washington faunal material was conducted by Taesoo Jung, with assistance from
Claire Brandes and Isabell Skipper.

Funding for the 2008 study of the Musgrove faunal assemblage was provided by the
Georgia Port Authority. We are grateful to Southeastern Archeological Services, Inc., especially
Chad Braley, for the opportunity to study these materials. The original study was conducted by
Kelly L. Orr and Gregory S. Lucas with the assistance of J. Matthew Compton, Rhonda Cranfill,
and Glenn Thomas. The 2022 analysis was assisted by support and advice from Valarie M. J.
Hall, Elizabeth A. McCague, Daniella M. C. Kawa, and George Hambrecht.

XXV



For the tooth wear study, special thanks are due to Michael Kennerty, who initiated the
study in 2011. Katie Dalton, Shelby F. Jarrett, Maran E. Little, Gregory S. Lucas, Kelly L. Orr,
Barnet Pavao-Zuckerman, and McKenna Waite also contributed to this research.

At the Center for Applied Isotope Studies, Carla Hadden was assisted in the lab by
several individuals. Graduate students Katherine Reinberger and Jana Carpenter prepared tooth
samples for stable isotope analysis, and the samples were measured by associate research
scientist Doug Dvoracek and staff scientist Tom Maddox. Research technicians Sarah Gentile
and Hong Sheng assisted with preparing samples for AMS dating, and the samples were
measured by senior research scientists Alexander Cherkinsky and G. V. Ravi Prasad.

Jennifer O’Keefe aided in non-pollen palynomorph identification. Grant Snitker was
assisted by Matt Molini for the charcoal analysis and Matt Levi with soil descriptions.

This work was funded in part by National Science Foundation Award Number BCS
1920835 to Carla S. Hadden (University of Georgia), Barnet Pavao-Zuckerman (University of
Maryland), Laurie Reitsema (University of Georgia), and Elizabeth J. Reitz (University of
Georgia). Additional funding was provided by the U.S. Forest Service, Francis Marion National
Forest for the pollen and non-pollen palymorph study of the Hell Hole Core. A National Science
Foundation Graduate Research Fellowship to Sarah Platt provided funds for analysis of teeth
from the Heyward-Washington House.
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Organization of this Study

The Colonial Cattle Economy project involved fifteen scholars and educators from three
different states, with funding from two separate institutions. While the team of scholars met
regularly, in person and later remotely, throughout the project, each portion of the project was
conducted and reported separately. For this reason, the present comprehensive report is a
compilation of individual project reports, though all references are merged into a single
References Cited section. Appendices I-VI provide supplemental information on the sites
involved in the study and study’s products.

The study is divided into four sections. Section I, the first five chapters, set the stage for
the scientific analyses. This Background section, authored by Reitz, Smith, and Zierden with
help from their colleagues, establishes the objectives of the study and summarizes the
environmental setting and history of Charleston and the Lowcountry before and after European
settlement, in addition to a review of colonial Charleston’s markets and animal economy. The
focus is on human and animal impacts to the environmental over the last four centuries and the
history of cattle production the southeastern United States from the perspective of Charleston
and the Lowcountry.

Section 11, Cattle and the Environment, includes the results of a multi-proxy study of
cattle sources and husbandry, beginning with Chapter VI, which summarizes the sites and
samples selected for the studies and the rationale for their selection. Chapters VI through IX
report on a multi-isotope study of archaeological cattle teeth from the Lowcountry, soil and
charcoal morphology, and pollen and non-pollen palynomorphs.

Section 111, Studying Cattle in the Lowcountry, summarizes zooarchaeological and tooth
wear analyses of cattle from Charleston and the Lowcountry, with particular emphasis on the two
largest assemblages: Heyward-Washington House and Mary Musgrove’s Cowpen.

Section 1V, Results, presents the broader outreach products of the project and the
conclusions of the scientific study. Because the background archaeological research and most of
the archaeological collections are housed in a museum that also operates historic houses, sharing
the project with a wider audience was part of the project from the beginning. Several outreach
projects were completed and are described in Chapter XII1, including a graphic comic produced
by the Center for Applied Isotope Studies, Bragg Boxes for area schools from The Charleston
Museum’s Education Department, and new interpretive panels and props at the Heyward-
Washington House. These projects are summarized in Chapter XI1I1. The broader interpretations
from the project and suggestions for future research are found in Chapter XIV.
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Chapter |
Emergence and Evolution of a Colonial Urban Economy

Introduction

We focus on cattle because their remains dominate the archaeological record for all social
groups in both urban and rural locations from the colony’s foundation in 1670 into the post-
colonial 1800s (Zierden and Reitz 2016). The study of cattle from documented sites and
constrained time periods contributes to wider anthropological and historical debates about social
and economic forces during the North American colonial period (e.g., Anderson 2004; Silverman
2002). By expanding the study to include stable isotopes, sediments, charcoal, pollen, and fungal
spores, we are able to evaluate the impact of cattle and their management on the landscape as
well as on local and regional economies. The combination offers new perspectives on colonial
economies, urbanization, urban-rural interactions, animal husbandry, trade, and landscape
changes, all critical ingredients in the development of complex societies (e.g., Zeder 1991).

Recent scholarship investigates symbiotic relationships between people and
commoditized environments (most notably, LeCain 2017). Specifically, environmental historians
document the commodification of land and natural resources accompanying the development of
Britain’s North American colonies (e.g., Donahue 2004; Edelson 2007; Stewart 1991; Whitney
1994). Despite this scholarship, little understanding exists of the impact settlers and the
associated growth of urban centers had on rural landscapes and vice versa. Here we explore the
emergence and evolution of one colonial urban center, Charleston, South Carolina, from the
perspective of its animal economy to clarify relationships between the colony’s rural and urban
communities, and the impact these had on the colony’s economy and landscape. We argue that
the success of the colony was linked, in part, to its foundational animal economy, which had both
cultural and environmental consequences. This is the perspective explored with the support of
National Science Foundation Award Number BCS 1920835 to Carla S. Hadden (University of
Georgia), Barnet Pavao-Zuckerman (University of Maryland), Laurie Reitsema (University of
Georgia), and Elizabeth J. Reitz (University of Georgia).

The project builds on three decades of collaborative research in Charleston and the
southeastern Atlantic seaboard by merging archaeological excavations, archival research, and
environmental studies to examine the city and its rural neighbors. The resulting robust
archaeological and historical record for the eighteenth-century is particularly well-suited to
exploring Charleston as a commercial node in local, regional, and global economies. This record
enables us to explore the emergence and evolution of Charleston’s urban economy by examining
the flow of animal products from rural and urban producers to urban consumers.

Much of the wealth and many of the resources used in urban centers derives from the
countryside. Animal economies and provisioning systems draw from rural areas and those who
dwell in these hinterlands, meaning urban centers have a broad reach and play a substantial role
in reorganizing environments and livelihoods far from urban metropoles (Anderson 2004; Lewis
1999; Zeder 1991). Boundaries between urban and rural are not static, however. With changing
settlement patterns and economic goals, urban centers expand or contract, the borders between
them shift, and the frontier zone migrates (Brownell and Goldfield 1977:12; Cressey et al. 1982).
Transactions in animal products between rural and urban centers clearly were important in many
early colonies, though the production and distribution of animal products between and within
rural and urban centers was highly variable (e.g., Bowen 1992, 1994; Carson et al. 2008;



deFrance et al. 2016; Grau-Sologestoa et al. 2016; Landon 1996:125-126; Mrozowski 1987;
O’Connor 2003; Thomas 2013; Walsh et al. 1997). Crosby (1986) argues that many colonial
outcomes have direct or indirect ecological components. Changes, both intentional and
unintentional, facilitated landscape and cultural transformations favoring European interests
(Smalley 2017).

European Settlements in the Carolina Lowcountry

South Carolina has a long colonial history. The southeastern Atlantic coast, including the
tidal reaches of the Carolina coast (the “Lowcountry”), is illustrated on maps as early as 1502
and is shown on the Waldseemiller map of 1507 (Hoffman 1990:3, 60, 58, 91, 158). Waves of
French-, Spanish-, and British-sponsored colonies in the Lowcountry impacted an environment
previously managed by Native Americans. France and Spain both established outposts in the
Lowcountry in the 1560s and Spain continued to claim the Lowcountry after the British Carolina
colony was founded in 1670. Throughout this region, colonists extracted furs and hides, naval
stores, and other products, encouraged non-indigenous livestock and plants, drained and cleared
land for cultivation, and enslaved or displaced Native American populations.

Many aspects of the cattle economy were managed by people who were unfree, whether
they served as herd managers in the Lowcountry swamps or as butchers in the city markets.
Thus, our project involves the lives of people of African descent. While planters attempted to
define boundaries between plantations and the wilderness, enslaved people served as the
“middling” between two environments. Everyday exposure to the environment enabled these
people to put the landscape to work for their own benefit. Whether actively herding animals for
their owners or escaping into the wilderness for a brief reprieve, early cattle-hands moved easily
among the colony’s pineland savannahs and the cypress bottomlands (Edelson 2006:22, 24, 27;
Otto 1987:15-20; Sluyter 2012:136-138; Smith 2020; Ver Steeg 1975:106).

Native people were central to trade throughout the colonial period, including that
involving livestock (Bowne 2005; Marcoux 2010; Oatis 2004; Plane 2010; Ramsey 2008;
VanDerwarker et al. 2013; Waddell 1980). Groups such as the Escamacu, Kiawah, Edisto,
Kussoe, and Seewee had lived in this area for generations. French and Spanish settlement in the
sixteenth century set in motion the movement and realignment of these peoples; for example,
groups such as the Westo, Yamassee, and Tuscarora moved closer to Carolina after 1670 to trade
with British-sponsored settlements.

An additional source of landscape changes after the fifteenth century is climate instability
associated with the Little Ice Age. Multiple proxies associate a North American “megadrought”
with the failure of the Spanish Jesuit mission in the 1500s, the collapse of the Lost Colony
(Roanoke, VA) in 1580-1587, and the failure of Jamestown (VA; Blanton 2000; Blanton and
Thomas 2008; Harding et al. 2010; Stahle and Cleaveland 1994; Stahle et al. 1998; Stahle et al.
2000; Willard et al. 2003). Growth increments in bald cypress (Taxodium distichum) on the
lower Altamaha River (GA) show oscillating periods of wetter-drier/warmer-colder conditions in
both the 1600s and 1700s (Anderson et al. 1995; Blanton 2004; Blanton and Thomas 2008). At
the same time, colonists altered the landscape through timbering, setting fires, overgrazing, and
altering drainage patterns. Thus, colonists faced a number of ecological challenges, some of their
own making.

Charleston’s Economy
Edgar (1998:131) summarizes the Carolina colony in a single sentence: “Everyone
involved in the founding of South Carolina planned on making money out of the venture.”



Although this was not true for people brought to the colony in bondage, it nonetheless was true
for most European colonists. During the eighteenth century, Charleston was similar in population
size to Boston and New York City yet wealthier and more involved in the Atlantic trade than
either city (Burnard and Hart 2012). Patterns of urbanization between northern and southern
cities did not diverge significantly until the nineteenth century (Fraser 1989; Rosenwaike 1972).
By 1750 Charleston had grown from a small, walled, coastal town into a crowded commercial
hub linking regional trade networks with global markets through maritime imports and exports
(Fraser 1989; Greene et al. 2001; Zierden 2000; Zierden and Calhoun 1986, 1990). Charleston’s
population increased from 800 in 1690 to 3,500 in 1706 to 12,800 in 1776 (Coclanis 1989:113;
Fraser 1989:8, 28, 135). Between 1700 and 1769, it was a bustling seaport, the fourth largest city
in the British American colonies, and the wealthiest per capita (Garrett 1999:3; Edgar 1998:153;
Savage and Leath 1999:55).

An early profitable enterprisewas || .—
trade with Native Americans for
foodstuffs and other necessities, as well as
commodities such as skins and furs,
particularly deerskins (Barker 2001;
Martin 1994). By the early 1700s, a
lucrative economy based on ranching and
naval stores had emerged. Production of
salted meat, tar, and pitch for domestic ey,
consumption and export were the first %
major economic enterprises of the Georgia
Carolina colony. During much of the )
eighteenth century, meat was one of the “ha g
colony’s top four exports, behind rice,
deerskins, and indigo (Edgar 1998:134).
Charleston found a ready market for
livestock, meat, and other animal products
in the Caribbean, where sugar production
monopolized the available land. The X e
Carolina colony shipped thousands of
barrels of salt meat to Barbados in 1680.
In 1712, Charleston exported 1,963 barrels | %
of beef (Clowse 1971:83, 129). By the
mid-eighteenth century, a third of the ships
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products to the Caribbean (Hart 2016).
Eventually the dominant role of forest Figure 1-1: The Southeast Atlantic Coast.
products and cattle diminished, replaced
by commodities such as indigo, rice, tobacco, and, ultimately, cotton. Nonetheless, beef was far
more abundant than pork in colonial Charleston, from the earliest site to the latest, and cattle
products other than meat were important in the city’s raw material industries (e.g., Poplin and Salo
2009; Zierden et al. 2009; Zierden and Reitz 2016).

Wealth generated by this trade enabled some Charlestonians to obtain exotic goods from
around the world. Native American ceramics originating ca. 600 km west of the city, Chinese



porcelains, European stonewares, Spanish majolicas, several different styles of colonowares, and
Venetian glass are but a few of the exotic items recovered from the city (Zierden 2009; Zierden
and Reitz 2016; Zierden et al. 2017). Exotic imports also include animals: South American
Muscovy ducks (Cairina moschata), a parrot (Amazona cf. aestiva), and a guinea pig (Cavia
porcellus; Zierden et al. 2019). Furs, lumber, naval stores, enslaved Native Americans, hides,
tallow, leather, game, livestock, staple crops, and other materials obtained through interregional
trade flowed into and through Charleston, fueling the city’s rise as a trans-Atlantic commercial
hub.

Highly regulated public markets were visible symbols of municipal government in action
and served as showcases for local agricultural productivity (Hart 2016; Walsh et al. 1997:83).
Charleston’s first market, known as the Beef Market, was established just inside the city gates in
1692 (Calhoun et al. 1984; Zierden and Reitz 2005). A second market, the Lower Market, was
built on the wharves in 1750, followed by the Fish Market (1770), also on the wharves (Butler et
al. 2012). Nearby plantations often focused on produce to sell in Charleston instead of, or in
addition to, commercial export crops such as rice and indigo (Morgan 1998). Laws and
ordinances set aside market stalls specifically for rural planters to sell livestock, meat, or produce
in town (Eckhard 1844:137; Edwards 1802:39).

Only a few people could afford to rent market stalls (Walsh et al. 1997:84). Members of
disenfranchised groups, particularly Black women, operated active street vending economies
(e.g., Hart 2016; Olwell 1996). By the early eighteenth century, informal street vendors
competed with Charleston’s formal markets. These entrepreneurs, almost all of whom were
enslaved, drove much of the supply and price of goods in the city. Charleston’s markets created
specialized opportunities for Black men, as well. References to enslaved men who were butchers
range from those who butchered on plantations for white landowners to those who earned wages
as butchers in the city markets (Morgan 1998:55).

Cattle ranching was a major source of income in the 1600s and 1700s (Arnade 1961;
Bushnell 1978; Dunbar 1961; Groover and Brooks 2003; Otto 1986, 1987). As summarized by
Jeff Crane (2015:41-42), “cattle accompanied or led colonists every step of the way.” He notes
that, while providing dairy products, cattle were particularly important for trade to coastal
markets, and to more distant ports. In the case of Charleston, those ports were the Caribbean
sugar islands. Cattle and pigs were an easy avenue to currency. Crane (2015) suggests that the
natural abundance of the colonial landscape led to wasteful practices. Construction and
improvement of roads to coastal markets and incursions into Indigenous lands and hunting
grounds were two immediate and long-lasting environmental impacts of colonial livestock
economies. Cattle required more land than subsistence farming, and an expanding livestock
economy hastened geographic expansion. Furthermore, a free-range herding system required
more feed and reduced manure concentrations that could be harvested to fertilize fields.
Ranching and trade in white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus), timber, and other forest
products led to landscape changes as large tracts of land were timbered and grazed. Fires set to
clear land and improve grazing were additional sources of landscape change.

The ability of cattle to do well in the region was important for the success of the
enterprise. Little is known about these animals other than that they flourished, that Spanish cattle
were said to be larger than Carolina cattle, and that cattle epidemics were widespread by the mid-
1700s (e.g., Bierer [1939] 1974:2; Haygood 1986; Stewart 1991). Pursuing archival evidence for
the origins of cattle is unlikely to clarify this question given the multinational, multiethnic
composition of each colony, hostilities among them, and documentary gaps (e.g., Gremillion



2002; Hann 1988; Reitz and Ruff 1994; Rouse 1977:73-77, 89-90; Stewart 1996). The fluid and
diverse origins of colonists and raids between Spanish and British colonies ensured that cattle
lineages were mixed and potentially more diverse than geopolitical labels suggest (see Decker et
al. 2012; Boyd et al. 1951 in Milanich 1998:174; Jordan 1993:173; Stewart 1991:5; Zierden and
Reitz 2002:114).

The role of markets in feeding urban dwellers is a central issue for early colonies. Zeder’s
classic 1991 study, Feeding Cities: Specialized Animal Economy in the Ancient Near East
reveals that the distribution of meat and other animal products is a fundamental urban process
and a barometer for the economic development of urban centers (Zeder 1991:250-254). She
argues that as commitment to urbanization increases, some portion of the human population no
longer raises animals, relying instead on indirect distribution channels. Zeder identifies
characteristics that distinguish animal products procured through a direct distribution system
from those obtained via a specialized economy. Degree of skeletal completeness is one of the
key lines of evidence. If animal products were procured directly, butchery likely occurred near
the point of consumption, leaving behind all carcass portions. If animal products were obtained
indirectly, with several intervening steps between the point of origin (e.g., the herd) and the point
of consumption (e.g., the household), carcass portions and associated skeletal remains deemed
undesirable would be discarded elsewhere. The distribution of animal products becomes more
specialized, regulated, and unequal the more removed the producer is from the consumer.

The usual zooarchaeological approach to assessing the distribution of animal products in
complex societies distinguishes “meat-bearing” from “non-meat-bearing” portions of a carcass,
on the assumption that most, if not all, consumables were purchased from markets. High-quality
skeletal portions are defined as those from the upper body, elements generally associated with
large amounts of meat and fat. Low-quality skeletal portions are those from the head and the
lower legs. If meat was obtained only from markets or street vendors, faunal assemblages from
an upper-status household should contain more high-valued specimens from the upper body than
would an assemblage from a less-affluent household. Neither assemblage should yield high
skeletal completeness because butchering waste is presumed to be deposited at a distant
slaughter location.

The Charleston data do not conform to this pattern (e.g., Reitz et al. 2006; Reitz and
Zierden 1991; Zierden and Reitz 2009, 2016). When skeletal representation in Charleston is
quantified, we find similar proportions of high-quality and low-quality cattle specimens, with
low-quality specimens averaging 58% of the cattle specimens, closely approximating the
percentage (60%) in an unmodified, complete cattle skeleton. This is characteristic of most
faunal assemblages regardless of time period, status, ethnicity, or function, suggesting that
people obtained animal products through direct (home-slaughter) acquisition and indirect
(market) acquisition. Upper-status households may have supplemented purchases with their own
livestock, wild game, and produce from their plantations.

Many urban dwellers in early Charleston were, at least to some extent, feeding
themselves and not relying exclusively on markets, however. The contrasting zooarchaeological
and preliminary isotopic data bring to the forefront several questions about the role of markets in
early American cities. Who relied on markets and who did not? Did the sources of market
commodities change over time?

The historical record lends support to both home-slaughter and market acquisition as
sources of meat. On one hand, Smith’s (2007) analysis of Sarah Reeves Gibbes journal, written
in Charleston between 1807 and 1809, suggests that daily marketing was common. On the other



hand, more than half of many early urban lots was used for crops, livestock, and other farming
activities. This land-use pattern diminished as the city grew (Joseph 2002) and we expect that
fewer animals were foddered within the immediate urban area over time.

Preliminary isotopic data from the Beef Market and residential sites confirm that town
dwellers did not rely solely on markets for meat (Kornmayer 2018, Kornmavyer et al. 2018).
Reitsema et al. (2015) used stable carbon and nitrogen isotope evidence from cattle bones
excavated from residential and market sites within Charleston to examine whether markets
pooled or segregated access to cattle drawn into the city from the broader landscape. Though
their study was preliminary, stable isotope values were varied, indicating cattle came to
Charleston from more than one ecoregion. Differences exist among sites, however. Data from
two low-status/dual-function contexts differ from markets and high-status residential data. A
preliminary interpretation is that lower-status/dual-function sites in their study had a different
“catchment” for cattle products than either markets or upper-status residences but did not procure
their beef at markets. Isotopic variation at two market sites was high, pointing to multiple
sources of beef for Charleston markets. Reitsema et al. (2015) were able to discern some change
through time, reflecting the movement of Carolina cattle and cowpens from the Lowcountry into
other portions of the coastal plain by the 1720s.

Research Design

The 2019-2022 NSF-funded study that informs this volume builds upon these earlier
studies. The research design tests several hypotheses: (1) animal products were drawn from
urban, suburban, and rural pastures; (2) the sources of market commaodities, specifically cattle
and cattle products, changed over time; (3) herd management was based on production goals;
and (4) landscape modifications associated with European-sponsored colonization reflect, in part,
the regional animal economy. Charleston and the Lowcountry are ideal for this study because the
rich archaeological, archival, and zooarchaeological record provides context within which to
elaborate upon and assess multi-proxy data. Merging diverse sources of information about the
region’s economic and environmental history enables us to trace connections among people in
the emerging economy in an unprecedented way.

Potentially, animal products could be from one of the four distinct ecoregions. The Fall
Zone at the edge of the North American tectonic plate separates the upland Piedmont from the
low-lying coastal plain. The comparatively flat coastal plain is divided into an inner (or upper)
portion and an outer (or lower) coastal plain, each with slightly different elevations, topography,
drainage systems, and vegetation. The coastal plain becomes increasingly flat, sandy, and low-
lying, and elevations as it approaches the Atlantic coast (Platt and Brantley 1997; SC SWAP
2020). At the coast, freshwaters and oceanic waters mix to form a tidal zone. Tidal influence
extends ca. 60 km inland along coastal streams into the lower coastal plain, defining the Carolina
Lowcountry (e.g., Porcher 1995:5). The lower coastal plain supports abundant, year-round Cs
forage, including salt hay or cordgrass (Spartina patens) in the tidewater zone, vegetation which
was important in the early cattle industry (Porcher 1995:12). Charleston lies within the
Lowcountry, as did many of the early rural settlements.

Interconnected data enable us to trace cattle through the supply chain from rural pastures
to urban consumers. Geochemical data clarify what is meant by “local” and “distant”
provisioning sources by linking animals to grazing ecologies. Zooarchaeological information
about the slaughter age of cattle and geochemical evidence for the sources of these cattle clarify
herd management decisions in the context of rural-urban trade networks. The slaughter age at
production centers and within Charleston highlight differences in rural and urban herd



management objectives. Sediment cores show an increase in fungi associated with herbivore
(i.e., cattle) dung and fire activity during the colonial era. Some of these fires likely were set by
colonists to clear land, facilitate timbering, and advance cattle production. Vegetation changes
also point to human-induced landscape changes associated with deforestation, overgrazing, and
transitions to export commodities such as rice. Documentary records indicate that enslaved
laborers drew upon their experiences with free-range cattle to turn degraded wetlands into rice
fields. By the late 1700s, rice production, dependent on a large enslaved labor force, dominated
the economy with long-term social and environmental consequences. We argue that this process
began in 1670, when timbering, fires, and free-range cattle, among other forces, displaced
Indigenous peoples and began degrading wetlands.

Combining data from these diverse sources provides an unprecedented opportunity to
determine whether provisioning shifts occurred as the city matured, and, by extension, to
consider implications of provisioning on the city’s global connections between 1670 and the
nineteenth century. These diverse sources of information clarify how the colonial Carolina
Lowcountry landscape developed in response to the dramatic cultural and technological changes
that transformed the region.

Materials and Methods

The study builds upon available data from multiple nodes in the animal economy, e.g.,
markets, dwellings, workyards, cowpens, and plantations, augmented with new archival,
archaeological, and environmental data. Urban and rural data for the first decade of the colony
(1670-1680), before Charles Town moved to its present location, are limited, as are those from
the early decades of the peninsular town (1680-1710). Data from the 1710-1750 period,
associated with economic stability and physical growth of the city and region, are more robust.
The fourth period (1750-1820) marks the city’s years as a leading seaport and center of wealth.
The data are drawn primarily from closed contexts within Charleston dating from the 1690s into
the late 1800s (Appendix 1V; Zierden and Reitz 2016: Appendix 6). Rural data begin with
Charles Town (1674). Closed contexts are those that appear to have been relatively undisturbed
since the original deposition and have relatively tight depositional dates. Dates are based on
excavation records, integrity of the site’s stratigraphy, site architecture, Terminus Post Quem
(TPQ), ceramic dates, other material culture, documents such as probate records, insurance
records, and deeds, location, specific site events; and general trends in Lowcountry history. A
full list of the urban and rural sites in this study is available in Appendix II.

We place particular emphasis on two Lowcountry sites closely associated with
Charleston’s early commercial network: an urban residence and commercial venue (the
Heyward-Washington property) and a rural trading post and cowpen (The Musgrove Cowpens).
The two sites, separated by ca. 170 km, are examples of functionally distinct enterprises
operating within much the same local, regional, and global commercial provisioning networks.
Heyward-Washington and the Musgrove Cowpens are unique commercial cattle processing sites,
occupying different ends of the trajectory from producer to consumer. Both are well-
documented, with archaeological remains remarkable in their clarity, content, and associated
dates of deposition. The materials from these sites represent a period of significant growth in the
city and both sites show clear signs of involvement in marketing cattle products.

The Heyward-Washington property is a commercial and residential site with a large
vertebrate zooarchaeological collection (Herold 1978; Zierden 1993; Zierden and Reitz 2007).
The property is notable as the 1772 townhome of Thomas Heyward, who signed the Declaration
of Independence, and as the quarters of President George Washington during his 1791 Tour of



the Southern States. Of importance to our study, the property was the location of John Milner
Sr.’s gunsmith in the 1730s. His gunsmith burned in 1740, but he and his son, John Milner Jr.,
continued the business. Upon his father’s death in 1749, the younger Milner built a brick single
house and outbuildings on the property. The features of the elder Milner are separated from those
of his son by a distinct zone of ash from the 1740 fire. Recent analysis by Platt suggests that an
even earlier component can be isolated in level 8, probably associated with the ownership of
Joseph Ellicott (ca. 1694-1720; Platt 2022). Today, The Charleston Museum operates the
property as a house museum.

A large vertebrate assemblage from the Heyward-Washington property was studied
previously (Manzano 2007; Reitz and Colaninno 2007) and additional Heyward-Washington
studies were conducted by Taesoo Jung and Elizabeth Reitz as part of the present NSF-funded
project. Both studies followed long-established zooarchaeological protocols used to maintain
consistency in the study of all collections from Charleston and the Carolina Lowcountry
(Appendix I11). Some Heyward-Washington samples were used in the Reitsema et al. (2015)
study. Subsequently, 11 Heyward-Washington cattle teeth were included in an unpublished
isotopic study funded by a National Science Foundation Graduate Research Fellowship to Sarah
Platt (Platt 2019, 2022). Those 11 specimens, plus additional samples are included in the present
isotope study.

Figure 1-2: Example of selected specimen from the Heyward-
Washington House collection.

The Cowpens (Grange Plantation [9Ch137]) was a trading post and cowpen operated by
Mary Musgrove on the Savannah River between 1732 and 1751 (Hahn 2012, 2013). The site was
excavated in 2002-2003 by Southeastern Archeological Services, Inc., under contract with the
Georgia Ports Authority. Vertebrate remains were recovered using ¥-in-meshed screen (Braley
2003). Feature 7 was a rectangular pit (6.2-x-3.8 m) interpreted as a cellar with a mean ceramic
date of 1741 (Braley 2013:108). Feature 231 was a 5-m? cellar with a mean ceramic date of 1740
(Braley 2013:116-121, 240). Feature 231 was probably the cellar of a house built in 1734 and
likely was filled by 1763. Some ceramics from the two separate features cross-mend; indicating
they were filled at the same time. Feature 7 contained 30,465 specimens and the portion of
Feature 231 previously studied contained 15,321 specimens (Orr and Lucas 2007; Orr et al.
2008). Additional Musgrove Cowpen vertebrate remains were studied by Charles Cameron
Walker and Barnet Pavao-Zuckerman as part of the NSF study reported here.



Our study takes advantage of microenvironmental variations in Carolina ecoregions to
test broadly whether the animal economy used, or perhaps even relied upon, products from
sources beyond the city or even beyond the Lowcountry. Similar isotopic ratios in cattle teeth
recovered from both rural and urban contexts would suggest cattle originated within or near
Charleston, enabling us to consider direct or indirect procurement of cattle and cattle by-products
from a relatively restricted area. Of more significance would be differences suggesting that
animals did not originate from within the Lowcountry biogeographic region. Differences might
suggest that the animal economy reached into the Piedmont and more distant locations, such as
Creek and Cherokee towns (e.g., Ethridge 2003:162; Groover 1994; Groover and Brooks 2003;
Hahn 2012; Lewis 2017; Piker 2004), or to trans-Atlantic sources, with implications for our
understanding of this and other early colonial economies.

The geochemical study by Carla Hadden, Laurie Reitsema, and Katherine Reinberger of
cattle teeth clarifies what is meant by “local” and “distant” provisioning sources, enabling us to
link animals in urban deposits to grazing ecologies and trace them through the supply chain from
pasture to consumer. Stable isotopes of carbon, nitrogen, oxygen, strontium, and lead in the tooth
enamel and dentine provides information about the ecogeographic sources of the cattle and herd
management strategies (e.g., Guiry et al. 2014; Reitsema et al. 2015; Sharpe et al. 2016). Carbon
and nitrogen are derived from diet, and oxygen from consumed water. These stable isotopes
reflect the grazing opportunities of free-ranging animals, or possibly fodder provided to penned
animals. Overgrazing, forest clearing, drainage projects, and replacement of Cz plants by C4
plants can be seen in variations in carbon and nitrogen isotopes (e.g., Bogaard et al. 2007; Britton
et al. 2008; Drucker et al. 2008; Grogan et al. 2000; Han et al. 2008; Noe-Nygaard et al. 2005;
Tieszen 1991; vanKlinken et al. 2000). Oxygen isotopes in cattle teeth reflect the hydrological,
geographical and climatological characteristics of consumed water. Strontium and lead isotope
ratios may distinguish among possible sources of cattle products because the isotopic signatures
of these elements in rocks, soils, and waters vary among regions (Keller et al. 2016; Price et al.
2002).

Patterned variability in the wear of the occlusal surface of cow teeth provides evidence
for those aspects of herd management related to slaughter age. Production designed to maximize
dairy products, meat and other post-mortem products, or livestock typically yield cattle age
profiles dominated by distinct age cohorts. It is possible that both the rural and urban herds were
managed to meet a diversified, multi-purpose strategy that largely met local needs. Over time,
rural production centers transitioned from a diversified production strategy to specialized
production that catered to urban and overseas markets. This transition might include both a
temporal component, as well as a spatial one, with early rural sites located near Charleston
making different choices than those made at later sites located further from the city.

Detailed analysis of, pollen, fungal spores, and sediments in three 1.6-m sediment cores
enable us to reconstruct long-term landscape-scale fire histories, vegetation change, and fungal
evidence associated with the early cattle industry in the Carolina Lowcountry through a
reconstruction of environmental change within Hell Hole Swamp and two other cattle ranching
sites for which there are accompanying archaeological and geochemical data (Stobo Plantation at
Willtown and the Spencer Settlement at Hampton Plantation). Grant Sniker’s sedimentary
studies and charcoal analysis, and Angelina Perrotti’s study of pollen and non-pollen
palynomorphs provide evidence of human-induced landscape changes associated with fires,
deforestation, grazing, and farming. They conclude that cattle and the land-use practices
associated with free-ranging cattle were detectable in the ecological record and that the



emergence of the colonial cattle economy in rural areas related to changes in fire and vegetation
in flatwood ecosystems. This portion of the project focuses on the environmental history of the
Carolina Lowcountry, while seeking to understand how intentional burning may have played a
role in supporting free-ranging cattle between 1670 and 1900 (see Sluyter 2012:26).

Hayden Smith’s research focuses on the city, the final destination for the cattle trade.
Smith examined the lands on Charleston Neck that served as holding pens for cattle trailed to the
city, and as commons for urban livestock. This enables him to trace the path of cattle
commodities from field to market in Charleston, and changes in these locations as the city
expanded. Using primary and secondary historical sources, Smith investigates early colonization
and resulting landscapes, building on his own previous research. He explores how European and
African cultural interpretations of the land influenced decisions about landscape modifications,
building upon the preexisting changes initiated by Native Americans. Smith considers how
topography’s role in people’s perceptions of land use changed in the face of shifting market
patterns and demand for commodities. Documentary research provides comparative analysis for
understanding changes in both the economy and the landscape, particularly the landscape
consequences of inland swamp rice production and its relationship to colonial cattle ranching.
Historical investigations elaborate upon the connection between early colonial enterprises and
intensive monocrop enterprises. Rice cultivation, in particular, resulted in widespread landscape
manipulation. Prior to rice cultivation, these same tracts supported free-range cattle (Smith 2012,
2020).

Status, Ethnicity, etc., in Charleston

The Carolina colony was multiethnic and socially stratified, which makes it difficult to
discuss animal use and consumer choices without considering status. We define status broadly as
the relative standing of individuals, households, ethnic groups, professions, and communities in a
social hierarchy. Status is not based on a single characteristic, but instead on a montage of
attributes such as ability, kinship, national origin, type and location of residence, occupation,
amount of income, source of income, authority, power, associates, gender, religion, and conduct
(Warner 1962). Rank may be based on conformity to the norms and roles associated with one’s
perceived place in this hierarchy. These tangible and intangible attributes are abstract when
applied to urban animal remains; thus, we merge them here under the term “status,”
acknowledging that status has different attributes and meanings in every social interaction.

Discerning status in Charleston relies on subtle interpretations to accommodate the
colony’s social complexity. Owners of record might not live on their property, people of
different status were not spatially isolated, and properties could serve residential, commercial,
and public functions at the same time (Zierden and Reitz 2016). Wealthy slave-owning families
shared their townhouse properties with enslaved household workers, singly and in families,
sometimes numbering three dozen. Wealthy urban householders might operate a business from
the lower level of the house. Modest-status urban households also might have an enslaved staff,
though a smaller one. In addition, the occupants and functions of these properties changed over
time. Elegant townhouses might be built on properties that previously were occupied by a
modest home and a gun-making shop. A planter’s home in the late eighteenth century could
become a boarding house in the nineteenth century. An imposing townhouse might be an elegant
residence in the first half of the 1800s and continue to be owned and occupied by the same
family after the Civil War (1861-1865), but without its pre-war fortune and staff, though not its
prestige. After 1865, outbuildings on upper-status properties might be rented for commercial
enterprises, such as bakeries, or be converted into schools and multi-family dwellings.
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Despite these complications, each site, or temporal component of a site, in Charleston is
assigned to one of four social categories based on the above criteria and a broad interpretation of
status in this particular setting (Appendix IlI; Zierden and Reitz 2016).

o People living at public sites, such as theaters, taverns, tanneries, and military
installations, were probably members of Charleston’s urban poor and data from these
sites form a lower-status category.

e  Assemblages from properties used for mixed residential and commercial activities,
often by tradesmen and craftspeople who lived above their small shops, are combined
into a modest-status category, along with small residential sites. Toward the end of the
1800s, some of these residences were occupied by people of African descent.

e  Townhouse sites are merged into an upper-status category. Occupants of townhouse
sites included a few members of the wealthy family and a large number of employees,
indentured servants, and enslaved people. The term “townhouse” is used
interchangeably with “upper-status” to denote these large, mixed households or sites.

e  The fourth status group consists of two markets, the Beef Market on Broad Street and
the Lower Market on the Bay. These were probably non-residential though likely with
watchmen in attendance. Pipe stems, wine bottles, and beverage glasses indicate that
public consumption of food and drink took place at these markets, probably by
vendors and their customers. Both markets ceased operations by the end of the
eighteenth century. We have no data from the nineteenth-century market, opened in
1807 as the Centre Market.

Archaeological Collections and Curation

The majority of the materials used in this study are curated in The Charleston Museum’s
permanent collections. Considered the oldest private-funded museum in the United States, The
Charleston Museum was founded on January 12, 1773, by members of the Charleston Library
Society, while South Carolina was still a British colony. Through the centuries, the Museum has
been affiliated with the Charleston Library Society, the Literary and Philosophical Society, the
Medical College of South Carolina, and the College of Charleston, before becoming a private
non-profit institution in 1915. The Charleston Museum maintains collections relating to the
social and natural history of the South Carolina Lowcountry, including archival (photographs
and documents), history (decorative arts and textiles), natural history (fossil, geology, botanical
and animal) collections. The Museum’s collections exceed 2 million specimens, maintained
through the PastPerfect Museum software system (Borick 2022).

The Charleston Museum’s archaeological collections contain artifacts from professional
surveys and excavations, conducted primarily under Museum auspices in the twentieth and
twenty-first centuries, and small collections donated or purchased from collectors in the
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. This has created a diverse collection of objects used in
exhibits telling the story of Lowcountry cultural history and by researchers from around the
world and many disciplines.

It was with the rise of historical archaeology that the archaeological collections were
managed, first under an anthropology department, and later an archaeology department. These
newer collections came largely from controlled, professional digs and include the ancillary parts
of archaeological excavation such as field notes, field photographs, soil samples, and botanical
and faunal specimens. The bulk of the archaeological collections are from sites in downtown
Charleston and rural sites across the region. Although the majority of the post-colonial
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collections housed at The Charleston Museum were excavated by Museum archaeological staff,
the collections include materials excavated by consulting firms and other institutions accepted
into the collections based on relevant provenience, research and exhibition value, and available
storage space.

The collections gathered in a controlled manner since 1970 are the focus of the present
study. Scientific excavation began in 1974 with Dr. Elaine Herold’s excavation of the Heyward-
Washington house. Soils were excavated by level, or by defined feature limits, and materials
were screened through Y2-inch mesh. Field notes, composite maps, and a few photographs are
curated at The Charleston Museum. Herold continued small testing projects and salvage
excavations on Charleston sites through the remainder of the decade, using similar methods.
Unusual for the time, Herold collected faunal, botanical, and architectural remains, in addition to
cultural artifacts, facilitating the NSF-funded study.

Beginning with the excavation of Charleston Place in 1980, and continuing to the present
day, controlled excavations in Charleston used a site grid, excavation units of standard size,
excavation by natural zone, and screening through %z-inch mesh. Field records included narrative
notes, a variety of forms, unit and site maps, photographs in black and white and color slide film,
and a bag (Field Specimen) log. Collections included all faunal remains, selected botanical
samples, soil samples from selected proveniences for pollen, soil chemistry, and other studies,
and architectural samples. All of these, including soil samples, are curated at The Charleston
Museum, along with field and lab records and a final technical site report for each excavation.

Faunal analysis was part of each project, funding permitting. Faunal remains were
separated from other materials at the washing stage, and bagged separately by provenience.
Based on research questions and size of budget, the most pertinent proveniences were selected
for analysis. These, plus provenience information and research issues, were shipped to Georgia
Museum of Natural History at the University of Georgia in Athens. Upon completion of faunal
analysis, the materials were returned to The Charleston Museum, sorted and tagged by
identification and provenience. Reitz submitted a summary report for each project, which
subsequently published as a chapter or appendix in the broader site report, available online at
charlestonmuseum.org. The tagged and identified faunal remains were boxed separately and
curated with other materials from the same site. Additional information on each identified
specimen is maintained at the Zooarchaeology Laboratory, University of Georgia, and these data
are used to locate individual identified specimens (such as the teeth used in the analysis reported
here), facilitating retrieval from the boxed collections. These data records also will be curated at
The Charleston Museum.

Destructive analysis, such as the isotope study featured in the present study, requires
special permission of the Museum Collections Committee based on a detailed application and
description. The remaining portions of sampled specimens are returned to the Museum, where
they are curated separately.

Outreach

The mission of the Charleston Museum is “to educate Charleston area residents and
visitors about the natural and cultural history of the South Carolina Lowcountry through
collections, exhibitions, preservation, conservation, research and related programming.” As
archaeological research and archaeological collections are part of that mission, results of these
projects are regularly incorporated into new interpretation in the Museum’s galleries and historic
houses. The first projects were at historic house museums, with urban archaeology contributing
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directly to public interpretation for organizations such as the Museum and Historic Charleston
Foundation.

Consistent with the Museum’s mission, outreach is an important part of the present
project. The results are included in a graphic activity book designed for a K-12 audience, two
traveling educational boxes, known as Bragg Boxes, and new interpretative exhibits in the yard,
the kitchen, and the dining room of the Heyward-Washington House.

The graphic activity book is one in a series of educational activity books developed by
the University of Georgia’s Center for Applied Isotope Studies. The activity books are intended
to communicate archaeological science concepts and discoveries to young audiences. Written by
KC Jones, with contributions by Turner Hunt, Meredith Hardy, and illustrated by James Burns,
“Archaeology of the Cattle Economy in Colonial Charleston, South Carolina” is bilingual
(English and Spanish) and designed to engage students in the diversity of fields and the breadth
of knowledge obtained through the scientific study of their heritage. These materials are free of
charge to teachers and students in Georgia and South Carolina, to reinforce learning outcomes
and enhance their museum experience.

The Bragg Boxes augment programs and exhibits at the Heyward-Washington House.
Bragg Boxes were pioneered by Laura Bragg, Director of the Charleston Museum in the 1920s.
She was the first female Director of a publicly funded museum in the United States. Bragg
revolutionized children’s programming with specially crafted boxes containing Museum
materials and background information for distribution to rural schools throughout the Charleston
area, reaching children who might otherwise be unable to visit in person. Several original boxes
remain in the Museum’s collections and are featured in exhibits. A century later, the Museum
faces the same issue: diminished funding for field trips to the Museum, particularly for schools
serving disadvantaged students. The response was to revitalize the Bragg Box program.

Two new Bragg Boxes feature artifacts, replicas, reproduction images, documents, lesson
plans, and activities providing valuable arts-infused social studies and natural sciences curricula
to students, tied directly to South Carolina’s educational standards. Boxes are available to area
teachers for a nominal fee as a week-long rental, with advance reservation. Each box contains
four or five lesson plans, suggesting how the contents could support problem-based learning
experiences. The two new boxes use materials and results from the NSF-funded project.

The STEM Bragg Box on foodways allows students to use animal remains in a problem-
based learning experience to understand the environmental implications of cattle ranching.
Lesson plans covering the environmental history of land use and settlement patterns enhance the
broader understanding of foodways and culture. Additional lesson plans cover the history of
cattle ranching in the Southeast, identification of animal bones, and activities on food sourcing.
This latter activity contrasts the eighteenth century with today’s farm-to-table issues. Social
studies focus on the people behind the phenomena, primarily enslaved Africans and local Native
Americans, from those who raised and tended livestock to those who made and served the foods.

The Archaeology Bragg Box focuses on archaeology as an analytical science, using the
Heyward-Washington yard as the basis for the known observations and measurements. Students
can use these known observations to infer behaviors at other urban sites. How do we know about
the buildings, the animals, the occupants, and the occupations of townhouse residents? What
types of data do archaeologists use to interpret the past? What is the evidence for all residents at
these houses, enslaved and slave owners alike?

New interpretative exhibits in the yard of the Heyward-Washington House focus on the
site’s archaeology, its former occupants, and activities of the eighteenth century. Graphics,
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artifacts, and maps enable visitors to understand the evolution of the property, particularly how
the early Milner occupation (1730-1768) differed from that of the later Heyward occupation
(1770-1894). Exhibit panels in the yard, faux food in the kitchen, and artifacts in the main house
and outbuildings draw upon the project’s results. Students unable to visit the house can get the
same lessons from the Archaeology Bragg box.

b ; 2 2% .
Figure 1-3: Rear view of the Heyward-Washington House, showing the garden,
kitchen, stable, privy, and work yard. Collections of The Charleston Museum.

Terminology

The focus of this volume is Charleston, in South Carolina. Charleston was founded and
occupied within a complex cultural, ecological, and political landscape that changed identity
over the centuries. At the risk of oversimplifying complex social dynamics, we place sites
and people into the human landscape with reference to the most prominent European
claimant for each location using current geopolitical terminology (Britain, France, Spain).
This broader perspective is necessary because of the diverse sources of goods and people
contributing to Charleston’s identity. The major players were the Spanish Empire, or entities
that were part of that empire (e.g., the Philippines, the Netherlands, Germany, northern
Africa, New Spain, the Canary and Caribbean islands, South America), Great Britain (a
union of England, Wales, Ireland, and Scotland formalized in 1707), and France.

Many of the sites discussed here were occupied before the modern United States formed, but
each site is referenced by its present geopolitical affiliation. Charleston is described as being
in South Carolina, the Cowpens as in Georgia, and St. Augustine as in Florida. None of these
states existed during much of our study period, but a detailed recital of changing colonial
boundaries and claims would needlessly complicate our discussion. In this context, “North
America” refers to the United States (USA), primarily to the southeastern Atlantic seaboard.
Unless referring to a specific individual or indigenous entity, indigenous peoples are referred
to as “Native American,” which does not do justice to their rich and complex heritage.
Charleston was originally known as Charles Town. In 1680 it was moved downstream to its
present location. It was renamed Charleston in 1783 after the American Revolution and
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incorporation. To distinguish between the earliest evidence of colonization in the
Lowcountry and later developments, we refer to the first settlement as “Charles Town”
(presently Charles Town Landing States Historic Site) at Albemarle Point. The name
“Charleston” is used consistently for the second, peninsular, location regardless of whether it
was known officially as “Charles Town” or “Charleston.” Colonial documents (1670-1783)
consistently refer to both locations as Charles Town.

Unless stated otherwise, “cattle” only refers to Bos taurus, though sheep (Ovis aries) and
goats (Capra hircus) also are in the family Bovidae, referred to in the vernacular as “bovids”.
As used here “cattle” and “cow” are generic terms subsuming male, female, and castrated
animals. If a specific gender is meant, the terms “male,” “female,” or “castrate” are used
unless the context makes this clarification unnecessary. “Ox” also may refer to castrates,
though draft animals were not necessarily always male or always castrated.

The vertebrate assemblages in this study are from 55 Charleston sites or temporal
components of sites. Most of these materials were recovered by Zierden using a 6.4 mm (1/4-
inch) meshed-screen. This screen size undoubtedly failed to capture the remains of small-
bodied fishes such as anchovies (Engraulidae), though intermittent examinations of soil
samples and archaeobotanical samples have found no evidence that small-bodied fish were
used regularly. On the other hand, the 6.4-mm mesh does capture pins, beads, other small
artifacts, and small bones of larger fish, particularly when clogged with brick-and-mortar
rubble, a regular occurrence in Charleston. Details of each site are available in Zierden and
Reitz (2009, 2016) and in reports available through The Charleston Museum’s web site
(http://lwww.charlestonmuseum.org/research/archaeology-reports).

The assemblages are subdivided into four time periods: 1710-1750s, 1750s-1820s, 1820s-
1850s, and 1850s-1900 based on probate records, deeds, other documents, architecture,
material culture, and stratigraphy. These time periods do not conform to specific economic
and political events in the city, but they do provide a broad historical material trajectory for
the city.

Scavengers worked throughout much of the city’s history, but their principal responsibility
was to clean public spaces (Butler 2020:20-22, 35-36). Households were responsible for
disposing of their own trash, much of which was discarded on the property. This explains the
abundant animal remains, but complicates interpretations of status from those remains.
Although family members and their free and enslaved staff likely consumed different foods
in different places on each urban lot, the trash generated by everyone living there probably
was discarded in much the same place, creating rich middens in back yards, along property
lines, and under buildings. The use of trash to fill low-lying areas, however, means that at
least some of a site’s refuse may be on adjacent properties, or under today’s streets and
parking lots.

Conclusion

Many of the European-sponsored colonies that emerged in the Americas after 1492 AD

did so as nodes in large-scale regional, interregional, and global provisioning systems (e.qg.,
Cusick 1998; Guiry et al. 2017; Orser 2009; Silliman 2005; Wallerstein 1974). Animals and
plants were fundamental to these emerging economies as raw materials, food, and finished
products were produced and distributed to local urban populations and fueled export economies
(e.g., Beck et al. 2016; Crabtree 1990; deFrance et al. 2016; Dietler 2010; Landon 2009;
Rothschild and Balkwill 1993; Sluyter 2012, among others). As evidence of these material flows,
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archaeological animal remains provide a unique perspective on the development of colonies and
their environmental impact. By exploring these changes from an interdisciplinary perspective,
we fill significant gaps in the historical record concerning the causes, timing, and consequences
of landscape changes prior to the twentieth century.
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Figure 1-4: Florida Scrub, or Cracker, cattle at the Florida Agricultural Museum, Palm Coast, Florida,
2015. Photo by Olga M. Caballero.

Charleston is a case study for how short- and long-distance trade networks and
provisioning strategies integrate and organize people and alter colonial landscapes. Although the
hypothesis that specialized animal economies were fundamental to the development of urban
centers is germane to all colonies, regardless of time or place, colonial cities in the southern
United States seldom are studied as centers of economic networks before plantation systems
came to dominate their economies (e.g., Burnard and Hart 2012). Our study relies on legacy
collections with rich context and expansive potential for future research. It is but a small step
toward demonstrating that the Carolina colony and its multicultural residents engaged with
global markets from the earliest years of colonization. The multi-proxy approach adopted in this
study enables us define what “local” and “distant” mean geographically and to associate these
distinctions with the purposes and pathways along which animals and animal products
journeyed. In the following pages, we explore the ways market systems involving animals
functioned at local and regional levels, thereby affecting wider areas of trade and economy.

16



Chapter 11
The Lowcountry Environment

Introduction

European colonists arriving on the Carolina coast in the late seventeenth century
encountered a bountiful land, one teeming with fish, game, and other resources. The Lowcountry
environment offered many economic opportunities because of the wide variety of distinct
habitats found within it. Primary among these habitats are pine forests, savannas, hardwood
forests, and marshes. The Lowcountry is the lower end of the large Coastal Plain that extends
from the Fall Line to the Atlantic seaboard. The Coastal Plain can be further subdivided in terms
of elevation, topography, drainage, and climate. Colonists initially settled in the Lowcountry, but
over time moved further inland. They quickly learned that the Carolinas were not a new Eden
and agricultural practices common in Europe or in the Caribbean were ill-suited to the Carolinas.
This was particularly true for the Lowcountry. Instead, they discovered that the Coastal Plain
offered other economic opportunities and they soon took advantage of those. The resulting
cultural and technological consequences transformed the region.

South Carolina Landforms

South Carolina’s landforms are known by many formal and informal names which
distinguish among the Blue Ridge Mountains, the Piedmont, the exposed continental shelf
(Coastal Plain), and the coastal zone (Kovacik and Winberry 1987, 1989). These landforms can
be subdivided broadly into those above the Fall Line or Fall Zone and those below it (Kovacik
and Winberry 1989:16-26). The Fall Zone is an ancient geologic boundary between a hard,
metamorphosed upland terrain and the sandy, relatively flat alluvial Coastal Plain. The Blue
Ridge Mountains (part of the Appalachian Mountains) and the Piedmont lie above the Fall Zone
and the Coastal Plain lies below it (Kovacik and Winberry 1989:14-18). The Coastal Plain is
actually part of the broad, relatively flat exposed continental shelf forming the eastern Atlantic
seaboard between New York and Florida, extending into the northern coast of the Gulf of
Mexico and the Mississippi River Valley. The Coastal Plain itself is divisible into several
ecologically distinct ecoregions. Using the terminology of Kovacik and Winberry (1989:15)
these are Upper or Inner Coastal Plain, Lower or Outer Coastal Plain, and the Coastal Zone (see
also Porcher [1955:xvii]).

Rivers originate both above the Fall Zone and below it. The Pee Dee, Santee, and
Savannah originate in the Appalachian Mountains. The Ashley and Cooper rivers, which
combine to form the Charleston peninsula, originate on the Coastal Plain. Rivers traversing the
state, some running from the mountainous interior and others initiating in the flatter Coastal
Plain, form natural harbors in the Coastal Zone, many of which became the first areas settled.

Piedmont

The Piedmont region extends from the Blue Ridge Mountains to the Fall Zone.
“Piedmont prairies” were pockets of grasslands which included little bluestem (Schizachyrium
scoparium) and a pineland threeawn (Aristida stricta; also known in the vernacular as wiregrass,
though distinct from the wiregrass of the Upper Coastal Plain) as well as numerous species of
wild pea (Fabaceae), previously managed and maintained by Native American communities with
fire (Davis et al. 2002). Cattle reached the Piedmont relatively late in the emergence and
evolution of Carolina’s colonial cattle economy.
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Sandhills

The Sandhills are remnants of an Eocene shoreline. This narrow, sandy area is ca. 10-35
miles wide and usually is classified as part of the Coastal Plain (Griffith et al. 2002), though it is
difficult to distinguish from adjacent portions of the Piedmont (Kovacik and Winberry 1989:20).
The Sandbhills are a xeric, sandy region dominated by pine trees and often referred to as the Piney
Woods. The Sandhills are known as a longleaf pine (Pinus palustris) and wiregrass (Aristida
stricta) ecosystem maintained by frequent, low-intensity fires. This region also became involved
in Carolina’s cattle economy relatively late.

The Upper and Lower Coastal Plains below the Sandhills

The Coastal Plain below the Sandhills was the primary focus of the early cattle industry.
Since colonial times the Upper (or inner) Coastal Plain was distinguished from the Lower (or
outer) Coastal Plain. The elevation of the Upper Coastal Plain ranges between ca. 220 and 300 ft
amsl; contrasting with the Lower Coastal Plain which is relatively flat with many swamps,
ponds, and sluggish, meandering streams. The South Carolina portion encompasses ca. 20,000
square miles, covering much of the state between the Sandhills and the Atlantic Ocean, a
distance of ca. 120-150 miles (Kovacik and Winberry 1989:18-20).

The Upper and Lower Coastal Plains are separated by the Orangeburg Scarp, an ancient
terrace formed by a temporary shoreline some 20-30 million years ago (Kovacik and Winberry
1989:20). The Scarp is a physical line of demarcation between the Upper and Lower Coastal
Plains (Colquhoun 1969:2; Soller and Mills 1991:290-291). Small earthquakes (and a large one
in 1886) are a regular occurrence along this fault. The 1886 earthquake probably ranked a 10 on
the Mercalli 12-point scale; Charleston was its epicenter (Kovacik and Winberry 1989:21-22).
Above the Orangeburg Scarp, elevations are between 220-300 ft amsl; below the Scarp, the
Coastal Plain is relatively flat (Kovacik and Winberry 1989:18-20). Some coastal rivers, such as
the Edisto, initiate at this fault line. The movement of water through these sedimentary deposits
shaped the land, forming knolls, ridges, and troughs between four to forty ft in elevation.

The infertile sands of the Upper Coastal Plain receive the least precipitation of these
regions, creating a distinctive xeric environment which merges into the Sandhills. Wiregrass
(Aristida beyrichiana) comprises upward of 90% of the understory in some areas (Christensen
1977), including most of the Sandhills (Porcher and Raymer 2001). Little bluestem
(Schizachyrium scoparium), a native perennial C4 bunchgrass, competes with wiregrass in the
interspersed savannah grasslands across South Carolina; though wiregrass is more stress-tolerant
in the xeric Sandhills. The Lower Coastal Plain transitions from rolling, loamy hills to flat sandy
soils (SC DNR 2015). Rainfall increases toward the coast (Kirkman et al. 2007; Miller and
Miller 1999).

Lower Coastal Plain topography was a critical feature to plantations and the people who
lived on them. Islands of “high pine land” lying just a few meters within and around plantation
swamps provided sites for buildings and fields for grazing cattle, and the creeks flowing around
these landforms provided the water sources and floodplains needed for additional grazing and,
later, cultivating rice (Kovacik and Winberry 1989:20-21). The evergreen foliage of river cane
(Arundinaria spp.), a Cs species, was the preferred fodder for cattle in this ecoregion throughout
the year (Platt and Brantley 1997). The rise and fall of coastal streams and rivers at the coastal
fringe of the Lower Coastal Plain were critical to early rice cultivation.
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The Coastal Zone

A Coastal Zone lies between the Lower Coastal Plain and Atlantic Ocean. It consists of a
patchwork of marshes, estuaries, barrier and marsh islands, pine forests, and freshwater
hardwood swamps subject to tidal influence (Kovacik and Winberry 1989:23-26). Lagoons
(known locally as estuaries) behind the barrier islands are subject to daily tides surging through
inlets between the islands, mixing Atlantic waters with fresh water from rainfall, coastal rivers
and streams, and groundwater. Estuarine waters gradually transition from saltwater, to brackish
and fresh as they mix with fresh water. Estuaries support a tremendous range of animal and plant
life. The Coastal Zone experiences high annual rainfall and salt spray (Griffith et al. 2002). This
ecoregion supports abundant, year-round Cs4 forage, including cordgrass (Spartina spp.).

Marshes within the Coastal Zone are wetlands that consist of fresh, brackish, or saltwater
habitats subject to tidal surges produced by a semidiurnal cycle but vary in salinity depending on
their proximity to the ocean and the amount of freshwater in the corresponding watershed.
Located within these marsh zones are elevation-related microenvironments. The upland border is
the boundary between the high marsh and the upland areas located above the tidal zone. The high
marsh zone consists of the upper extent of tidal surge, receiving one or two hours of water each
day and consisting of a firm sand content. Lowcountry colonists described this area as a “hard
marsh” because of the soil’s firmness, meadow-like characteristics, and proximity to tidal creeks
and flats. Below this point is a lower marsh zone that consists of soft and fine muddy sediment,
commonly called “pluff mud,” which is covered with water for approximately half the day.
Cattle grazed on Smooth cordgrass (Spartina alterniflora), Black needlerush (Juncus
roemerianus), Glasswort (Salicornia virginica), Marsh elder (lva frutescens), Saltgrass
(Distichlis spicata), and Saltmeadow cordgrass (Spartina patens) in these ecosystems (Porcher
and Rayner 2001:65-66; Sang er and Parker 2016:9-12).
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The Coastal Zone also includes grasslands, pine woodlands, and forested wetlands inland
from the coast where slow-moving, meandering coastal streams are influenced by daily tides.
This tidal influence extends as much as 20-30 miles inland (US Highway 17 is a rough dividing
line). The Coastal Zone follows the upper limits of tidal influence inland along coastal streams
into the Lower Coastal Plain. This provides a rough definition to the “Lowcountry” (e.g., Porcher
1995:5). The success of many rural tidewater plantations and cowpens relied upon the tidal cycle
that defines the Lowcountry; as did many Charlestonians.

Griffith et al. Ecoregions

Reitsema et al. (2015) organized the 2015 pilot study of materials from Charleston using
the ecoregion terminology of Griffith et al (2002). Griffith et al. (2002) subdivide the Coastal
Plain into three zones: the Southeastern Plains, the Middle Atlantic Coastal Plain, and the
Southern Coastal Plain. The Southeastern Plains lies just below the Fall Zone and encompasses
both the Sandhills and the Upper Coastal Plain described above. The Middle Atlantic Coastal
Plain primarily corresponds with Lower Coastal Plain. Kovacik and Winberry’s (1989) Coastal
Zone, (the Lowcountry) is referred to by Griffith et al. (2002) as the Southern Coastal Plain.

As used in the present study, “Upper Coastal Plain” broadly corresponds with Griffin et
al.’s Southeastern Plains and “Lower Coastal Plain” merges Griffin et al.’s Middle Atlantic
Coastal Plain with their Southern Coastal Plain. The Middle Atlantic Coastal Plain, the Southern
Coastal Plain, and the Lowcountry are isotopically indistinguishable in terms strontium (Sr)
values used to identify cattle origins in the present study. Likewise, the Southeastern Plains and
Piedmont have partially overlapping strontium values, resulting in an indeterminate category:
Upper Coastal Plain/Piedmont.

Pine Forests, Hardwood Communities, and Canebrakes

Pine forests are mixtures of woodland, savanna, openings, and barren microenvironments
throughout the Lowcountry. These areas, interspersed within the upland sandy terraces and
scarps, created a patchwork of subtly changing environments. Botanist Richard Porcher explains
that bluestem (Andropogon scoparius), switch cane (Arundinaria tecta), Spanish moss
(Tillandsia usneoides), and wiregrass (Aristida stricta or A. beyrichiana) provided the
predominant food source for cattle in this ecosystem.

Savannas provide a conduit between openings and woodlands. Defined basically as
prairies with trees, savannas supported plant species typical of Lowcountry openings, coupled
with unique vegetation in the transitional zone towards woodland habitats. Openings, a
microenvironment that ecologist Gordon G. Whitney (1994:93) defines as, “breaks in the forest
which were relatively destitute of trees,” supported grasses, shrubs, scrub oaks, and palmettos
(Porcher and Rayner 2001:91; Whitney 1994:93-97). Colonial observers classified these
microenvironments as interchangeable, usually as a meadow or prairie, seen in Robert
Sandford’s 1666 description, “...one Meadowe [sic] of not lesse [sic] than a thousand acres, all
firme [sic] good land and as rich a Soyle [sic] as any, clothed with fine grasse [sic] not passing
knee deepe [sic], but very thick sett [sic] and fully adorned with yellow flowers...” (Sandford
1666:91).

In colonial times, the longleaf pine community dominated high land of the Coastal Plain.
Most of the longleaf forest was harvested, replaced by other types of pine, principally loblolly,
several species of oak, and diverse, often dense, understories. Several institutions, including the
US Forest Service, are actively engaged in restoration of the longleaf forest (Earley 2004;
Franklin 2008; Porcher 1995:48-49; Shelford 1974; Silver 1990:17-18).
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A variety of pines, palmettos, and smaller trees dominate the poorly-drained pine-saw
palmetto flatwoods. A distinctive lowland feature is the Carolina Bay. These are well-defined
oval depressions, oriented southeast, that formed in sandy coastal soil. Carolina Bays act as
basins, collecting rainwater from surrounding uplands. As wetland habitats, they serve as an
oasis for numerous animals. Bays are characterized by pond pine (Pinus serotina), pond cypress
(Taxodium ascendens), titi (Cyrilla racemiflora), and impenetrability (Porcher and Raymer
2001:44-45).

Hardwood communities flourish along freshwater creeks and in swamps and include
hickories, oaks, loblolly bays, and sweetgums. The low-lying swampy forests feature dense
understories of switch canes or river canes, as well as other grasses. Cane is a native bamboo
with straight, hollow stems and bunches of narrow leaves. The giant cane could be as high as 30
ft and “grow so close together, there is no penetrating them.” Both the giant cane (A. gigantea)
and the smaller switch cane were common in damp places (Silver 1990:22; Stewart 1996:73-74,
2007).

Canebrakes were favored foraging grounds for deer and other wild animals. They were
also favored by cattle and hogs. Lawson noted that cane “grows in Branches and low
Ground...their leaves endure the Winter, in which Season our Cattle eat them greedily.” Cattle
favored the canebrakes year-round, but particularly in summer when they headed into the dense
“cane-swamps” for cover and cool, and winter when they grazed the cane for food (Lefler
1967:107; VanDoran 1955:179-180).

Native peoples hunted, fished, and farmed the Lowcountry for centuries before European
colonization. Cultivation of native plants and cultigens such as corn or maize, beans, and
squashes were introduced to the Lowcountry long before the arrival of Europeans. The new
settlers were attracted to the “old fields” of Indigenous settlements as favorable locations for
planting (Porcher and Raymer 2001:42; Silver 1990).

Colonial Settlement Patterns

Colonists responded to the Lord Proprietors’ call for agricultural prosperity by cultivating
an array of desirable crops, yet the new inhabitants failed at many of these attempts because the
Lowcountry climate could not support Mediterranean staples such as olives and grapes or
Western Hemisphere desirables such as cocoa. Agricultural experimentation took place on varied
terrain, as diverse ecosystems existed within plantation boundaries. The proprietary tracts, no
more than 40 miles from the Atlantic coastline, included an assortment of geographical features:
from dry upland ridges to wet low-lying troughs. From the outset of colonization, Lord
Proprietor Anthony Ashley Cooper optimistically instructed colonists to plant “cotton seed,
indigo seed, [and] ginger roots” in a variety of soils, for “our reason for this is that being
unacquainted with ye nature of ye soyle [sic], we shall have conveniency of trying which sort of
soile [sic] agrees best with ye several [sic] things planted in them” (Cheves 1897, 2000:126; see
Agha 2020).

With each wave of immigration, settlers fanned out from Charles Town following
navigable waterways into the Carolina frontier. By 1690, colonists claimed land along the
Ashley and Cooper rivers plus the navigable tributaries of the Stono River, Goose Creek, and
Back River (Kovacik and Winberry 1989:68-69). Under the headright system, the head of the
household received 150 acres for every free person and male servant over 16 years old plus an
additional 100 acres for every male servant under 16 years old and each woman servant
regardless of her age. Although the Proprietors initially recruited colonists who were “seasoned”
from living in the West Indies, the new arrivals had a difficult time producing commaodities in
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the new soil. The seventeenth-century Carolina plantation economy, however, faltered because
of limited agricultural knowledge conducive farming in the Lowcountry environment and too
few workers to transform the landscape (Smith 2020:15). Natural disasters throughout the 1670s,
with summer droughts and freezing winters, created a series of crop failures.
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Figure 2-2: A New Map of Carolina, 1685, by Thornton and Morden. Outer Banks History Center,
UNC Library.

From the outset, colonists faced environmental difficulties in growing crops. In the first
year of colonization a late October freeze killed all of their crops “before they could come to
perfection.” The next spring a prolonged drought Killed all subsistence crops along with
experiments in ginger and indigo. By the second year of colonization, colonists had learned that
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the Charleston climate was not like that in Barbados, which many had used as a referent. The
“sharp and cold” winters, according to one colonist, killed “any thing of a Comodity [sic],”
including Barbadian imports of sugar cane, cotton, and ginger. As they came to understand the
subtleties of soil and weather, early colonists had to make shifts in their cultivation strategies in
response to environmental realities (Cheves 1897, 2000:267, 269, 376).

Despite the environmental realities that colonists faced with poor crop output during the
first decade of colonization, they described the Carolina landscape with optimism. After the
devastating 1670-71 winter, one colonist wrote of a “winter soe [sic] mild & temperate yet it
may rather be termed a continuall [sic] spring.” Although the author suffered through debilitating
crop failures, he still believed Carolina was the “Land of Canaan, the habitation of the then elect
& chosen people of God it is a Land flowing with milk & honey” (Cheves 1897, 2000:309).
Seventeenth-century promotional tracts also pictured a healthy environment ready for ample
development, a “terrestrial paradise” or a “natural garden.” Promoting Carolina, these tracts
played off Europeans’ biblical understanding of the world. Before facing the reality of the
natural environment, newly arriving settlers had created a “paradise myth” of the Lowcountry, as
Spaniards had before them (Hoffman 1990). Believing that an “earthly paradise lay somewhere
to the west” of Europe, colonists saw the “unaltered” landscape as a mode to fulfill God’s will
for building a “new Acadia” (Edelson 2006:13-24; Merrens and Terry 1984:434-435).

Although these promotional tracts teem with inaccuracies from absentee authors
motivated by the possibility of commerce, the descriptions of the Carolina climate, topography,
and agriculture reveal Europeans’ landscape desires or, at the very least, appealed to the readers’
prejudices. Seventeenth-century colonists promoted Carolina as a mild environment. Maurice
Matthews wrote in 1680 that Carolina was “generally verry healthfull [and] it being a rare thing
to hear of anybodies death.” He optimistically, or deceivingly, claimed, “[sJome years about July
and August wee [sic] have the fevar [sic] and ague among us, but it is not mortal” (Matthews
1680:157). Air was “serene and exceedingly pleasant, and very healthy in its Natural
Temperments” (Archdale 1707, 1822:13). One French Huguenot, attempting to persuade future
immigrants, claimed Carolina was “a little warmer than Paris,” but the colony is “where one
feels very fit” (Thibou 1683). In accord with Proprietors’ desires to attract immigrants with
farming experience, tracts stressed the “fruitfulness” of the land. Soil was “fertile” and the
“ground yields greater abundance” for agriculture, wilderness of “groves of Timber Trees”
intermix with the “Savana’s” to create a landscape “to compare Carolina to those pleasant Parks
in England” (Carolina 1684:21). To some English settlers, early Carolina was “a garden [rather]
than an untilled place,” and they promoted a sublime vision of a “bowling alley, full of dainty
brooks and rivers of running waters.” To the seventeenth-century reader, these descriptions
represented the encouraging prospects of a new life associated with land ownership (Archdale
quoted in Smith 2020:17-18).

By the turn of the eighteenth century, Carolina settlers’ perceptions of a New Eden gave
way to reality. Colonists first began to experience the effects of menacing weather. “To tell you
the truth,” confided one Huguenot émigre, “this country is not at all like it was depicted.” The
colony is good for those “who are resolved to suffer.” Promotional literature presented
“only...the good side and hardly ever talks about the difficulties that one endures in establishing
oneself” (McClain and Ellefson 2007:390, 394). Trying to make sense out of an unknown
country, they assessed healthy places based on sight and smell. The sultry temperatures became
an indicator of poor health, as colonists attributed the heat with sickness and death. Colonists
died from “exhaustion” when working in the heat and high humidity. Missionary Francis LeJeu
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described “the greatest danger” near Goose Creek “is to ride in the heat of ye day which is
sometimes very great.” He attributed Carolina’s extreme temperatures in 1704 to “killing” a
fellow missionary (LeJau 1704:266).

Lowcountry colonists also witnessed disease epidemics from the beginning of June to the
end of October. Recounting in 1687 how two former colonists “have never before seen so
miserable of a country, nor an atmosphere so unhealthy,” a Bostonian described Carolina with
“fevers prevail[ing] all the year, from which those who are attacked seldom recover.” In 1682,
1684, and 1687, there were three notable seasons of disease epidemics, feeding on increasing
immigration and wet summers (Silver 1990:155-161; Wood 1975:67). An observer wrote in
1684, “who in this Country have seated themselves near great Marshes, are subject to Agues, as
those who are so seated in England” (Carolina 1684:20). The summer of 1687 “was rather
severe,” according to a Santee resident, “with almost continuous rains and fevers that were
commonplace” (McClain and Ellefson 2007:382, 388). As colonists occupied land bordering the
Ashley and Cooper Rivers, disease took its toll on the population. H. Roy Merrens and George
D. Terry observed, “in some parts of the colony the mortality rate was so high that a number of
parishes did not experience a natural increase in population until the American Revolution”
(Merrens and Terry 1984:540-541). Unaware that people, as well as some of the vectors,
introduced diseases that thrived in part because of human landscape transformations,
Lowcountry colonists made the basic connection that wetland environments were a death
sentence to many inhabitants. Governor Archdale pronounced at first that “Planters
experimented, seldom having any raging sickness but what has been brought from the Southern
Colonies,” yet by 1707 he warned, “the late Sickness may intimidate” prospective colonists
(Archdale 1707:13).

Carolinians’ views of wetlands reflected broader English perceptions of such low-lying
ecosystems at the turn of the eighteenth century. Settlers in the new environment saw cypress
and hardwood bottomland wetlands as “wastes,” land “as unusable while still allowing for the
kind of promise of a use not yet found” because they approached landscapes with European
ideologies of land use (Edelson 1998:58). Europeans attempting to construct their Eden viewed
wooded wetlands as evil or “dismal.” The dense impenetrable landscape, according to Ann
Vilesis, “violated [seventeenth-century colonists’] norms of orderliness and presented an
incomprehensible, chaotic landscape, in contrast with the familiar English countryside and
pastoral landscape that they sought to recreate” (Vilesis 1997:33). Colonists idealized romantic
Old World pastoralism and attempted to apply these sensibilities in Carolina, as park-like
metaphors used by promoters reflected the ideal of an orderly and tamed landscape (Edelson
2006:6).

To counter the dismal views of low-lying areas, seventeenth-century Europeans and their
enslaved laborers settled initially the highest terrain, only five to ten ft above the mean high
watermark in modern Charleston County, located in close proximity to navigable waterways.
Once colonists claimed desirable tracts, subsequent immigrants traveled further upstream and
inland. Free and enslaved initially lived within spatially tight settlements nestled on scarps and
terraces that supported upland pine and oak communities. Early trade networks overlapped these
ridgelines, as pathways and emerging turnpikes followed Indian paths, on terraces and highland
conformities, to Charles Town. The sandy loam environments also supported “English grain,”
like barley and wheat, and experimental crops like cotton and tobacco. To European colonists,
the elevated ridges became areas where they could recreate the pastoral landscapes of their
homelands (South and Harley 1980:4-6, 24-35; Stewart 1931a:16).

24



During the first decades of colonization, settlers’ approach to altering the Lowcountry
landscape was based on an uncertain supply of labor. Property owners who arrived in Carolina
with little capital were unable to purchase enslaved Africans or Native Americans. Landowners
were inspired to initiate economic ventures that required little labor. Once Euro-American
planters produced commodities for a world market, the Lowcountry landscape dramatically
changed to reveal the human imprint of technology and society. Yet by the turn of the eighteenth
century, Carolina’s close association with the West Indian plantation complex set the colony
apart from other North American colonies. Merchants established trade networks between
Carolina, the Caribbean, and Great Britain. West Indian plantations’ need for foodstuffs provided
stimulus for Lowcountry colonists’ agricultural ventures. By 1690, Carolinians were exporting
deerskins, naval stores, lumber, and salted meat to England and other colonies (Menard
1996:259-262, quote:261-262).

While planters attempted to define boundaries between plantations and the wilderness,
enslaved people served as the “middling” between two environments, as S. Max Edelson
explains. Everyday exposure to the environment enabled these people to put the landscape to
work for their own benefit. Whether actively herding animals for their owners or temporarily
escaping into the wilderness for a brief reprieve, early cattle-hands moved easily between the
pineland savannahs and the cypress bottomlands (Edelson 2006:22, 24, 27; Otto 1987:15-20;
Sluyter 2012:136-138; quote: Ver Steeg 1975:106).

Conclusion

Although the Lowcountry offered many opportunities to European settlers, they quickly
learned this was not a new Eden and the agricultural practices and animal husbandry practices
with which they were familiar were ill-suited to the Carolinas. The Lowcountry was not without
promise, however, and colonists quickly identified profitable endeavors. As they experimented
with other products, they harvested forest products and raised cattle. In this process they cleared
land while becoming familiar with the landscape and finding crops that would flourish in the
Lowcountry, particularly rice. Reliance on this single crop had significant social consequences,
leading to the displacement of Indigenous peoples and the importation of large numbers of
enslaved Africans. By relying on the expertise of “cow-hunters” and their knowledge of the
Lowcountry, the Lowcountry landscape was transformed to produce rice and other crops.
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Chapter 111
A History of Carolina

Introduction

European settlers who arrived on the Carolina coast in 1670 encamped on land that had
been claimed, occupied, and managed by Native peoples for thousands of years. When European
occupation began, numerous small Native American groups lived in the coastal region between
the Santee and Savannah rivers. The region very likely also was occupied by feral cattle and
hogs escaped or abandoned from the stock brought by Spanish colonizers to Santa Elena in the
sixteenth century. After 1670, the steady incursion of European settlers on Native lands was
often preceded by the arrival of their free-ranging livestock. Despite the availability of livestock,
Native peoples were slow to embrace cattle ranching for a variety of reasons (Pavao-Zuckerman
2007; Pavao-Zuckerman and Reitz 2011; Reitz 1992).

Indigenous Peoples of the Carolina Coast

Historian Gene Waddell (1980) compiled the records of Native residents in the sixteenth
and seventeenth centuries in his volume Indians of the South Carolina Lowcountry. Working
with Spanish records, Waddell names some 19 groups living between the Savannah and Santee
rivers, charting their movement and adaptations. He notes little movement of these tribes, during
French and Spanish occupation of Carolina between 1562 and 1576. Kusso territory was
centered near Charleston Harbor, and the Sewee lived near the mouth of the Santee River. No
tribes were recorded living in the lands between Port Royal and Charleston Harbor before 1579.
Waddell suggests that many of the earliest recorded Native towns were destroyed during the
Escamacu War (1576-1579) during which Spanish colonists attacked the Escamacu and the
Kusso. The war probably left the area between the Broad and Savannah River deserted, and the
Edisto moved north to present-day Edisto Island. This was the first of a series of moves to the
north by coastal residents to avoid contact with Spanish La Florida.

There evidently was little additional alteration in the dynamics of coastal tribes until
1670, when the arrival of the Carolina settlers accelerated demographic changes. At this time, the
Wimbee, Combahee, and Ashepoo peoples lived south of the Edistos; the Wando and Sampa
lived north of the Kiawah. European claims to Native lands were already widespread by 1675;
Lord Proprietor Anthony Ashley Cooper, the Earl of Shaftesbury, lamented as much when he
established his own settlement at St. Giles Kussoe at the head of the Ashley River in 1674
because “the people took up for themselves all the best conveniences on that river” (CSPC 1674
in Agha 2012:19) and “left me not a tolerable place to plant.”

Movement and Coalescence

Marcoux (2020) describes the various strategies these, and other, Native communities
used to be resilient in the face of the European invasion. In the eighteenth century, some groups,
such as the Creeks, Choctaws, and Catawbas, absorbed nonlocal groups to form multiethnic
confederacies. Others, such as the Westos, Savannahs, and Yamasees migrated, often long
distances, to be closer to opportunities to trade with Europeans in both goods and people. Still
others, such as the Yuchi and Koasati, relied on mobility to adapt to the intruders, moving
through the edges of colonial territories (Marcoux 2020:126; see also Riggs [2012]; Smith et al.
[2017]).
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Despite his grumbling, Lord Ashley purchased the property from the Kusso. By 1675, a
“war” with the European forced the Kusso to “fore ever quitt” their lands on the Ashley River
(Snell 1973:8-10) and other tribes were requesting that lands be “reserved” for them. By 1682,
the Kiawah had moved from the Ashley River to present-day Kiawah Island. Native groups also
moved into the Carolinas to take advantage of trade opportunities and shifting power structures.
The Westos, an Erie band displaced from the north in the 1640s, were another source of stress in
the region, raiding and enslaving coastal tribes. By the early 1660s, the Westos had reached the
Georgia coast. The Westos were supplied with guns by Virginia traders, allowing them to
participate in the growing trade in captive Native people. The Westos also killed several
European colonists, causing much apprehension in the colony (Bowne 2005, 2013).

Trade with Native groups was a profitable priority for European settlers from the very
beginning. Southeastern Native groups had long-established, far-flung trade networks throughout
the Southeast long before Europeans arrived, and were already trading with the Spanish colonists
along the Gulf of Mexico and the lower regions of La Florida before the Carolina colony was
established.

Verner Crane (1981:117) suggests that European-Indian trade passed through distinct
stages of organization. During the first decades of colonial occupation, the Lords Proprietors
worked to turn a profit from traffic with Native groups. Early trade, both Proprietary and private,
focused particularly on deerskins, and was usually carried out at plantation settlements.

Dominating early trade explorations and negotiations was Henry Woodward. He traveled
to the southeastern ceremonial and political center of Cofitachequi on the Wateree River (near
present-day Camden [SC]) in 1670, and the emperor of that settlement in turn visited Charles
Town in 1672 (DePratter 1994). In 1674, Lord Shaftsbury recruited Woodward to meet with his
agent, Andrew Percival, at St. Giles Kussoe to initiate this trade. Woodward found the Westo at
St. Giles, evidently waiting for such an opportunity. Woodward’s travels, and his role in these
shifting alliances, led to the lasting alliance between the towns that became the lower Creeks
(Bowne 2013).

Marcoux and others (Marcoux 2020; Warren 2014; Warren and Noe 2009) describe the
brief role of the Savannahs in the colonial experience, through “a combination of migration,
coalescence, and participation in the Indian slave trade” (Marcoux 2020:131). The Savannahs
were Shawnees, an immigrant group from the Ohio River Valley, who arrived at the Fall Zone
on the Savannah River in the 1670s. The group is first mentioned by Henry Woodward on his
1674 “Westo” voyage. European maps show a “Savanna” or “Savano” town in this location, with
nearby villages settled by Yuchi, Apalachees, and Apalachicolas (Cobb 2019; Marcoux 2020).
By 1680, Savannahs had usurped the Westo’s favored position in the trade in Indian slaves; but
their hold on this power was tenuous. Marcoux describes the trade, and slave raiding, gradually
moving farther west, with the ascendancy of groups like the Chickasaws, Yamasees and Creeks.
Ultimately, European traders armed the Catawbas in order to enlist their aid in removing the
Savannahs. The strategy worked, and by 1708, the Savannahs were debilitated with some 450
people killed. The survivors fled from the Savannah River valley to the upper Potomac River
(Marcoux 2020; Merrell 1989:53; Warren 2014).

The Lords Proprietors attempted to use the Westos to monopolize the trade in the interior,
but colonists were unhappy with this plan. Influential colonists, led by the group known as the
“Goose Creek men,” sabotaged the Lord Proprietors arrangements. Most Carolinians wished for
an end to the Proprietor’s monopoly, and the Goose Creek men (James Moore, John Boone, and
Maurice Matthews) exploited this sentiment to gain power. They fomented war among native
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groups, resulting in more enslavement. In 1680, a raid on Spanish Guale missions along coastal
Georgia led to the Westo War. This two-year struggle shattered the preeminence of the Westo,
though they remained in the region until the early eighteenth century.

Another wave of displacement began with the emigration of Scots into the Port Royal
area. By 1686, European settlers had pushed south of Charleston to the Edisto River, but a strip
of territory between the Edisto River and the Combahee River, known as “indian land,” was now
occupied by the Yamasee alone, except for a few white traders (Milling 1940:186). In 1684, the
Proprietors moved to gain title to all coastal areas between the Stono and Savannah rivers as the
Wicheaugh, Escamacu (St. Helena), Wimbee, Combahee, Kussah, Ashepoo, Edisto, and Stono
peoples surrendered their land claims in a series of accessions.

Waddell notes that maps from the next three decades show Europeans continually
claiming the best lands and Indigenous people increasingly confined to smaller and less desirable
tracts. The Anglo-Spanish skirmishes that resulted in the 1686 burning of the Port Royal
settlement also decimated surrounding Native towns. Every Indigenous group moved north, and
the Port Royal area was again deserted. The Europeans took advantage of this opening, and
acquired vacant areas. Only the Kusso protested and received a reservation (Waddell 1980).

The Westo incursion was a major impetus for the coalescence of the Yamasee, a diverse
confederation of refugees from Altamaha, Ocute, and Icisi. Yamasee, along with the Guale of
coastal Georgia, moved into the area, and the original coastal tribes likely moved to avoid these
traditional enemies. The Yamasee Nation was composed of several Guale tribes from coastal
Georgia, including the Sapelo, Yoa, and others (DePratter 1990; Worth 1995). There were ten
Yamasee towns, five lower towns, of which the chief town was Altamaha (in present-day
Beaufort County), and five upper towns, centering on the town of Pocotaligo (Bossey 2018;
Green 1991, Judge and Smith 1991; Southerlin 1999; Sweeny and Poplin 2006, 2014).

During the years 1687 to 1715, the Yamasee occupied an important position in political
and economic relations with the colonial government in Charleston. The previously autonomous
coastal groups, now known to Europeans as “settlement Indians” or “neighbor Indians” lived in
small groups in or around white settlements. In 1718, the Commission on Indian Trade passed
notice that European residents were to engage in government-sanctioned trade with approved
agents on their plantations, particularly:

Col. George Logan at Wandoe

Col. John Barnwell at Port Royal

Col. George Chicken at Goose Creek

Capt. Jonathan Drake at James Island and Court Bar

Mr. Sam" Deane at Ashley Ferry

Col. John Fenwick at Stonoe

Capt. William Scott at New London

Capt. John Whitmarsh at Edistoe

Capt. Thomas Dynes at Dorchester
(McDowell, Journal of Commissioner of Indian Trade, 1710-1718:270).

Tribal populations and land holdings again declined during the Yamasee War of 1715-
1718. The Wimbee, Combahee, Kusso, and Ashepoo disappear from colonial records, likely
absorbed by the Yamasee. After the war, only the St. Helena, Edisto, Kiawah, and Etiwan are
mentioned as separate groups; they were “allowed” to live among the settlements and the trading
posts listed above facilitated trade. Only the Etiwan are mentioned in 1751 (Waddell 1980:2-6).
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Members of several of these communities survived, however, and the descendant groups
are now state-recognized (see Hicks and Taukchiray [1999]; Steen [2012]; Taukchiray and
Kasakoff [1992]). The Kusso serve as an example, with a well-documented history written by
Herb McAmis and Wes Taukchiray (McAmis 1988; Hicks and Taukchiray 1999). The Kusso
originally occupied the upper reaches of the Ashley River, selling a large tract of their land to
Anthony Ashley Cooper. In 1747, the Kusso combined with a group of Natchez who had
emigrated from the Mississippi River, and the conjoined groups occupied the Four Hole Swamp
region of South Carolina. The Kusso lived on Spoons Plantation, reserved for them northeast of
Willtown. Throughout the nineteenth century, remnants of this group lived on Spoons, a
plantation in the vicinity of Round O Savannah and Horseshoe Savannah, across the Edisto in
Colleton County, and in the neighborhood of John and Mary Musgrove’s settlement in the early
eighteenth century (Hahn 2012; McAmis 1988).

INDIANS
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Figure 3-1: “Indians of the South Carolina Lowcountry” by Gene Waddell (Waddell 1980).

The Yamasee War of 1715

The Yamasee War of 1715 stemmed from the frustration of Indians against the long-
standing abuses by the colony’s traders, including free-range cattle, and lack of diplomatic
efforts by Carolina leaders. Despite its name, the conflict involved almost every Indian nation
trading with Carolina at that time. Southern groups included the Yamasees, Yuchis, Savannahs,
Apalachee, and Lower Creeks. Northern groups were principally the Catawbas, but also the
Waterees, Congarees, Waxhaws, Shawnee, Saraw, Waccamaw, Santee, and Cape Fear. The
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northern coalition ceased hostilities by the summer, but the southern coalition fought far longer.
Eventually the conflict spread from Spanish Florida to North Carolina west to the Mississippi to
include the Chickasaw and Choctaws.

The War began, seemingly without warning, in the Yamasee town of Pocotaligo on
Easter weekend, when Indian Commissioners Thomas Nairne and John Wright interrupted an
already tense meeting among Yamasee leaders. The issues facing the Yamasee included
escalating enslavement of their kin, theft of their lands, and abuse of their people by colonial
traders, largely resulting from their increasing debt. Both British agents claimed they came in
peace, but John Wright threatened to kill four of the headmen and “take the rest for slaves.”
Wright’s threat helped ignite a war that nearly destroyed the Carolina colony (Oatis 2004;
Ramsey 2008).

The enraged Yamasee killed all but two of the traders’ party, then secured the routes into
their towns and attacked the colonial settlement at Port Royal. The Yamasees then laid waste to
several outlying southern parishes, including St. Paul’s Stono and St. Bartholomew’s. The
Colleton County militia then drove the Yamasees south through Salkehatchee swamp. The
Yamasee intended to stay in their homeland, but British counter attacks forced a retreat to St.
Augustine, where their presence on the southern frontier encouraged Africans to escape to
Spanish La Florida.

The Yamasee War transformed the southern colonies. The Yamasee were forced to
abandon their lands, and colonists gradually built rice plantations in the area south of Charleston.
Legislation resulting from the conflict altered the relations between enslaved Indians, Africans,
and white servants. From 1715 onward, white slave owners sought to divide, rather than unify,
Indians and Africans (Hahn 2013; Ramsey 2008). Ramsey (2008:155) notes the war was not a
united front, but a series of “aftershocks and realignments in which Indigenous people continued
to adjust themselves to a new order.” Hahn (2013) calls it “a conflict among intimate
acquaintances.” Hahn further suggests that the Creek, under Emperor Brims, actually instigated
the war, but blamed the Yamasee.

The War involved almost every Indigenous nation that traded with South Carolina:
Creek, Choctaw, Catawba, and Yamasee. Groups from the Creek Confederacy included the
Coweta, Tallapoosa, Abihka, and Alabamas, as well as those closer to Charleston, such as the
Yuchi, Apalachee, Shawnee, Saraw, Waccamaw, Santee, and Cape Fear. The Native slave trade
largely ended with the Yamasee War, replaced by trans-Atlantic African enslavement.
Thereafter, trade between Indians and the British focused primarily on deerskins. Native groups
consolidated their authority, and the Creeks and Cherokees became more powerful
confederacies.

Trade Relations in the Eighteenth Century

Soon after European colonists arrived in Charles Town, Muskogean diplomats from the
interior (present-day Georgia and Alabama) appeared in Charles Town asking for trade and help
against the well-armed Westos. Carolina-Creek relations were cemented in 1685 when Henry
Woodward and 250 men arrived in Coweta, the preeminent Muscogean town, on the
Chattahoochee River.

After the turn of the eighteenth century, the increasingly powerful Creek confederacy
became the principal player in the southeastern Indian trade, with Charleston the center of this
enterprise (Crane 1981). Lower Creek headmen journeyed to Charleston in late 1717 and
negotiated a new trade treaty for all Creek towns, officially ending the Yamasee War. This
longer-distance trade required new commercial arrangements. Professional traders, backed by
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urban merchants, took control from the planters and casual part-time traders. Savannah Town,
located at the Fall Zone on the Carolina side of the Savannah River, became the frontier entrepot.
Fort Moore was constructed there after the close of the war to protect the Carolina colony, and
the Savannah River became the boundary between European and Indigenous territory (Braund
1992). This was later complicated by the founding of the Georgia colony in 1733.

Figure 3-2: A New Map of Georgia, 1748. The map shows the Yamasee in southeastern Georgia, the Yamacraw
near Savannah, and the Creek to the west. Courtesy Hargrett Rare Books and Manuscript Library, University of
Georgia and Poarch Band of Creek Indians.

European traders lived in Creek villages for a large portion of the year, often at the edge
of the settlement. James Merrell (1989) suggests that Native people of the interior shaped the
contours of the trade for decades, allowing outsiders into their communities only if they behaved
in an acceptable manner. European traders worked tirelessly to match European goods with
Native preferences. In time, the balance of economic and cultural power shifted to the colonial
government, but the trade’s effect remained “evolutionary rather than revolutionary” (Merrell
1989:198).

After 1730, the deerskin trade was dominated by Charleston merchants; in the next two
decades they drew skins from Georgia as well as South Carolina. In 1748, the province shipped
over 700 hogsheads, containing approximately 160,000 deerskins. There was a decline in the
early 1750s, but another peak was reached in 1763. Long before that, however, the “infinite
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herds” of the late seventeenth century were seriously diminished, especially along the coast. This
is reflected in many events, including passage of laws regulating hunting seasons of deer for
white settlers, as well as the increasing imbalance of power and debt between white traders and
Indian hunters (Braund 1992; Silver 1990:94; Waselkov 1989).

Fort Moore served as the strategic entrance to the interior from South Carolina
settlements. The route to the Creek interior was along the Savannah Path, which crossed the
Edisto River near present-day Gallivant’s Ferry State Park in Dorchester County (SC). From here
the path ran to Fort Moore, near the Fall Zone, and then hundreds of miles inland to the Creek
towns. From Charleston to the upcountry to the north and west the traders followed water routes
or well-established roads. Many coastal rivers do not extend above the Fall Zone and the great
inland paths really began at this point. Congaree, at the head of the Santee swamp, 145 miles by
road from Charleston, was a node for paths to the Catawba and Cherokee (Crane 1981:29).

In the Savannah region, deerskins and trade goods were carried in packs weighing 150 to
180 pounds, either on horseback or often on the backs of Native people. Once the skins reached
Augusta, they were unpacked and stored until transported to Charleston. At the storekeeper’s
warehouse, the skins received little additional processing other than trimming. Workers, usually
enslaved, might occasionally “beat the skins” to ward off worm damage, particularly during
warm weather. The skins eventually were packed for the journey down the Savannah River and
on to Charleston. The boats used in trade, known as piraguas, were large, flat-bottomed boats.
By the 1740s there were five piraguas operating out of Augusta. The trip to Charleston took 4-5
days (Braund 1992:96).

Personal contacts between Charleston merchants and Augusta traders funneled the skins
directly to Charleston (Braund 1992:43). Though other ports such as Augusta and Savannah rose
to handle the deerskin trade at its height, none offered the resources of Charleston. Charleston’s
merchants were well-established and well-connected, and the city had adequate storage and
shipping facilities, and other cargo available for ballast. In Charleston, the deerskins were turned
over to export merchants who examined the pelts and repacked them for shipment overseas.
Leading deerskin merchants included Samuel Eveleigh, Benjamin Stead, James Crockatt, John
Gordon, and Henry Laurens.

An unsavory branch of the business was the trade in enslaved Native people. Though
wars had led to the enslavement of Native people in other European colonies, only in South
Carolina did the traffic reach commercial proportions. The Carolinians particularly pushed their
trade among distant tribes in Spanish Florida and Louisiana. The first recorded instance was in
1671, when open hostilities erupted between European colonists and the Coosa, a Cusabo group
northwest of the Combahee River. The colonists imprisoned two Coosa who were in Charles
Town at the time. They and other captives were evidently sold into slavery by the colony. The
next incident involved the Stono in 1674. During a “punitive” European raid on the Stono,
captives were taken and sold into slavery in the West Indies. William Snell notes that though
Proprietary law forbade such actions, the colonists loosely interpreted the law to fit (Snell
1973:13). A year later, in 1675, the Sewee, who were friendly to the Europeans, brought in some
captives who were not. This was the next step in the trade, because the captives were not
enemies of Europeans, but of the Sewee. The situation then escalated. In 1680 certain settlers
were accused of purchasing Indian captives from the Westo (Ethridge and Shuck-Hall 2009;
Gallay 2002:52; Martin 1994; Ramsey 2001).

The first domestic Indian slave on record is in the 1683 inventory of John Smith (Johnson
2018:10, 177-178; Snell 1973:16). In the next few years, as colonists wrested control of the
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Indian trade from the Proprietors, trade for skins occurred alongside trade for slaves. The
situation escalated after the Yamasee relocated along the Savannah River, following the 1684
settlement of Port Royal by colonists. The Yamasee attacked the Timucua Indians around
Spanish St. Augustine and 22 slaves were taken and sold. A pattern of raids against Indians not
allied with the Carolina colony was soon established. James Moore’s raid on the Apalachee in
northern Spanish Florida in 1704 netted a large number of Indian captives, most who remained in
the Carolina colony.

While many scholars have suggested the Indian slave trade ended with the Yamasee War,
William Snell maintains that quite the opposite was true. Increasing numbers of enslaved Native
people are found in legal records from 1716-1724. While many were shipped to colonies in the
north or in the West Indies, a number remained as laborers on Carolina plantations. Indians were
used for hunting and fishing in the early years, and later as guides and interpreters. Women and
children often worked as domestics, and men worked in the fields beside enslaved Africans.
William Ramsey suggests a 1715 statute, stating “all and every such slave who is not entirely
Indian shall be accounted and deemed as Negro” and removal of the racial category of “mustee”
(slaves of mixed African and Indian ancestry) was the beginning of the Black/white racial
dichotomy in the Lowcountry. Andrew Johnson has further documented cases where enslaved
individuals are identified as Indian in the early eighteenth century, but later identified as “negro”
(Johnson 2018; Ramsey 2001; 2008).

Cattle and Colonial Expansion

By 1715 Carolina planters had settled as far south as the Edisto River, near the
boundaries of Yamasee lands. The ever-expanding colonists encroached onto Yamasee lands,
with stray livestock foraging on vegetation competing with deer and other important Yamasee
resources. Frustrated, Yamasee attacked settlers on April 15, 1715. The Yamasee War created
two years of economic and agricultural stagnation in the colony and set in motion changes in
political and economic structure that took colonists more than 15 years to overcome. The war
devastated Carolina’s southernmost plantations, destroying “near 400 of the [white]
Inhabitants... with many Houses and Slaves, and great numbers of Cattle.” Yamasee destruction
sent Carolina into an economic depression. Exports of salt meat declined by 2,413 barrels and
rice by 4,438 in 1717, compared to 1712. Although meat exports continued at depressed numbers
until 1731, annual rice production grew from 22,000 in 1722 to 41,000 barrels in 1730 (Oatis
1999:397-411; Otto 1989:37-38).

Colonial expansion into the Carolina frontier was stalled for 15 years after the Yamasee
War. Angered by the Proprietors’ inability to handle the Native American attacks, colonists
overthrew the Proprietary government in 1719. With the removal of the provincial government,
the colonial land office closed and official transfer of land all but ceased. Nonetheless, illegal
settlements pushed European and African agricultural practices further into the frontier. The
colony’s economic recovery and colonial expansion began in 1730 when the British Crown
bought out seven of the Lords Proprietors and claimed Carolina as a royal colony. This change in
government led to a shift in inland plantation structure and land distribution. With the Crown in
charge, the royal government re-opened the land office and distributed lands liberally to
prospective planters. The government renewed the Proprietors’ headright policy, awarding 50
acres to each settler and 50 acres for each imported enslaved laborer. Royal authorities also
permitted colonists to purchase lands at £20 sterling per 1,000 acres and a quitrent of %2 pence
per acre. This dramatic increase in grants spreading over uncultivated landscapes led to a new era
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of cattle ranching, where the reopening of land distribution encouraged ranchers to expand free-
range grazing (Armstrong 2013:168; Oatis 1999:397-411; Otto 1989:38).

From 1670 to 1729, colonists and enslaved people herded cattle as one of several
experimental commercial ventures fueling the colonial economy. The expanding colonial frontier
increased rice output and coincided with a shift in cattle production further inland. In 1729, the
Crown’s purchase of the Proprietors’ rights signaled a new era of expansion and land
accumulation. More than a decade had passed since the Proprietors closed the land office. During
that time, colonists acquired land through shifty means. Individuals either purchased land
through the Proprietors in England or placed tentative claims domestically through “illegal”
surveys. However, the reopening of the land office, a brief stability in rice markets during the
1720s, removal of some export tariffs, and new bounties placed on naval stores fueled a land
boom in the 1730s. As colonists pushed further out onto the frontier — approximately 40 miles
from Charleston, according to S. Max Edelson — newly appointed Governor Robert Johnson
issued a “township scheme” and fortification plan in 1730. Townships attracted an influx of
immigrants of Scottish, Swiss, and German descent and combined with fortifications along the
outlying colonial boundaries to provide a line of defense against Native American, French, and
Spanish incursions (Edelson 2006:127, 129-130; Weir 1997:111-117).

Colonists’ demand for land during the first decade of the royal period generated a period
of speculation and acquisitions. The Middletons, Izards, Cattels, and Balls capitalized on rice
cultivation during the first two decades of the eighteenth century; they could afford large tracts
of land on the reopened Carolina frontier. Their purchase of land further away from Charleston
represented the speculative spirit of the era. These entrepreneurs did not know the topographic
details of their undeveloped properties, only that their newly acquired land possessed the
possibility for new plantations. Edelson explains that a division in settlement patterns existed
between the “core,” “secondary,” and “frontier” zones. He defined the core zone as an egg-
shaped boundary encompassing the watersheds of the Stono, Ashley, Cooper, and Wando rivers,
with Charleston as the center. The core zone of settlement followed these four rivers into the
interior. The secondary zone formed a crescent between the Edisto and the Santee rivers, while
the frontier zone extended 100 miles up and down the coast and 50 miles inland from Charleston
(Edelson 2006:129-141, 275; Ryden and Menard 2005:605; Weir 1997:113-114).
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Figure 3-3: 1715 Plat of Bob’s Savannah (Middleton lands) on the Ashley River.
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During the mid-eighteenth-century expansion, the secondary zone offered new
opportunities for the cattle economy. Larger landholdings in the secondary zone presented more
prospects for the increasing cattle population, as the average size of a plantation within the core
zone was 266 acres while the average size in the secondary and frontier zones was 500 acres.
Edelson suggests that just under one-half of the land in the secondary zone was suitable for
growing rice, compared to approximately one-third of the land in the core zone. He explains that
lands close to Charleston did not possess the broad wetlands that characterized larger tracts in the
frontier (Edelson 2006:138, 140, 280, 281-282).

Coinciding with the expanding plantation lands during the 1730s was the increasing
importation of enslaved Africans. The Black population grew by 19,155 people, or 95%,
between 1730 and 1740. Although South Carolina had a “black majority” by 1710, the
population of Africans approached 90% of the total Lowcountry population in 1740 (Coclanis
1989:64, 67-68; Earle 2003:283-284). Planters resolved labor shortages on Lowcountry
plantations during the 1730s through the expansion of slavery.

Massive slave importation, however, slowed as a result of the 1739 Stono Rebellion. In
an effort to prevent future slave rebellions, the South Carolina House of Commons passed laws
to control the size of African populations on Lowcountry soil. The Negro Act of 1740 limited the
numbers of incoming Africans for most of the decade — specifically banning slave importation
between 1741-1743 — and attempted to immobilize enslaved African-Americans’ freedoms until
the end of the antebellum period. The Act curbed the ability to travel, assemble in groups, raise
food, earn money for personal use, and receive an education. Despite subtle agency, enslaved
Africans began an increasingly repressive chapter in the history of inland rice cultivation
(Coclanis 1989:57-58, 64; Edelson 2006:64; Shuler 2009:99, 101-102, quote:104; Weir
1997:194; Wood 1974:323-325).

The answer to the planters’ labor problem came from the gradual domestic extension of
credit for Lowcountry plantations. While land became readily available to plantation owners
after 1730, the lack of capital to purchase land and labor suppressed potential expansion into the
frontier zone. Unlike their counterparts in the British West Indies and Virginia, South Carolina
planters did not receive capital advancements directly from British merchants. Instead, people
who could not pay up front had to obtain financing for land, enslaved labor, and manufactured
goods from domestic merchants.

The fluctuation of rice prices, the Stono Rebellion, and disease placed only temporary
roadblocks in front of the ever-expanding rice culture. The ten-year period from 1730 to 1740
saw peaks and troughs in rice prices, importations of enslaved labor, and land improvements.
Agricultural historian Lewis Gray (1958:148) associates this rapid increase of acreage with the
rise of the cattle population, stating “[b]y 1757 the available ranges in South Carolina were so
overstocked that great herds of from 300 to 1,500 head were being driven into the territory
between Savannah and the Ogeechee.” The eighteenth-century Surveyor General Lewis
DeBrahm observed that cattle at this time were “kept in ganges [sic] under the auspice of cowpen
keepers, which move from forest to forest, in a measure as the grass wears out, or the planters
approach them, whose small stock of cattle are prejudicial to the great stocks” (Coclanis
1989:65-66, 82; DeBrahm quoted in Gray 1933, 1958:148; McCusker 5-763, 5-764; Nash
2001:93-94).

Case Study: Spencer Settlement on the Santee

Known principally as the twentieth-century home of South Carolina’s first Poet Laureate
and author Archibald Rutledge, Hampton Plantation State Historic Site contains a colonial-era
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mansion house, a separate kitchen, extensive rice fields, and wooded tracts totaling 274 acres.
The tract and adjoining property were acquired by Daniel Horry in the 1730s for rice production,
and rice was the principal product for the next 150 years. But like many plantation tracts through
the Lowcountry, the Santee River tract was first used for cattle ranching.

The Santee River area was settled by French Huguenots in 1685 in an area known as
French Santee. British settlers moved to the area by 1701, and the Hampton properties were
among those they acquired. In 1701, a warrant for 500 acres was issued to Daniel McGregor “at
Waha on ye south side of Santee River which formerly was ye plantation of King Jeremy” (Bates
and Leland 2015:174). McGregor received the grant in 1704. The western portion of McGregor’s
grant included the eastern portion of Hampton State Park. The location of “King Jeremy’s
Plantation,” evidently to the east, is currently unknown, but of great interest to researchers. Also
in 1704, Richard Codner acquired 250 acres adjoining McGregor to the west.

Joseph Spencer acquired portions of these tracts in 1710 and 1714. His will, written in
1729, leaves his wife Elizabeth “all the household goods and the Liberty of the Plantation and
one Room during life.” This indicates that Spencer built a residence on the tract, one that housed
the Spencer family and an enslaved woman named Bess (Hester 2014:12).

Spencer’s settlement, adjoining Spencer Pond on the south edge of the lawn area, was
discovered during shovel testing in 2014 by Stacey Young. Excavations in 2015 and 2017 by
The Charleston Museum and College of Charleston revealed a probable cellar pit, evidence for a
wooden structure, and a fence line. The artifacts recovered suggest the site was occupied ca.
1710-1744, consistent with the Spencer family’s ownership. In addition to a range of European
artifacts, the site contains colonowares with gritty paste, likely made by Native as well as
African peoples (Brilliant 2017; Jones 2018). The overall artifact assemblage suggests
interaction between Native Americans, Africans, and Europeans.

Spencer used his land for cattle and had one of the largest herds in St. James Santee
Parish (Hester 2014:13). His 1730 inventory lists 128 cattle, 77 sheep, 3 hogs, and 5 horses.
Hester notes a lack tools associated with rice production; harvested corn was the only
agricultural product. The number of cattle is one of the largest herds in the parish. Hester (2014)
lists 15 local inventories made between 1724 and 1737, and only one has more cattle (Table 1-1).
Most had well under 100. Spencer’s inventory also lists 125 pounds of soap, a product made in
part from beef tallow, further supporting the economic importance of stock-raising for the
Spencer family.

Planters allowed their stock to range freely, unrestrained by fences, through the
Lowcountry pine woods, savannas, swamps and marsh lands. It was near here, along the Santee
River, that in 1701 John Lawson described Indians “firing the woods” (Lefler 1967).

Like Native Americans, European setters used fire, periodically burning grazing areas to
encourage growth of grasses and improve pasturage (Hester 2014). Hester (2014) cites John
Otto’s statistic that one cow in early Carolina required 15 acres of grazing land (Otto 1987,
Silver 1990). This suggest that Spencer’s large herd would have ranged beyond his own
holdings, spilling over into nearby forested lands and “savannahs” such as “Mr. Jerman’s Santee
Savannah and Mr. Horry’s savannah”, cited in acts giving Ralph Jerman the rights to operate a
ferry across the Santee. Hester (2014) makes an interesting case for Hampton and surrounding
properties serving as commons during this period. “Commons” as defined by Kathryn Newfont
(2012) is “any significant set of resources that is communally owned, used, or managed.” She
suggests de facto commons can exist on land that is privately held, especially if the owner is
largely absentee. Such would be the case in the newly-settled French Santee region. As the area
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became more densely occupied and much of it was converted to rice production, this practice
was gradually curtailed.

Table 3-1: Cattle Ownership in St. James Santee Inventories, 1724-1737.

Name and Date # of Cattle | Valuein £ Total Value % of Estate
Estate £
Peter Couilliando, 1724 2 5 Not determined Not determined
Daniel McGregor Sr., 50 150 2131 7%
1724
Francis Courage, 1725 85 255 5731 5%
Stephen Dumay, 1727 60 240 1809 13%
James LeGrand, 1727 60 156 8203 2%
Joseph Spencer Sr., 1730 128 512 946 54%
Francis Guering, 1730 39 188 2350 8%
James Guery, 1735 110 550 4614 12%
Isaac Chauvin, 1735 65 325 2085 16%
Nicholas LeNud, 1735 144 720 6016 12%
John Mortimer, 1735 24 99 329 30%
Andrew Rembert Sr., 1737 47 235 6663 4%
Elias Horry, 1737 82 417 6927 6%
John Slowman, 1737 40 200 2923 7%
Pierre Guerry, 1737 49 228 4169 6%

Daniel Horry Sr. (ca. 1705-1763) acquired parcels of Hampton beginning in 1730 (555
acres from his father), continuing in 1735 (200 acres), and culminating in 1744 with his purchase
of Joseph Spencer’s tract on the mainland and of Hampton Island, the property’s prime rice
fields (500 and 100 acres, respectively). By the middle of the eighteenth century, Horry had
consolidated holdings appropriate for rice production, particularly Hampton Island. The rice-
growing enterprise, managed by a large enslaved population, dominated the property and others
on the Santee River for the next century and a half (Hester 2014).

Shift from Ranching to Inland Swamp Rice Culture

Colonists first experimented with rice in upland environments near the Ashley and
Cooper rivers. Pine communities meet common European perceptions of the landscape in terms
of health and value. Also, Carolinians’ early practice of rice cultivation resembled their
understanding of normal European farming practices. A 1666 survey of potential agricultural
lands in Carolina listed rice as one of many grains that settlers could grow in the “meadows” of
longleaf pine ecosystems. Biologist Richard Porcher (2014:32) notes that the savanna’s limited
tree cover made these landscapes easier to convert into agricultural zones without a large labor
force. The clay lens approximately one foot underneath the topsoil created moist environment for
growing crops. Many European farming practices could be adapted to this landscape, as planters
transformed mixed hardwood and pine forests into fields and constructed shallow ditches to
drain moist savannas.
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With the encouragement of the Lords Proprietors, colonists incorporated rice and other
crops into their planting schedule. John Stewart wrote in 1690 that he and his neighbors on the
Cooper River were “bettering of all Kinds of European grain and the discovery of pine land to
excel far out our oakground either for graine Englysh or Ryce.” The same year, Stewart reported
that Governor James Colleton devoted savanna land to cultivating rice, barley, wheat, peas,
cotton, indigo, and Indian corn (Clowse 1971:125-126; Porcher and Judd 2014:30-34; Salley
1911:69; Stewart 1931b:86; Stewart 1931a:16-17, 21-22).
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Planters learned, either from their own experiments or from their enslaved labor, which
crops worked well in which environments. For example, peas and corn could grow successfully
in slightly higher soils in close proximity to rice. Since cultivation zones differed by a few feet
(if not inches), variations in soil content dictated each specific crop’s location. Early Carolinians
first grew rice on savannas and nearby upland sites. Historians tend to label this general
cultivation method as “upland rice,” yet Richard Porcher (Porcher and Judd 2014:28) notes this
practice occurred in a variety of microenvironments and “is aptly called providential culture,” for
planters sowed seeds with “no provision for water control on the fields.”

Planting initially followed standard European practices: till the soil, broadcast seeds, and
then hope for rain to provide irrigation for the crop. In a style similar to sowing barley, planters
cast rice seed in a thick cover which “chokt [sic] the weeds.” They found that growing rice was
“not like sowing of grain in England.” Planters could not “put the plow in such land,” as stumps
and roots hindered initial tilling. As Philip Morgan (1998:150-151) explains, colonists
abandoned broadcasting as the enslaved labor favored embedding rice seed into the soil,
specifically by indenting the ground with one’s heel and using the foot to slide soil over the
seeds, a practice found in present-day Mali and southern Benin (Edelson 2006:103; Dethloff
1982:238; Fields-Black 2008:159; Alpern in Voeks and Rashford 2013:50; Merrens 1977:45-46,
50; Porcher and Judd 2017:32; Stewart 1931:85).

Just as early immigrants faced the reality of the Lowcountry climate in the wake of
romantic Mediterranean associations, these colonists also experienced agricultural realities when
intensively cultivating sandy soils. Alexander Hewatt (1779:158-159; commented that the sandy
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highlands “poorly rewarded [the planter] for their toil.” The seemingly endless land left colonists
to disregard traditional European husbandry, such as crop rotations, animal grazing/fertilizing
harvested fields, and periodic flooding on specific plots. Instead, they favored uncultivated
property. Early rice planters cultivated a field three to four years and then abandoned the plot,
“lay[ing] it out to grass,” and cleared new land. Because planters allowed cattle to graze
unrestrained throughout the Lowcountry, there was no natural fertilization (manure) of the
upland soil, and fallow fields took longer to rejuvenate. By the time abandoned providence rice
fields could be reintroduced into the rotation, rice cultivation had shifted to more fertile low-
lying landscapes that maintained soil fertility for decades (Earl 1988:175-210; Merrens 1977:46).

Colonists continued to practice the providence culture during the last decade of the
seventeenth century on small-stream floodplains, also called “dry swamps” or “oak and hickory
land,” that formed below the upland pine and savanna communities. Small-stream floodplains
were localized alluvial watercourses, or first-order watersheds, providing the headwaters of
Lowcountry tidal rivers. The vegetation of small-stream floodplains was “dominated by swamp
trees with a herbaceous ground cover or cane-breaks.” Like the upland pine communities, small-
stream floodplains had less groundcover compared to bottomland hardwood communities
(Hodges 1998:325-328; Merrens 1977:93; Porcher and Judd 2017:30-34; Stewart 1931:16-17,
21-22).

A 1730s account from a German Protestant settling in Georgia provides some insight into
the subtle variation between small-stream floodplains and the hardwood bottomland: “We are
now learning to understand what the Englishmen mean when they said that swamps contained
the best land. They do not mean swamps or bogs as we had in Ebenezer, which lie low, are
always full of water and cannot be drained. Instead, they mean dry and low cane-covered regions
and valleys in which water does not stand except when it is raining and from which it drains off
quickly even then. Or they mean those in which nature has provided a small canal in which the
water from the two hilly, cane-covered places can drain off. We have such swamps here, and
everybody would like to have them” (Groening 1998:72).

Small-stream floodplain soils were rich in nutrients, providing fertile microenvironments
for agriculture with adequate moisture from surrounding streams and periodic freshets. Because
small-stream floodplains often had a clay lens under the topsoil that retained surface water,
draining practices were necessary for adequately cultivating crops.

Traveling through coastal South Carolina, naturalist Mark Catesby observed how these
inland landscapes took shape. ...the further parts of these marshes from the sea, are confined by
higher lands, covered with woods, through which by intervals, the marsh extends in narrow tracts
higher up the country, and contracts gradually as the ground rises”” (Meyers and Prichard 1998).
Early colonists conducting agricultural experiments on small-stream floodplains along the
Ashley and Cooper Rivers generally grew crops in soil that modern scientists call Lenoir and
Wahee loams. Both soil types presented suitable conditions for growing rice, with the higher-
elevation Lenoir fine sandy loam slightly more permeable compared to the lower-elevation
Wahee clay loam (Hodges 1998:325; James and Collins 2010:23; Porcher and Judd 2017:3;
USDA 1980:19-20, 30-31, 95).

As planters experimented with agriculture on small-stream floodplains, variations in soil
and water encouraged them to incorporate a variety of agricultural practices. Colonists imposed
order on the landscape by straightening out meandering creeks and streams, while channels
provided additional drainage when freshets inundated the crops. By the turn of the eighteenth
century, rice cultivators also began sowing seeds in furrows, or “trenches.” Field hands would
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use approximately one to one and one-half pecks of seeds per acre, “covering thin with earth,”
planting in rows 12 to 18 inches apart between early April to mid-May. The furrow method used
ten times less seed per acre compared to broadcasting (Norris 1712 :40; Porcher and Judd
2017:32-33; Oldmixon 1741:519; Stewart 1931:15-17; Van Ruymbeke 2006:32-22).

Draining swamps enabled South Carolina planters to cultivate more land, yet this practice
did not single-handedly transform rice cultivation into an agricultural success. Lowcountry
savannas, small-stream floodplains, and cypress bottomlands presented planters with drainage
problems similar to those of European fens and flowing water meadows. Rice irrigation required
a more complex understanding of drawing water on and off the land (Edelson 2006:73-76;
Groening 1998:60-65).

For planters to cultivate rice on a commercial level, they had to increase their output and
efficiency. Flooding rice fields enabled planters to begin this process. By the time John Norris
wrote his 1712 promotional tract, planters had established a cycle of flooding their rice fields
three times between April and September to eradicate weeds. Although water-driven milldams
began appearing in South Carolina by the turn of the eighteenth century, this technology did not
solve the complex method of drawing water onto the fields. To commit to farming in lowland
watersheds and practicing routine flooding techniques, prospective rice planters had to look
beyond European-style grain cultivation methods to impoundments and channels (Carney
2001:103; Norris 1712:40; Stewart 1931:21-22).

Select enslaved Africans, on the other hand, possessed cultivation skills that observant
Carolina planters merged with available European technology. One of the strongest arguments
for the “Black Rice” thesis is that West Africans — unlike Europeans — possessed knowledge of
“inflow” and “outflow” irrigation practices. In communities from Senegal to Benin, African
cultivators had developed a “rice knowledge system” that was “highly localized and specialized”
to topographical conditions. West Africans developed diverse cultivation technologies, rice
strains, tools, and agricultural language to cultivate specific topographies (See Carney [2001:58];
Fields-Black [2008:107-134]; Hall [2010]; Knight [2010]; Littlefield [1981]; and Wood [1974]
in support of the black rice thesis and Bray et al. [2015]; Edelson [2010]; Eltis et al. [2007]; and
Hawthorne [2020] for scholarship questioning the thesis).

Just as South Carolina planters developed unique inland irrigation systems relevant to
local environments, so had generations of West African cultivators centuries before European
contact. Rice cultivation practices developed along the Inland Delta of the Upper Niger River in
Mali some ~2,000 to 3,000 years ago. Africans planted a domesticated rice grain, Oryza
glaberrina, down the Niger River and throughout the inland and mangrove swamps along the
West African coastline (Fields-Black 2015:282-284; Fields-Black 2008:1-21; Johnny et al.
1981:596-606; Linares 1981:558-560, 570-577; Linares 2002:16360-16365). By the time
Portuguese explorers reached them in the mid-fifteenth century, African communities had
developed intensive irrigation techniques for growing subsistence rice. For West Africans
transplanted to Carolina, wetlands provided familiar landscapes for growing rice (Carney and
Rosomoff 2009:148-154; Littlefield 1981:86; Price 1991:107-127).

Rice was one of several staples transferred through the Middle Passage. Cereals (such as
rice, millet, and sorghum), yams, black-eyed peas, sesame (benne), muskmelons, okra, and
Guinea squash were all subsistence crops transferred from Africa to Carolina. Slave ship captains
relied on these African staples to feed their enslaved cargo. Just as Africans formed a diaspora
throughout the Lowcountry, so did the “shadow world of cultivation” of African diets (Carney
and Rosomoff 2009:124-125, 148-155; Fields-Black 2015:282).
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The appearance of rice in subsistence gardens coincided with colonists’ period of
experimentation, where perspective planters sought out plants that would take root in the fertile
soil for both subsistence and profit. Free and enslaved farmers planted the African O. glaberrima
and the Asian O. sativa strains in early Carolina. Ultimately, European markets and tastes
preferred the white-skinned O. sativa. By the late seventeenth century, European colonists were
exploring ways to incorporate rice into their diets and also to be an export commaodity (Carney
and Rosomoff, 2009:150-153, Cohen and Yardeni, eds. “Un Suisse en Caroline du Sud,” trans.
by Leland, 8. Coon 1972:169; Edelson 2006:64-72; Fields-Black 2015:286-287, 150-153;
Stewart 1931:16).

South Carolinian colonists incorporated rice into their staple diet, first by substituting
ground rice flour for wheat and corn, simulating England’s “fine wheaten bread” that was
unavailable in the colony. Rice also provided additional “fodder” for poultry and livestock.
Rice’s versatility as a food for both Africans and Europeans, as historian Max Edelson explains,
distinguished it from other plants grown for consumption and profit (Edelson 2006:72).

Enslaved Africans’ access to Lowcountry wetlands and small-stream floodplains allowed
some to practice subsistence agriculture by constructing rice fields in low-lying wetlands “on the
plantation periphery.” Early plantation settlement patterns consisted of the planter’s residence
neighboring enslaved housing on terra-firma knolls or ridgelines. Earthen swells, caused by
Pleistocene deposits and resulting erosion, created a landscape surrounded by bays, streams,
creeks, and rivers. The need to grow crops for survival challenged the enslaved to use land that
free colonists considered undesirable. They constructed embankments where they could grow
patches of rice as they did in their homeland.

Enslaved laborers’ presence in swamps, cutting timber or herding cattle, also made them
more acquainted with wetland hydrology. Africans sought the plantation borderlands as a place
of refuge. By removing themselves from the watchful eye of their enslavers, Africans used
“down-time” to escape the oppression of slavery. As Peter Wood (1974:119-124) notes, these
“black pioneers” were a mobile population that negotiated their way through swamps in tending
to their duties. The enslaved grew rice as one of many subsistence crops upon land unwanted by
their enslavers, one of the many ways that Africans survived in the Lowcountry (Price 1991).

As colonists evaluated swamps for rice cultivation in the early eighteenth century, they
became more optimistic about these environments and their productive potential (Edelson
2006:53). Jack P. Greene (1992:103-104) attributes this change in landscape perceptions to the
“psychology of colonization.” For European colonists, reconstructing the environment
symbolized “improved societies” and benefited their families and future generations. Harvesting
cypress, for instance, allegedly improved the swampland and “made the earth better adapted to
the culture of rice.” The wilderness was a disorderly and primitive environment that colonists
had to alter. Colonists could provide order to wetlands by clearing land and channelizing water
(Edelson, 2006:48-89; Merchant 1995:132-159; Merrens 1977:93; Nash 1982:40-41; Van
Ruymbeke 2006:205).

Once European colonists recognized the importance of impounding water to irrigate rice
crops while simultaneously eradicating competing grasses, a dramatic shift in landscape
perceptions and in agricultural activity occurred. Rice farming moved from the upland and
savannah ecosystems down to the cypress-hardwood stream systems. The flow of water through
these wetlands fed the dense vegetation that created the apparently “inexhaustible fertility” of the
South Carolina Lowcountry (“Reclamation of Southern Swamps,” DeBow’s Review and
Industrial Resources 17 (November 1854), 525; Merrens 1977:93). One rice planter described
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inland swamps as having a “better foundation and soil than any other lands” and “by nature more
durable” for cultivation because of the “fine supplies of decayed vegetable, which are deposited
while the waters are passing over said lands” (Southern Agriculturalist 1828:531).

With a general understanding of reservoir irrigated rice cultivation in a growing market
economy, European colonists began shifting settlement patterns by the first decade of the
eighteenth century towards low-lying small-stream floodplains and bottomlands. Incorporating
technological and agricultural knowledge within new wetland boundaries, planters increased
yields by approximately 20 bushels per acre before 1740. Rice cultivation expanded rapidly after
South Carolina’s first major export of 300 barrels to England in 1699. In 1714, Carolinians
exported 11,000 barrels. Historian Converse Clowse estimated that the Proprietary government
granted at least 200,000 acres between 1694 and 1705. About 100,000 acres of the land issued
between 1698 and 1705 came from the headrights of enslaved Africans (Clowse 1971:131; Crisp
1711; Haan 1981:250-251; Norris 1712:40; Oldmixon 1741:519; Thornton and Morden 1685).
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Figure 3-5: Example of a small-stream floodplain in the Carolina lowcountry. Photo by Hayden Smith.

Willtown: From Frontier Town to Rice Plantation

Willtown is located on the South Edisto River, about 30 miles southwest of Charleston.
The dominant feature is a bluff at a curve in the Edisto River, rising almost vertically to a height
of 40 feet. The first mention of a contemplated town on the Edisto River is found in instructions
from the Lords Proprietors to Surveyor General Maurice Matthews in 1682, “We understand that
there is n Edistoh River about 20 miles above the head of the Ashley River a convenient fertill
peece of land fit to build a Towne on five hundred akers” (Smith 1988:101).

The town that would be known as Willtown was also known as New London, implying it
was a second location. Early maps, such as the 1695 Thornton-Morden map, show both New
London and the likely original London on the Edisto. The name Willtown, or Wilton, first
appears in a 1697 grant to Landgrave Joseph Morton. Records are scanty, but historian Suzanne
Linder suggests that London, also known as Pon Pon, was located in the vicinity of Penny Creek,
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accessible by boat and by a Native American path in the vicinity of what is now U.S. Highway
17. From the 1690s to the 1730s it was an important landmark at the interface of European
settlement and lands controlled by Indigenous people. Several late-seventeenth-century
documents refer to only two centers of settlement: Charles Town and “London in Colleton.”

A chance meeting led eventually to a new settlement in Dorchester and a missed
opportunity for growth of New London. In 1695 a group of dissenters from Dorchester (MA),
organized an expedition and sailed for South Carolina. When they arrived and sought a place to
settle, Governor Joseph Blake suggested New London. They spent a few days on the Edisto
River and were entertained by Landgrave Morton. For reasons that are not clear, the group
rejected the New London site and chose instead one on the Ashley River near the property of
William Norman (Bell 1995:2). This became the town of Dorchester.

Wilton, or New London, was described as a community of 80 houses in Oldmixon’s 1708
History of the British Empire (Salley 1967:366). Most scholars agree here is little evidence that
the community reached that size. Oldmixon’s description may have derived from the ambitious
plan for the town. The proprietors instructed that “if any one Will build a house in said town you
may by order of the Governour measure out onto him a towne Lott accordin to the proportions
appointed at Charles town and 100 akers of Land in the collony as a plantation.” Five hundred
acres was to be set aside for the town. The 500 acres above and below the town, as well as three
500- acre sections in from the river would be set aside for the precinct. The town plat shows the
500-acre urban tract centered on the bluff (and agreeing remarkably with current landmarks),
neatly divided into streets, blocks, and lots. Sets of stairs lead from the top of the bluff to the
riverfront. The plat of the town suggests an impressive settlement centered on the high bluff, but
deed research suggests the majority of the lots were never granted, and even fewer were
improved.

The Willtown community was founded for three principal reasons: defense of the colony,
development of a community of religious dissenters, and pursuit of the Indian trade. Each of
these driving forces contributed people to the Willtown community. Though the dissenters chose
another location, Willtown attracted a number of non-Anglican settlers, and a Presbyterian
church was centered in Willtown by 1704. The Rev. Archibald Stobo guided the Presbyterian
community until his death in 1741.

Though only 30 miles from Charleston, Willtown was, at its founding, on the edge of the
European settlement in South Carolina. A “frontier” settlement in the relational sense, as an area
of contested space, Willtown was a multiethnic community, with religions dissenters, Anglicans,
traders, merchants, planters, enslaved Africans, local Indigenous people, and likely neighboring
and more distant Indigenous groups meeting face to face (Cayton and Teute 1998:1-15; Dowd
1998:17). An emphasis of the Willtown community prior to the Yamasee War was the Indian
trade.

The Yamasee war devastated the area in 1715, but a hastily constructed fort at Willtown
protected the area for white settlers. The period from 1715 to 1730 was evidently the apex of
Willtown’s economic success. Willtown flourished through the 1730s, and advertisements give
evidence of trade and activity. But the deerskin trade was reorganized after the Yamasee War,
and the trade moved inland, engaging confederated groups such as the Cherokee, Catawba, and
Creek. The trading path traveled through Dorchester, which remained viable through the
American Revolution. Willtown, in contrast, was now off the regular path, and its role as a center
of the deerskin trade diminished.
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Rice as a profitable staple was introduced by 1695, and the lands around Willtown were
well-suited to this crop. The revenues possible from rice and indigo cultivation in the early
eighteenth century enabled landowners in the Willtown area to establish successful plantations,
to the detriment of the urban community. By 1760, town lots were re-granted as plantation tracts,
and rice planters dominate the history of Willtown for the next century. The Willtown church
was abandoned in 1750, rebuilt among plantations a few miles away in a location viewed as
“more centrical.”

New economic opportunities changed the direction of Willtown and the composition of
the local community. The steadily increasing profits from rice and the agricultural potential of
inland swamps meant that profits could be realized from plantation lands. The principal effect
was a rapid growth in the enslaved African population, which created new tension in the white
community. By 1730, Africans outnumbered European colonists and, in the event of an uprising,
planters felt little security. Likewise, the enslaved were emboldened. In 1739 the Stono
Rebellion, the largest slave revolt to occur anywhere on the American mainland during the
colonial period, occurred near Willtown and involved the Willtown community. Archibald
Stobo, described as a “fierce and violent man,” played an important role in the Stono Rebellion
of 1739, when his sermon was interrupted by word of the rebels marching south towards Pon
Pon. Church official John Bee led the men of the congregation in pursuit of the rebels. In all, 75
black and white Carolinians perished.

Two years later, Archibald Stobo’s son, James Stobo purchased a rice plantation tract
adjoining Willtown and built a home that reflects the wealth derived from plantation agriculture
using an enslaved labor force, and the uncertainty of living among the enslaved who recently
revolted. James Stobo’s plantation is located inland, about a mile from the Willtown bluff. It is
on a knoll of high land, 15 feet above sea level, but adjacent to inland swamps. The knoll drops
to freshwater swamp to the north, east and south. The land to the north has been diked and water
is impounded to the west.

The first owner of this plantation tract was dissenter John Ash, who received a grant for
450 acres in 1710 (Colonial Grants 39:79; Memorials, 5:165). John Smelie purchased
“Drumhall” in 1719. His will of 1727 suggests he built a home on the property. Drumhall went
to three minor children, who sold the plantation to James Stobo in 1739. James Stobo
accumulated some 4,400 acres of land, and engaged in rice and indigo planting. A contemporary
states that James Stobo was noted for producing high quality indigo. At his death, he owned two
sets of indigo vats, several luxury items, and 124 enslaved people. Though James Stobo lived
until 1780, we know from records of the Presbyterian church that Stobo departed the Willtown
area suddenly in 1767 (Simmons 1960).

By the time James Stobo’s estate (under the ownership of his son Richard Park Stobo)
was subdivided in the 1790s, the property had become extremely valuable, with both inland
swamp and tidal rice fields, indigo production sufficient to require two vats, and resources to
operate a lumber mill. The lands around Willtown and Stobo’s plantation were acquired by
several wealthy and prominent planter families. Together, they formed the Willtown community
of the nineteenth century.

The Stobo house was exposed in its entirety during three seasons of archaeological
excavation. James Stobo’s house plan seems to be a direct physical response to the Stono
rebellion. Though daily violence was far more perceived than real, it appears that James Stobo
was never really secure in his wealth and position. The house features a three-bay plan, with a
central courtyard. The northern room features a brick floor, while the eastern bay has two rooms.
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A back external chimney split the two rooms and heated both. The third bay, to the west, was
less well-preserved and more ephemeral. The central courtyard formed by these three units was
paved with sand. Some type of brick wall, or fence with a brick foundation, connected Bay 1 to
Bay 3. Some between 1765 and 1770, a dense organic midden accumulated over the floors. The
midden contained many intact artifacts, with a concentration in the courtyard. On top of this
organic soil is evidence of the building’s collapse and the robbing of the brick walls, represented
by a continuous trench around the compound. Artifacts in the trench suggest general
abandonment of the site around 1810. The midden accumulation likely reflects a calamity, one
that damaged the structure. Since there is no evidence of burning, a storm or flood is the likely
source. The artifact placement suggests scavenging prior to cleanup.

Figure 3-6: Excavation of James Stobo’s 1741 house at Willtown in 1997. Collections of The Charleston Museum.

Beneath the features of the Stobo house was evidence of one, and possibly two, earlier
structures. One was represented by small sill trenches and the other is reflected in a pattern of
post stains.

Although the economic emphasis at James Stobo’s plantation, and other colonial
plantations on the Edisto, by the second quarter of the eighteenth century was rice production,
raising cattle was likely an important industry before and during the plantation era. While James
Stobo was known for his indigo, and produced successful rice crops from a managed inland
system, he also maintained cattle. Stobo’s estate inventory of 1781 lists a number of luxury
goods, ranging from silver tea pots to books and bibles. One hundred twenty-four enslaved
persons are enumerated by name. Plantation tools range from boats to axes to cooper and
carpenter tools. There were 18 horses. And two groups of cattle, possibly kept in different
locations. The first entry is 60 cattle and 4 “yoke oxen.” Thirty-nine more are listed separately
(Zierden et al. 1999:338). Clearly cattle ranching and the sale of beef contributed to the
plantation income.
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Chapter IV
Cattle in the Colonial Lowcountry

Introduction

A rider through the swamps in the eighteenth century might spy deer and turkey, but was
just as likely to encounter a cow, ears notched with the mark of the owner. Little information is
available about the appearance and origins of these animals. It is likely they were mixed-heritage
English and Spanish animals adapted to the Lowcountry environment and a free-range
management style. As colonists and enslaved herders tended cattle, they became familiar with
ecosystems such as Hell Hole Swamp. Many areas such as these, devoted to cattle ranching, later
were transformed into rice fields. Early cattle centers, referred to as cowpens, were common in
the Lowcountry, but as farming moved inland, herders retreated into the pinewoods further up
the coastal plain and eventually into the Piedmont. Beef and other cattle products sold in the city
and shipped from Charleston Harbor came from rural production centers such as the trading post
and cowpen operated between 1732 and 1751 by Mary Musgrove.

“Breeds” in the Colonial Lowcountry

Animals brought to the Americas were the regionally distinct pre-breeds available to
colonists at the time (Fussell 1929, 1937a, 1937b; Jordan 1989; Moore-Colyer 1989:335-346;
Periam and Baker 1882:505-507; Rodero et al. 1992; Rouse 1970a:281, 1973:350- 353,
1977:288; Thirsk 1957:176-177; 1967:186-187; Trow-Smith 1959:24-29, 45-58, 70-72, 95;
Youatt 1859). Prior to the 1860s the only improved breed imported in large numbers along the
British Atlantic seaboard were Shorthorns, sometimes known as Durhams (Leavitt 1933; Periam
and Baker 1882:540-548; Rouse 1973:352-353, 361-362; 405-408, 1977:7; Thompson 1942:3;
Trow-Smith 1959:90). All of these early cattle were taurines, Bos taurus taurus (Decker et al.
2014; Rouse 1973:358; Williamson and Payne 1978:205). Although some records suggest zebu
(indicines/zebu; B. t. indicus or B. indicus) were introduced to North America before 1850,
Rouse (1973:440) argues these animals left no trace and that zebu hybrids common today were
developed in the late 1800s. Brahmans are a modern breed developed from zebus in the United
States after the 1880s (Decker et al. 2014; Williamson and Payne 1978:243).

Breeds as we know them today are relatively new (see Cossette and Horard-Herbin 2003
for a summary of early cattle “breeds” in New France). Descriptions of early British animals are
limited and vague. Early Shorthorns, for example, were described as “...generally of large size,
thin-skinned, sleek-haired, bad handlers, rather delicate in constitution, coarse in the offal, and
strikingly defective in girth in the forequarters” (Youatt 1859:95). Landed European gentry and
prosperous farmers began to develop improved, stable breeds in the late 1700s.

Zooarchaeological research using measurements finds a temporal change in the size of
cattle in London after the fourteenth century, with a significant tendency for animals to be larger
in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, though the reasons for this increase in size requires
further study (Thomas et al. 2013). The first purebred stock did not reach the United States until
1793 and large numbers were not imported until after the 1860s (Rouse 1973:353). Advances in
breeding, nutrition, and veterinary care in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries brought
major improvements in livestock as well as stability to breeds genetically tailored for specific
production goals. This resulted in the loss of most local, unimproved pre-breeds and early
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improved breeds such as populated the Lowcountry prior to the mid-1800s, complicating our
efforts to visualize Lowcountry cattle.

Some inferences about the size of Lowcountry cattle can be made from surviving
descendants of early breeds. British Park cattle are an ancient breed with roots in the Middle
Ages. British Park cows today weigh ca. 842 Ib and bulls ca. 992 Ib when raised in improved
conditions (Rouse 1970a:291). Cows from another surviving ancient breed, the English Dexter,
weigh ca. 595-694 Ib on good pasture and bulls weigh ca. 992 Ib (Rouse 1970a:294-295).
Spanish Retinto and Black Andalusian breeds raised under modern husbandry conditions weigh
ca. 1,000-1,500 Ib (Rouse 1977:217, 224). Brown Atlas, a native breed of northern Africa,
weighs ca. 595 Ib on average pasture and ca. 760 Ib on better pasture (Rouse 1970b:596, 604).
Brown Atlas bulls on good pasture may reach 893 Ib.

Lowcountry cattle probably were similar in many respects to Criollos. Present-day
Criollos are small, hardy animals widespread in the Hispanic Americas, which included much of
what was Spanish Florida until 1821. They are mottled shades of brown, white, red, black, and
fawn. Criollos are heat-tolerant, long lived, resistant to parasites and diseases, and productive on
low-quality forage. Criollo cows on Hispaniola today weigh ca. 500-800 Ib and bulls weigh ca.
ca. 1,000 Ib (Rouse 1973:58-60). Criollo cows in Florida today weigh about 450 Ib when grazing
in palmetto scrub and 650 Ib when grazing on prairie; bulls weigh slightly more (Rouse
1977:186). The Galphin Trading Post, located near Augusta on the South Carolina side of the
Savannah River, reported net weights of 280 and 333 Ib for “beeves” in 1785 and 1786 (Stewart
1996:284, n. 66). The Galphin animals would be on the small side for most Spanish animals,
which were reported to be larger than “English cattle” at the time (Georgia Gazette, March 9,
1768).

Measurements of archaeological cattle bones also find that Spanish cattle were larger
than cattle in Charleston, neighboring plantations, Savannah, and Fort Frederica (Reitz and Ruff
1994). The earliest cattle measurements are from Puerto Real, a Spanish town founded in 1503
on the northern coast of Hispaniola in what is now Haiti (Deagan 1995). Cattle at Puerto Real
were abundant and free-ranging. They also were very large, approaching the size of aurochs, the
large wild ancestor of modern cattle which reached over 1,900 Ib (Reitz and Ruff 1994). Their
large size may be due to the extensive fertile grasslands, mild climate, long growing season, and
lack of competitors, predators, and diseases on Hispaniola, conditions also found on other
Caribbean islands in the sixteenth century.

If the large size of the Puerto Real cattle can be generalized to other sixteenth-century
Caribbean islands, such as Cuba, cattle brought to Spanish Florida probably were large initially.
Over time, the body size of their progeny declined, perhaps due to the stress of diseases shared
with deer, predators such as wolves, and limited nutritional pasturage. This stress-related body
size reduction persists into the present; Florida Criollos are still smaller than Criollos on
Hispaniola. Archaeological and anecdotal evidence suggests that cattle in the Lowcountry in
later centuries were smaller than either Spanish cattle or cattle in Annapolis, Maryland.

Horn cores suggest the appearance of Lowcountry cattle was not uniform (Appendix
VII). What is often called “horn” is actually a keratin sheath that covers a bony core. The sheath
is unlikely to survive in Lowcountry archaeological deposits and horn cores are rare. The few
cores that have been recovered present a wide variety of shapes and sizes, but are primarily from
short- and medium-horned males, females, and oxen (castrated males) slaughtered between two
and ten years of age. None are from the long-horned animals often associated with Spanish cattle
in North America. One medium-horn female horn core is identical to a core recovered from
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Mission San Luis de Apalachee, a Spanish Franciscan mission built in 1656 near present-day
Tallahassee (FL). This mission was destroyed in 1704 in advance of a raid led by Colonel James
B. Moore out of South Carolina. The range of sizes and shapes in these horn cores is what we
would expect of mixed herds and limited control over breeding.

Figure 4-1: Horn core from Charleston VRTC (above) and Mission San Luis
(below). Photo University of Georgia.

Sources of Lowcountry Cattle

Determining where Lowcountry cattle originated also is challenging because colonists
were from many different parts of Europe, Africa, the Americas, and Asia (Cook 1988; Rouse
1970b:1026-1027; 1973:358-361). The diverse origins of colonists and raids among French,
Spanish, and British colonies likely ensured that cattle lineages were equally diverse.

The first cattle in the Americas were from the Iberian Peninsula, though the Spanish
Florida animals likely originated in Spanish herds in the Caribbean instead of Iberia or Africa.
Cattle may have reached the Lowcountry in 1562, when France established Charlesfort on Parris
Island. They were certainly there by 1576 when Spain established its first capital, Santa Elena,
on Parris Island (Reitz 2017). Cattle brought to the Lowcountry a century later by Carolina
colonists likely joined the wild progeny of these earlier animals (e.g., Stewart 1991:5). Some of
the Carolina animals might have originated in Britain, northern Europe, Bermuda, the British
Caribbean, or British colonies on the Atlantic seaboard north of Charleston.

It cannot be assumed that all cattle in a colony were transported from territories claimed
by the nation sponsoring that colony, however. For example, the first cattle in the Americas were
brought to the Caribbean on Spanish ships which sailed from Seville (Spain), close to the Iberian
cattle complex in Andalucia (Jordan 1989). These cattle, however, could have at least some
African roots because much of the Iberian Peninsula was part an Islamic state from 711 until the
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end of the Reconquest (January, 1492). Originally founded by Maghrebine Berbers, the Iberian
territory was known in Classical Arabic as al-Andalus. At its peak, al-Andalus encompassed
most of modern-day Spain and Portugal. Thus, Iberia and northern Africa had close economic,
historical, and political ties. It is likely that cattle and herd management practices were shared
between the two continents. mtDNA in three archaeological cow teeth from St. Augustine,
deposited between 1565 and 1600, as well as studies of cattle world-wide show American
Criollos originated in Iberia, but had some African ancestry inherited via these Iberian ancestors
(Decker 2012:165; Decker et al. 2009; Decker et al. 2014; Edwards et al. 2011; McTavish et al.
2013; Reitz and Ruff 1994; Rouse 1977). After the Reconquest, Spanish ships sailing for the
Caribbean called first at the Canary Islands, where they might take on cattle (Rouse 1977:28).
Cattle were not indigenous to the Canaries (Glas 1764:2, 26; Rodero et al. 1992; Rouse
1977:225).

The first cattle in the Americas may have arrived in this hemisphere in 1492 via the ill-
fated La Santa Maria, but they certainly were on Hispaniola by 1493 when Columbus
established La Isabela on the north coast of Hispaniola (Deagan 2002:145, 301). The Spanish
Empire eventually had outposts throughout the Caribbean and stocked each island with cattle
(e.g., Rouse 1973:14-16). Although many of these islands subsequently became British, French,
or Dutch colonies, the original Spanish animals on these islands likely persisted. Puerto Real
(1503), for example, was an active seaport through which large numbers of cattle hides were
shipped. Illegal trade was so rampant at Puerto Real and other northern ports that Spain
abandoned the north coast in 1579 and the entire western part of Hispaniola by 1605 (Hodges
and Lyon 1995). Zooarchaeological data from Puerto Real indicate cattle were abundant and
large (Deagan and Reitz 1995; Reitz 1986; Reitz and McEwan 1995; Reitz and Ruff 1994).

Figure 4-2: Florida Scrub, or criollo, cow at the Florida Agricultural Museum,
Palm Bay, 2015. Photo by Olga M. Caballero.
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In terms of the Lowcountry, Spain and France spent much the 1500s attempting to
solidify competing territorial claims on the Atlantic coast of North America. Parris Island, in
particular, was the focus of both French (Charlesfort, 1562-1563) and Spanish settlements (Santa
Elena, 1576-1587). Spain’s claim to the Atlantic seaboard was solidified when St. Augustine
(1565, Florida) and Santa Elena (1566, South Carolina) were founded. Over the ensuing
centuries, Spain lost territory to Britain, ceding what remained of Spanish Florida to the United
States in 1821.

It is not known how many cattle were brought to Spanish Florida over the centuries, but
the first governor, Pedro Menéndez de Avilés, agreed to transport 200 calves to the colony (Lyon
1976:215). Given the hazards of trans-Atlantic shipping in the sixteenth century and Menéndez’s
ties to the Greater Antilles, it is likely these animals were from free-range herds on Hispaniola,
Puerto Rico, or Cuba (Lyon 1976:52, 104; Rouse 1977:73-74). Menéndez was governor of Cuba
at the time. By the 1600s, ranches with free-range cattle flourished near Gainesville (FL) and in
Apalachee Province (near Tallahassee, FL; Arnade 1961; Bushnell 1978). Cattle also were
present at other Spanish locations, especially at missions such as Santa Catalina de Guale on the
Atlantic coast north of St. Augustine (Reitz et al. 2010). These missions extended up to Parris
Island and beyond. Native American trade routes expanded Spanish influence and goods (and
possibly livestock) into the interior Southeast. By the early 1700s large numbers of cattle roamed
the coastal plain and by the 1730s Georgia settlers in the 1730s found the land full of feral cattle
(Stewart 2007:72-77).

Settlers in the Lowcountry likely brought or imported additional cattle from northern
Europe, from other colonies on the Atlantic seaboard, and from British holdings in the
Caribbean. For example, in 1674, Lord Anthony Ashley Cooper, one of the Lord Proprietors of
the Carolina colony, owned a trading post and cattle ranch at St. Giles Kussoe (38DR83A; Agha
2012:23). Ashley ordered his Carolina agent to obtain cattle from Bermuda, where Ashley had
interests, or from Maryland (Agha 2012:19-20). Ashley requested 300-400 head, though it is not
known how many of these animals reached St. Giles. Ashley and other early Carolina settlers
also had interests in Barbados, and some cattle could have originated on that island (Agha
2012:11-12, 15). Most British-affiliated Caribbean holdings, including Barbados, were on islands
originally claimed by Spain, raising the possibility that cattle imported from British Caribbean
islands had a Spanish heritage (Rouse 1973:14-15). Whatever their origins, by 1682 there were
nearly 700 head of cattle at St. Giles alone (Agha 2012:17).

Perhaps more interesting is the possibility that cattle in the British Carolinas were
Spanish. When Santa Elena was abandoned in 1587, it is unlikely all the free-range cattle were
removed. Their wild progeny could have been there for the taking in 1670 when Charles Town
was established ca. 75 miles north of Parris Island. Spain repeatedly claimed that Carolinians
stole Spanish cattle during their many raids on Spanish settlements (Hann 1986; Stewart 1991).
According to Alonso de Leturiondo’s Memorial to the King of Spain (written in 1700), “...the
English of St. George [aka: Charleston] have sought to carry off cattle from Florida because their
own are so scrawny that their bulls and cows are not much different than the one-year-old calves
of Florida” (Hann 1986:200). The claim that Spanish cattle were superior to Lowcountry cattle is
echoed in English accounts (Stewart 1991:5).

One account described St. Augustine as 60 leagues from the nearest British settlement,
“with great store of neat cattle” (Salley 1928). British raids reached deep into Spanish territory,
burning St. Augustine and destroying missions and cattle ranches west of the town. After these
raids, Colonial James B. Moore returned to Carolina with enslaved Native Americans and “all
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that could be collected, including cows and horses.” Cattle taken to Georgia and the Carolinas
after raids on Spanish missions and ranches augmented feral cattle ranging throughout the coast,
many of which could trace their roots to animals escaped or abandoned as Spanish missions and
ranches were evacuated.

Lowcountry settlers took advantage of cattle taken during raids or left behind as Spain
retreated southward. South Carolina Gazette advertisements specifically described “black Cattle”
and “Spanish Breed” as part of estate or cattle sales, signifying that Carolina colonists sought out
specific “breeds” by the early to mid-eighteenth century. An ad from 1740 notes the following
stock: “On Tuesday the 21st of February next, will be exposed to Sale at publick Outcry, at my
Plantation near the Brick Church in the Parish of St. Thomas, a choice parcel of Plantation
Slaves, Trades-men, House Wenches, and sensible Boys and Girls, most of them Natives of this
Country. Also, several fine young Horses, breeding Mares and their Colts, together with several
Yoke of large working Oxen, and a Stock of Cows and young Cattle, most of them of the Spanish
Breed, (emphasis added) and also Coopers, Sawyers and Plantation Tools” (South Carolina
Gazette, January 12, 1740).

A simplistic summary of Lowcountry cattle origins is that some were from European
colonies further north along the Atlantic seaboard and some were indirectly from Spain via
former Spanish holdings in the Caribbean, but a few were from the British Isles or northern
Europe. The semi-feral cattle of Spanish Florida and the Lowcountry likely experienced several
generations of natural selection in the novel colonial environments and these must be taken into
account when attempting to link nineteenth-century European stock with earlier stock (McTavish
et al. 2013), but the reported superiority of Spanish cattle was not simply hyperbole.

Colonial Husbandry Strategies

Shortly after European-sponsored colonization began, it became evident that cattle
thrived in the region’s pinewoods, savannahs, canebrakes, and marshes (Brooks et al. 2000:29;
Gray 1958 [1933]). Former Carolina Governor John Archdale stated in 1707, “[a]nd so
advantageously in the Country scituated [sic], that there is little or no need of Providing Fodder
for Cattle in the Winter; so that a Cow is grazed near as cheap as a Sheep here in England”
(Archdale 1707:32). Lowcountry cattle foraged on cordgrasses, salt grasses, and Spanish moss.
Cane in swampy areas was a favorite food and was particularly important as winter forage. Free-
range animals were not limited to rural areas. Charleston’s citizens complained about roaming
animals and the slaughter of livestock within the city for decades, to little effect (e.g., City
Gazette and Daily Advertiser, September 27, 1783; Eckhard 1844:137; Edwards 1802:39).

Cattle ranching took place on three ecosystems that later became rice fields: upland
longleaf pine communities, small stream floodplains, and low-lying hardwood bottomlands. As
colonists and enslaved herders tended cattle, they became familiar with these ecosystems,
knowledge which became a critical component for successful rice farming. Carolina settlers
found the longleaf pine communities particularly conducive to raising cattle. According to one
early eighteenth-century traveler, the longleaf pine forests were “exceedingly good for a stock of
cattle, and on which [planters] frequently settle their cow-pens” (Merrens 1977, Gentleman
1733-1734:119). The complex layering of the longleaf pine canopies mixed with an understory
of grasses created savannas that, according to environmental historian Albert Way, had “an
aesthetic of parklike openness” (Way 2011:11).
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Figure 4-3: 1721 map of the Southeast, showing “pine land full of cain runs fitt for cowpens” along the
Edisto River. Map of Part of North America from Cape Charles to the Mouth of the River Mississippi
by John Barnwell, Yale University.

According to Dunbar (1961:294), a cowpens not only was “a pen or an enclosure but was
also used to designate a large grazing area, usually between 100 to 400 acres in size.” Cowpens
might encompass 40 to 200 ha with clusters of corrals, outbuildings, living quarters, and gardens.
William Bartram, describing holdings on a coastal island in the eighteenth century, wrote “...the
greatest part of these are as yet the property of a few wealthy planters...they settle a few poor
families on their insular estates, who rear stocks of horned cattle, horses, swine and poultry, and
protect the game for their proprietors” (VanDoran 1955:77-78). Some Carolina cowpens were
reported to have 6,000 or more animals (e.g., Dunbar 1961:128; Edgar 1998:133; Hart 2016;
Stewart 1996:73). Most animals received little or no supplemental feed or shelter and were
largely free-ranged (Arnade 1961; Bushnell 1978; Dunbar 1961).

Colonists continued the Native American custom of “carving” savannas out of upland
pine forests by burning the understory grasses to hunt game and clear agricultural land. This
human practice mimicked the natural phenomenon of lightning storms, igniting the long-leaf
pine forests and leading to an evolution of fire dependent ecosystems. By manipulating these
burnings, humans turned a natural phenomenon that evolved over the millennia into a tool for
their own benefit. Despite the introduction of humans into this equation, the longleaf
communities still thrived with growth of fire-adapted vegetation and the animals that fed on
these species (Earley 2004; Porcher and Rayner 2001:91-92; Way 2011:7-12).

Packed meat exported to the British West Indies became an early route to wealth and
landholdings. Like the Indian trade, ranching required relatively little labor and capital. Colonists
let their livestock free-range throughout the emerging plantation landscape; abundant land
eliminated the need to construct fences and produce fodder. Hogs and cattle foraged freely “at no
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cost whatever” in the upland forests and savannas during the summer while feeding in hardwood
bottomlands and marshland canebrakes during the winter. By the early eighteenth century, hogs
were “in abundance” throughout the Lower Coastal Plain as “they go daily to feed in the Woods,
where they rove several Miles feeding on Nuts and Roots” (Pyne 1997:466, 477, see also Wood
2008:87-89).

Cattle ranching was instrumental in establishing the Carolina plantation enterprise as land
and labor needed for this regime provided the foundation for later commodities. Salted beef and
pork became the first successful venture in the colony and was the fourth most exported
commodity behind rice, deerskins, and indigo by the mid-eighteenth century. Satisfying the
demands abroad for salted beef and pork, ranching brought profits to Carolinians by 1682. By
1684, W. Muschamp, the Collector of Plantation Duties, noted that in Carolina, “[t]he Chief
subsistence of the first settlers being by Hoggs and Cattle they sell to ye New Comers, And with
which they purchase Clothes, and Toole [sic] from them...” As trade and herds increased, so did
colonists’ demand for more enslaved people (Salley 1928:219).

By 1708, at least 1,000 of the 1,800 enslaved Africans in South Carolina worked in the
cattle industry. Oldmixon (1741:520) noted in 1708 “...about 40 years ago it was reckoned a
great deal to have three to four cows, now some people have 1000 Head, and for one Man to
have 200 is very common.” Ranchers needed large estates to feed the livestock adequately
through this “wild cattle” method. One cow required 15 acres to adequately graze. Some
entrepreneurs who amassed more than 300 head of cattle began purchasing larger plantations to
accommodate their livestock.

Carolinians continued the English West Indies tradition of naming landscapes after cattle
activity. Select plantations that supported the livestock industry also contained desirable
ecosystems to grow rice, coincidentally becoming important inland rice zones. “Cow Savannah,”
“Hog Swamp,” and “Horse Savannah” reflect three low-lying landscapes west of the Ashley
River where planters successfully cultivated rice in the eighteenth century (Otto 1987:13-16;
Smith 1914:155). These same areas remained unimproved when the Stono rebellion shook the
community in 1739. Those responsible for the insurrection reportedly had been requisitioned
from area planters to construct a “passage,” or drain, into the North Branch of the Stono River.
When planters protested the loss of their property for this public project, the passage was routed
through Horse Savannah, Jack’s Savannah, and Long Savannah, undeveloped lands (Hoffer
2012:63).

Grazing lands also catered to the early development of rice cultivation and became the
conduit between the two commercial enterprises by the end of the seventeenth century. Otto
(1987:22-23) implies this connection, stating “Planters cultivated rice in the ‘low moist Lands’
along rivers, and they grazed stock in the surrounding woods.” Large property holdings,
available capital, and enslaved labor, attained through the success of the livestock industry, were
three elements that benefited aspiring rice planters. Otto (1987:24) explains that livestock
ranches were a “prelude to the rice plantation economy,” a precursor to colonial South Carolina
rice cultivation. Otto (1986:122) writes that, “drawing upon British and African antecedents,
cattle-ranching proved the ideal industry for early Carolina — a colony with an abundance of land
and cattle but a shortage of capital and labor.”

Joseph Wigfall’s early-eighteenth-century shift from cattle ranching to rice is an example
of these broader changes in land use. A butcher by trade, Wigfall originally raised cattle on a
1,500-acre tract located on the western branch of Awendaw Creek and sold his butchered meat at
Charles Town Beef Market on the northeast corner of Meeting and Broad Streets. A surveyor
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used Wigfall’s cowpens as a marker of delineation in the 1708 Christ Church Parish boundary.
The same year, Wigfall and his brother-in-law David Maybank split the property. Wigfall used
the northern “Willow Hall” tract to graze cattle, while Maybank cultivated his 500 acre
“Owendaw” tract, later re-named “Rice Hope” (Deas n.d.:1; Wheaton et al. 1992:28-29).

By 1712, rice farming surpassed livestock ranching as the leading agricultural activity.
That year Carolina exported 12,727 barrels of rice, valued at approximately £40,000 sterling
compared to 1,963 barrels of salted beef and 1,241 barrels of salted pork, with a combined
approximate value of £10,000 sterling. In 1725, the Wigfalls shifted to growing rice on an
Awendaw Creek tributary. Twenty-one enslaved laborers grew 725 bushels of rough rice while
tending 220 head of cattle at Willow Hall. Joseph’s brother Samuel reflected the transition
between economic ventures, as he was simultaneously listed as a “planter” and a “livestock
raiser,” when owning the plantation in 1725. Representing the transition from cattle to rice
enterprises, Wigfall and his descendants continued to grow the grain on this property for the next
150 years (Deas n.d.:4; Otto 1987:23; Wheaton et al. 1992:44).

Figure 4-4: Plat of the rice fields at Drayton’s Cow Pen, 1787, by Joseph Purcell.

Although Europeans and Native Americans served as cattle hands, the task of managing
cowpens and driving cattle to market in Charleston largely fell to Africans (Dunbar 1961; Otto
1986, 1987; Rowland et al. 1996:87). Already familiar with raising cattle in the Senegambian
region of Africa, enslaved Africans became the first American “cowboys” (Otto 1986, 1987;
Wood 1975; see also Sluyter [2009]). Edgar (1998:133) reports that “...in 1708 there were
eighteen hundred adult male slaves in South Carolina; nearly a thousand of them were ‘Cattle-
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hunters.”” The term suggests the wild nature of the animals and the challenges of tending them
(Wood 1975:30-31).

Cattle ranching gave enslaved Africans access to the diverse Lowcountry landscape. Part
of the cattle hunters’ duties were to round up free ranging livestock each evening. Cattle and
hogs foraged through the sprawling landscape, roaming through tidal marshes, upland savannahs,
and bottomland floodplains. Europeans hesitated to venture into low-lying swamps and the task
of tending to foraging livestock was left to enslaved Africans. In doing so, enslaved cattle-hands
familiarized themselves with the various Lowcountry ecosystems. One 1708 writer noted the
majority of enslaved people in Carolina “knows the Swamps and Woods, most of them Cattle-
hunters” (Oldmixon 1741). Although planters attempted to define boundaries between
plantations and the wilderness, enslaved herders served as the “middling” between the two
environments, as S. Max Edelson (2007:381) explains. Everyday exposure to the environment
enabled these people to put the landscape to work for their own benefit.

Whether actively herding animals for their owners or temporarily escaping into the
wilderness for a brief reprieve, early cattle-hands moved easily between pineland savannahs and
cypress bottomlands (Edelson 2006:22, 24, 27; Otto 1987:15-20; Sluyter 2012:136-38).
Sometimes the escape was more than temporary. Peter Hoffer (2012:69) relays an anecdote from
the Account of the Negroe Insurrection in South Carolina, where Georgia authorities describe
enslaved men making for the freedom offered in Spanish St. Augustine prior to the 1739 Stono
Rebellion: “four or five [slaves] who were cattle hunters, and knew the woods” made for St.
Augustine (Ver Steeg 1975:106). They stole their master’s horses, wounded his son and killed
another man “... indians paid to chase them were able to kill one, but the rest were received there
with great honors.”

Spanish, English, and African Cattle Herding Antecedents

Much has been written about the origin of the unregulated, free-range tradition that
prevailed in Spanish Florida as well as in the Lowcountry. The possible antecedents usually are
described as being either Spain or Africa (Otto 1986; Stewart 2007:78), though Otto (1986) also
makes a case for this being a tradition from the British Isles or British West Indies. Although
good cases can be made for an Iberian background for this tradition (Bishko 1952; Butzer 1988),
valid arguments also be made for an African tradition (Sluyter 2012). Given the presence of
Spanish colonists along the Atlantic seaboard following Spain’s rout of French colonial efforts in
1565, it seems likely that the cattle were accustomed to free-range in a landscape conducive to it
by 1670. This suggests the tradition of free-range cattle was thoroughly entrenched by the time
British colonial efforts began. It is also true that much of the task of “hunting” these cattle fell to
Africans. Underlying this debate is the centuries of social, economic, and political ties between
northern Africa and al-Andalus. This suggests a shared tradition arising from a common source.
It seems unlikely this originated in the British Isles or northern Europe, where dairy traditions
required more engagement with animals than did the commodity tradition dominant in Spanish
Florida and the Lowcountry.

Beyond Milk and Meat: The Lowcountry Commodity Tradition

Although the cattle industry is often thought of in terms of dairy production versus meat
production, many raw materials from cattle were also important, particularly before the twentieth
century’s development of petroleum-based replacements. Raw materials such as brains, oil,
marrow, tallow, horn, and bone were used as lubricants, skin/leather dressings, building
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materials, pigments, adhesives, bindings, soap, cosmetics, tools, and ornaments (e.g., Stokes
2000; Yeomans 2008). Over 50,000 Ibs of tanned hides cleared Savannah’s customs house in
1772 (Stewart 1991:15). When left in hides, horn cores, metapodials, and phalanges provide
weight and limit shrinkage in unprocessed hides (Serjeantson 1989:139). Cow phalanges still are
considered the best sources of high-quality neatsfoot oil, extracted by boiling cattle phalanges
and the associated hide (Serjeantson 1989:141). Harriott Pinckney Horry’s 1770 receipt book
provides receipts that use fresh cow dung to treat injured trees, combine hide and rice flour to
produce a cheap paint, and mix beef marrow, hog lard, and other products to make French
pomade (Hooker 1984:113, 115, 123).

Bone itself has architectural uses and is invaluable in small objects such as combs, pins,
buttons, hooks, toggles, and handles (e.g., Armitage 1989a, 1989b; MacGregor 1989; Pawtowska
2011). Charleston provides some clear examples of these uses. A 1736-1750s privy at
Charleston’s Dock Street Theatre contained 13 carpals, one carpometacarpus, and 15 digits, all
from chickens (Zierden et al. 2009). As a group, these elements suggest musicians at the theatre
used chicken primary feathers as inexpensive plectra, small tools used to play stringed
instruments such as harpsicords. Excavations at the Sanders House encountered a dense layer of
cow bones consisting of seven carpals and tarsals, 44 metapodials from the forefoot and
hindfoot, 596 phalanges, and one humerus fragment (Poplin and Salo 2009). These bones are
estimated to be from 36 individuals. No discernable pattern was observed. The deposit could not
be dated precisely and could be from any time between the 1820s and early twentieth century.
Perhaps the deposit was intended to improve drainage in a work yard or driveway, was residue
from extracting neatsfoot oil, or originally formed a decorative surface. Decorative bone features
were fashionable in the late seventeenth- and early-eighteenth-century Europe as were other
architectural uses of bones, particularly those from lower legs (e.g., Armitage 1989a, 1989b).

Horn cores might be residue left after the keratin sheath was removed, or used to fill a
low-lying area or improve drainage (e.g., Armitage et al. 1980). Horn cores have been recovered
from several sites in Charleston. Two cores were found in a 1790s pre-Russell feature (Feature
26, Zierden 1995, Zierden 1996). These two cores probably are from the same individual, though
they do not cross mend. These are not the only horn cores recovered from residential sites in
Charleston. Seven cores are from a 1740s barrel well inside what eventually became Heyward’s
kitchen cellar (Zierden 1993; Zierden and Reitz 2007). Miller Sr. lived on the Heyward-
Washington property at the time and operated a gunsmith there. These cores probably were
soaking to remove the keratin horn sheath but were abandoned for unknown reasons. An
additional seven horn cores are from the Charleston Visitor Reception and Transportation Center
(VRTC). The VRTC cores are from deposits dating to the 1790s-1880s, when the site may have
been a slaughter yard, horn-working center, or tannery (Grimes and Zierden 1988; Zierden and
Reitz 2016:113-114).
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Figure 4-5: Example of horn core, from Heyward-Washington House.

Case Study: Hell Hole Swamp as a Commons

Cattle ranchers’ use of Hell Hole Swamp as a commons stems from a long-standing
practice of members of a community using land collectively for a specific purpose. J. M. Peck
defined a commons in 1834 as “a tract of land...in which each owner of a village lot has a
common but not individual right. In some cases, this tract embraces several thousand acres...”
(Seaman 2006:116).

The colonial Lowcountry practice of “commons” stems from medieval Europe and,
specifically, England and Wales. In his history of the traditions and customs of working-class
institutions in England, E. P. Thompson (1991) explains that the practice of commons developed
from “wasteland” used by surrounding village communities. Although this land was owned by a
lord or other property owner, the lack of development or ability to extract natural resources from
the property deemed it unusable and left untouched or fallow. As the increasing population in the
Middle Ages added pressure to acquiring food sources and natural resources, neighboring
communities saw the value of this land differently and used early commons for livestock
grazing, subsistence farming, or firewood gathering (Thompson 1991).

European colonists transferred the cultural understanding of commons land use to
colonial North American settlement, and specifically to Hell Hole Swamp, by the turn of the
eighteenth century. Hell Hole Swamp was a landscape not easily navigated, much less altered.
The mixture of expansive wetlands and cypress forests, intertwined with upland scrub “island”
communities, made traversing this ecological anomaly quite difficult. Few areas (e.qg., the Big
Opening) were “carved” out through centuries of fire management. While this land was privately
owned, first by the Lords Proprietors and, later, by the English Crown, neighboring landowners
(who had little resemblance to Middle Ages peasants) relied on the Hell Hole commons as an
overflow of land to accommodate the ever-expanding population of free-ranging cattle and hogs.
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Located in the heart of the present-day Francis Marion National Forest, the aptly named
Hell Hole Swamp, and in the middle of Hell Hole, the Big Opening, are unique parts of the
Lowcountry cattle story. Documents suggest the swamp was unclaimed and unplatted until the
nineteenth century, serving principally as cattle grazing lands during the eighteenth century.
Moreover, the practice of grazing cattle in the Hell Hole Swamp continued through the mid-
twentieth century, even after the Francis Marion National Forest was established in the 1930s.
News articles in 1938 and 1955 describe the US Forest Service leasing pastureland in an attempt
to promote purebred stock and reduce “scrub cattle.” One rancher recalled that thousands of head
of cattle and sheep grazed on open range in the National Forest in the 1890s and that “old
abandoned rice fields” were ideal forage.

The name is a source of intrigue among our research team, (and we must admit that part
of the reason to choose this location is to have the name in our reports). The origin of the name
Hell Hole Swamp has a couple of theories. One account says that the swamp got its name during
the American Revolutionary War from Colonel Banastre Tarleton because British troops had
great difficulty finding the elusive General Francis Marion. Another is the name comes from
being a repository for bootleggers during the Prohibition. But the name is clearly older, as Hell
Hole Swamp is designated on the 1773 James Cook Map of South Carolina. Beyond that, the
name dates back to 1761 or earlier. On March 3 of that year, James Colladon received a grant of
500 acres in Hell Hole Swamp. A colonial land grant to Daniel Huger on May 13, 1735 for 2,925
acres states these lands are those “butting and bounding to the Northward part on lands of the
Inhabitants French Santee and part on lands not laid out, to the South Eastward on Hell Hole
Swamp” (Francis Marion National Forest Title Abstract, vol. 2, p. 190).

“Hell Hole” evidently refers to land deemed useless, or impassable, and the term appears
in reference to other lands. In a discussion of the South Carolina Land Commission selling land
to newly emancipated freedmen, one land commissioner said “an alligator can hardly live there-
an alligator could, 1 suppose, but a human being could hardly.”” According to the report, “about
2,000 acres more [of the 12,800 acres] is capable of cultivation; the balance is an interminable
swamp, and utterly worthless” (Bleser 1969). One of George Washington’s earliest efforts at
land surveying, in the 1740s, was a small, five-acre tract at Mount VVernon, that he noted as “a
Piece of Meadow called Hell Hole” (www.mountvernon.org/george-washington/washingtons-
youth/surveying).

In Charleston, a similar commons land-use scenario developed as Charles Town relocated
to the peninsula in 1680. Marsh land located on the western (Ashley River side) of the peninsula
became the first location for Charleston’s commons, situated undeveloped across from the
walled city facing the Cooper River. As Charlestonians started to live outside the walled city,
many of these common pasturelands were transferred to private ownership and developed.
Several commons, however, continued to exist, specifically Harleston Green and land that
eventually became Colonial Lake (Butler 2020).

Unlike almost every other desirable square foot of the Lowcountry, Hell Hole Swamp
was not settled in the eighteenth century and remained commons until the nineteenth century
(Smith 2020). This landscape remained a commons for several centuries due to a combination of
dense growth, reflected in the name, and the inability of people to harness it for other agricultural
activities, like rice or cotton. French Huguenot settlers began receiving land grants along the
eastern half of Hell Hole Swamp in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries.
Originally situated along the Santee River, this enclave of Huguenot families began purchasing
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land further inland, including the Huger area, until the prospect of potentially altering the land
became impractical.

Figure 4-6: Portion of 1757 DeBrahm map showing Hell Hole Swamp and the Santee River.

Following common practice of large landowners at the time, Huguenot settlers invested
in cattle ranching. Ranchers with free-range cattle adopted the practice of branding or slitting
marks in cattle ears to identify specific animals with their owners (Lesser 1995). Numerous Hell
Hole area Huguenots registered their cattle brands with the colonial government (Cattle Brand
Records 1697-1699). An example of the extent of free-range cattle in this area is briefly
mentioned in a 1708 plantation transaction between Andre Rembert and Rene Ravenel. Part of
the sale included “all ye neat Cattle & Swines belonging to ye sd Plantation & yt shall be found
with in twenty miles thereof” (Bates and Leland 2015). Cattle ranged across these lands from the
early eighteenth century into the 1950s, well after 1936 when it became a national forest (News
& Courier June 12, 1938). Because of its isolation and inaccessibility, Hell Hole Swamp became
a locus for clandestine activities, particularly moonshining, and isolated communities of socially
marginal people (Gilbert 1946; McCay 2021; Miles 2015; Taukchiray and Kasakoff 1992).
Archaeological survey found few sites other than liquor stills (Stewart et al. 2017).

The unclaimed swamp was a shared common until Charles G. McCay purchased 4,044
acres of “Big Hell Hole Bay” in 1849 and 9,000 acres of Big Hell Hole Swamp in 1857 from the
State of South Carolina. The McCays were relative newcomers to St. Stephens Parish (western
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Berkeley County, the location of Hell Hole Swamp). Charles McCay, a Scotch-Irish immigrant,
arrived around 1800. In 1807, he obtained 500 acres around present-day Alvin (SC) where he
constructed a homestead known as Sugarloaf. By the time of his death in 1831 he owned at least
2,100 acres and several enslaved people, possibly as a result of marrying into the Greenland
family (Brockington 1992; McCay 2021:8). His son, Charles Greenland (“C.G.”) McCay was
born in 1809. C.G. McCay married in 1832, and the union produced several children, though
many died in childhood. C.G. McCay acquired Sugarloaf in the 1840s and was unique among
area planters purposefully acquiring less-desirable, often low-lying, lands. Most of his lands
were State Land Grants. McCay received grants for additional lands around Sugarloaf totaling
3,000 acres. He also accumulated lands in Hell Hole Swamp, one grant for 4,044 acres and
another in 1857 for 9,000 acres. Today the Hell Hole Bay Wilderness Area is 2,125 acres, but the
wetland is much larger. McCay evidently owned the entirety (McCay 2021:15).

In 1860, C.G. McCay owned 19,400 acres, more than any other St. Stephens landowner.
He owned more cattle too; 1,000 cattle in 1850, including 460 dairy cattle. By 1860 his livestock
included 1,000 milk cows and 2,000 beef cattle. He produced cotton, sweet potatoes, and Indian
corn. McCay also produced rice, but less that those planters who owned more desirable rice
lands. He harvested 10,000 pounds in 1850 and 22,500 pounds in 1860.

McCay was described as a planter-herdsman, remembered as one who “lived in his
saddle” (McCay 2021:19-20; see McDonald and McWhiney 1975). During the Civil War, he
sold “subsistence stores” to the Confederacy, delivering 12,125 pounds of fresh beef to
Charleston in 1862. A year later, he delivered 5,269 pounds of beef, 263 live beef cattle, and 104
hogs to McClellanville (SC, McCay 2021:22-23). C.G. McCay retained his landholdings after
the War, but production was curtailed. McCay was murdered at Palmer’s Bridge in 1879 while
executing his duties as Roads Commissioner (McCay 2021:27).

.

Figure 4-7: Aerial photograph of the Big Opening, 1970s, Photo by Richard Porcher.
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Centered within the vast, rather impenetrable Hell Hole Swamp is a large savannah
known as the Great Opening. The exact land use history of this area is poorly known, but sources
suggest this is a dynamic landscape feature, the result of periodic fire activity. The Great
Opening is designated on a ca. early twentieth-century soils map for Berkeley County. Historic
photographs suggest it was somewhat smaller by the 1930s. A major wildfire in 1954 re-opened
the tract. Aerial photos from the 1970s show a more moderate opening. Currently, the opening is
fairly closed in. The U.S. Forest Service practices regular controlled burning in and around the
Great Opening today, with burns scheduled on a three-year rotation (Chapman 1905; Francis
Marion National Forest).

Centers of Cattle Production

Early cattle centers, referred to as cowpens, were common between the Edisto and
Savannah rivers and in neighboring areas of North Carolina and Georgia with similar
topography. As farmers moved beyond the tidewater and began clearing inland areas for crops,
herders retreated further inland, into the pinewoods of the coastal plain and sandhills, where
sandier soils favored pastoral strategies over crop agriculture (Owsley 1965 [1945]). Lands
previously used for hunting deer by Native Americans were transformed into rice fields and
livestock decimated the remaining grasslands (Hann 1982). The Yamassee War of 1715 between
Native Americans and British colonists temporarily halted this expansion, but the defeat of
Native residents opened the interior to further livestock grazing. By the 1770s, the frontier had
advanced into the Piedmont, where the first wave of settlers consisted of cattle ranchers and
merchants (Landrum 1897).

Naturalist William Bartram described a cattle pen in the Savannah River valley, about
100 miles inland from Savannah, where he stayed overnight in April, 1776. He describes the
compound as “The pen, including two or three acres of ground, more or less, according to the
stock, adjoining a rivulet or run of water, is enclosed by a fence; in this enclosure the calves are
kept while the cows are out at range; a small part of this pen is partitioned off to receive the
cows, when they come up at evening; here are several stakes drove into the ground, and there is a
gate in the partition fence for a communication between the two pens. When the milkmaid has
taken her share of milk, she looses [sic] the calf, who strips the cow, which is next morning
turned out again to range” (VanDoran 1955:255).

Bartram’s overnight accommodations were a short distance north of the Catherine Brown
Cowpen, the first cowpen explored by archaeologists. Here, in 1984, Richard Brooks of the
Savannah River Archaeological Research Program, uncovered an extant cattle path running
through a fenced enclosure (Groover and Brooks 2003:108). Two structures, a dwelling and a
smokehouse, were wooden frame, post-in-ground or earthfast construction. Another dwelling,
possibly a later one, was located adjacent to the cowpen. Brooks also recorded a butchering area,
including a rack or frame, a large offal trench, and bone-filled refuse pit. Based on these features,
Mark Groover and Richard Brooks suggest the actual cowpens were relatively small (Groover
and Brooks 2003:108). The largest and most important cattle centers remained on the coastal
plain (Dunbar 1961). One of these, operated by Mary Musgrove, a woman of Creek and English
descent, is central to the development of the Georgia colony and an important link Carolina’s
cattle economy.
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Case Study: Samuel Eveleigh, the Indian Trade, and the Musgrove Cowpen

Mary Musgrove operated a trading post and cowpen on the Savannah River between
1732 and 1751. Her business affairs were managed by Charleston merchant Samuel Eveleigh.
Eveleigh played an important role in the economy of colonial South Carolina through his assets
and his contacts. Eveleigh, and his son George, were the second largest exporters of deerskins
between the years 1738 and 1752, second only to Benjamin Stead (Moore 1973:147). Samuel
Eveleigh briefly served on the five-person commission that controlled the trade.

Spanish traders and their allies faced increasing competition for commodities from
British-sponsored trade and raids. Native Americans of many tribal identities were caught up in
these international and personal struggles (e.g., Braund 1993:41-42; Hann 1988, 2006; McEwan
2000; TePaske 1964; Usner 1992; Wright 1971). In addition to high mortality from disease and
warfare, many were enslaved and others were relocated either voluntarily or involuntarily.
Caught between international combatants, some Native Americans endeavored to advance their
own interests. Many engaged in trade with Spanish, British, and French interests (e.g., Braund
1993; Hann 1988:188-189, 230). Among these were Mary Musgrove and her husbands. The
Musgroves claimed to take in an average of 12,000 pounds of deer skins annually at their
Yamacraw BIluff trading store in the early 1730s, about a sixth of the Charleston export total
(Braund 1993:41; Fisher 1990:69; Hahn 2012). The Musgroves also were active in the cattle
economy, supplying cattle to local and regional markets.

Mary Musgrove Matthews Bosomworth is well-known as a fixture of early Georgia
history as a player in the economy and politics of colonial America. The bulk of her story is
centered in Georgia, but her professional relationship with merchant Samuel Eveleigh, as well as
contact with the colonial governments of South Carolina and Georgia, took her to Charleston
from time to time and her economic and political activities place her squarely in the center of
Charleston’s colonial cattle economy.

Born in 1672, Samuel Eveleigh arrived in Charleston from Bristol in 1698 and
immediately entered the Indian trade. As planters were excluded from the Indian trade by the
regulatory act of 1707, the emerging merchant community seized the economic opportunity.
Unlike other merchants, Eveleigh directly supplied traders with goods on credit. Later, he
established a factory at New Windsor township (Fort Moore) and served as commercial agent for
the Georgia Trustees. Eveleigh owned nearly 1,200 acres on the Combahee River and 1,000 on
Cuckold Creek, but these were undeveloped at his death. He owned 20 enslaved people, but they
all worked in his counting house (Edgar and Bailey 1981:235-236). Eveleigh married twice. He
died in 1737 and was survived by two children, George and Elizabeth (Wills vol 4:235a). George
(1719-1791) evidently continued the Indian trade business, as he is listed as a trader after 1738.
In 1742, he built a house on lower Church Street below Vanderhorst Creek (later Water Street).

The best-known Eveleigh property in Charleston is a wharf on the Cooper River, below
Tradd Street. It was owned by Samuel Eveleigh’s grandson, Thomas (1747-1816). The chain of
title is unclear, but this is most likely the same location owned by Samuel Eveleigh that served as
the center of his deerskin operation. Thomas inherited 1,100 acres on the Combahee River from
his father, George (probably the land owned by Samuel in the 1730s), but also owned numerous
tracts elsewhere. He is listed as a planter, merchant, owner of a lot and a half-acre on East Bay
Street (probably the wharf property). He was part-owner of four sloops and one schooner. He
also participated in the slave trade, importing cargo on his own and in partnership with Edward
Lightfoot.
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Friendly relations with the Indians were important to merchants such as Eveleigh. In June
1732, a delegation of Creek chiefs visited Charleston. The South Carolina Gazette chronicled,
“Yesterday the Head Men of the Indians now in Town were plentifully entertained at Dinner, by
Mr. Eveleigh, at his House, who carried them, in the Afternoon, on board the Fox Man-of-War
with the sight of which they seemed mighty well pleased. The civilities showed to these Indians
by Mr. Eveleigh are not, we believe (as some would suggest) from any private Views of Interest
to himself, but a general design of promoting a good understanding, and consequently our Trade
with them” (South Carolina Gazette, June 10, 1732). Hahn and others suggest this meeting
included Johnny and Mary Musgrove and Creek chief Tomochichi, and resulted in the
Musgroves’ decision to move their operations to Yamacraw Bluff (Hahn 2012:79).

Eveleigh used his connections to great advantage to stay informed. He kept an eager eye
on the efforts of London aristocrats to develop a separate colony between Florida and Carolina in
the 1730s. James Oglethorpe and his settlers arrived briefly in Charleston before settling on the
bluffs of the Savannah River. Samuel Eveleigh saw opportunity in the settlement of Georgia and
kept close contact with the leaders of the new colony. He visited the new settlement and sent a
cask of deerskins to the Trustees as a gift in hopes of currying favor. He maintained contact with
Oglethorpe and the Trustees, offering a flood of advice and proposals. Particularly, he strongly
advocated for legalizing slavery in Georgia.

A year later (1734), Eveleigh proposed constructing a fort and trading post on the
Altamaha River, at the junction of the Ocmulgee and Oconee rivers. The Georgia Trustees
politely, but firmly, rejected all of his proposals because “Indians owned that land” (Sweet
2011:18). Eveleigh further considered moving his entire operation to the new colony; his interest
in moving his Indian trade to Georgia stemmed from new regulations and taxes levied in South
Carolina. (A 1716 treaty established the Savannah River as the boundary between Carolina and
Creek territory). But the official prohibition on slavery convinced Eveleigh to give up his
Georgia plans, and he shifted from investor to advisor to Georgia. Upon his return from
Savannah in August, 1735, Eveleigh’s health declined. He suffered from dropsy (a heart
condition) and gout; chronic illnesses that kept him close to home.

Shortly thereafter, the South Carolina Assembly moderated its fees leveed on the Indian
trade while the Georgia Trustees enacted prohibitive rules on the Indian trade. In 1736,
Georgians attempted to divert the inland Indian trade from Augusta to Savannah, and to regulate
all interactions with the Creek and Cherokee. Thus began a protracted diplomatic struggle
between Carolina and Georgia, with the influential Charleston merchants prevailing. Some
transferred their trade to Augusta and took out licenses in Savannah, but trading boats usually
by-passed Savannah on their way to Charleston, which remained until 1763 “the mart of the
whole southern Indian trade” (Crane 1981:124).

Samuel Eveleigh worked constantly to position himself on the correct side of the shifting
diplomacy between the two colonies, and between the colonial government and the Indian
nations. His relationship with the Musgroves, continued by his son George, were key parts of his
strategy.

Mary Musgrove and the Cowpens

Mary, or Coosaponakeesa, was born ca. 1700 in the Creek town of Coweta to an un-
named Creek woman, “sister of the old Emperor” Brims, and English trader Edward Griffin. Her
father brought Mary from Coweta to St. Bartholomew’s parish at Pon Pon (near the site of
Willtown) when Mary was seven, presumably because of the death of her mother. Here she was
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“baptized, educated, and bred up in the principles of Christianity” (Helsley 1997; Fisher 1990;
Zierden et al. 1999). After the Yamasee War, Mary returned to the Creek nation, where she
married Johnny Musgrove in 1716, son of Indian trader and government agent Col. John
Musgrove and an unnamed Creek woman.

The Musgrove family was active in eighteenth-century Carolina colonial affairs. John
Musgrove Sr., his son (John Jr., who married Mary Musgrove in 1717), and Mary’s brother
participated in some of the battles between the Carolina colony and Spanish Florida, including a
1719 attack on St. Augustine (Braley 2013:11). In 1721, after the British Fort King George was
established at the mouth of the Altamaha River (GA), squarely in Spanish territory, John and
Mary Musgrove established a trading post nearby (Braley 2013:18). One of Mary Musgrove’s
brothers died in the 1740 attack on St. Augustine (Braley 2013:19).

Mary and Johnny Musgrove owned land in St. Bartholomew’s Parish, raising and selling
cattle there from 1717 until 1732. This region is described as the “epicenter of the suitable cattle
lands.” They also entertained Mary’s Creek and Yamassee relations and acquaintances, and
worked for the colonial government. They traveled to Charleston, where they were connected to
the deerskin and cattle trade, and to the government, through Mary’s agent, Samuel Eveleigh.

The sparsely settled parish seemed to tolerate, if not welcome, mestizos and Indian
people. The presence of mixed-race settlers attracted small bands of Creek and Yamasee Indians,
some of whom lived on or near the Musgroves’ lands, eventually 620 acres. Dubbed “the Indians
that live about Pon Pon”, this group included Oweeka and John’s uncle, Whitlemico, from
Apalachicola. The Pon Pon Indians were occasionally helpful to the colonial government;
moreover, both the location and the makeup of this community of Creek Indians were
strategically important to the colony after the fallout from the Yamassee War (Hahn 2012:65;
2013:343).

The Musgrove property and associated Indigenous community served as a stopping point
for officially sanctioned groups of Creek leaders, many from Coweta, on their trips to
Charleston. It remained so for years, though the resident and transient Creek were seen as a
source of trouble. Rumors of trouble between the Pon Pon Indians and white settlers reached a
breaking point in 1726 with a series of murders. These were blamed on “the stragling Creeks,
that live in those lower parts & seldom go up to their nation” (Hahn 2013:357).

The Musgrove property was located on the southwest side of the Pon Pon River, at
Round O Savannah. Historian Steven Hahn has traced this land to Carolina secondary road #45
and old Jacksonboro Road, near “Iron Crossroads.” Hahn notes that their landlocked, but high,
level land featured some pine stands and the occasional swamp, but was dominated by grasslands
or “savannahs” making the land suitable for livestock. While Johnny Musgrove occasionally
dabbled in the deerskin trade and provided military service to the colony, his principal activity
was ranching, and, eventually, some rice planting. The Musgroves owned two enslaved people, a
“negro man named Lewis” and an Indian boy named Justice (Hahn 2012:72). The three men
likely worked together with the cattle.

The Musgroves moved from Pon Pon to Yamacraw Bluff in 1732 after a delegation of
Upper and Lower Creeks came to Charleston in May of that year to sign a peace treaty (when
they were entertained by Samuel Eveleigh, as described above). The Creek delegation included
Tomochichi and some of his Yamacraw followers, who had been banished from the Creek towns
of Apalachicola and Hitchiti. They likely had passed by the Musgroves’ home on their way to
Charleston (Hahn 2012:87). During the Charleston meeting, there were evidently private talks
between Tomochichi, Samuel Eveleigh, and the Musgroves, the latter likely acting as
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interpreters. The three parties worked out a plan to allow Tomochichi’s band to settle at
Yamacraw Bluff, along with the Musgroves, who were to trade with them. Eveleigh agreed to
provide the Musgroves a line of credit that would allow them to buy trade goods. Johnson
evidently promised the Musgroves a monopoly of the Yamacraw trade, and an additional grant
of land on the south side of the Savannah River (Hahn 2012:79).
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Figure 4-8: 1757 DeBrahm map, showing Round O Savannah and St.
Bartholomew’s Parish. Courtesy of Steven Hahn.

When Savannah was established in 1733, the new white settlers found this bicultural
community a threat. Governor Oglethorpe negotiated a “treaty” whereby the Musgroves and the
Yamacraw community moved upstream about five miles. The new location was on the Georgia
side of the Savannah River, next to Pipemaker’s Creek, with the new Yamacraw located about a
mile east (Hahn 2012:84). Archaeological excavations revealed Mary and Johnny Musgrove
built a home, first with a small post foundation, and later a more substantial house with a cellar,
flagstone paving, and cypress plank walls. There may have been two smaller structures to house
servants and slaves. As their cattle were known to stray across the Savannah River to forage,
they likely constructed a split rail pen.

At one time or another, Indigenous slaves, Spanish, Salzburger cowkeepers, dairymaids,
missionaries, insurgent colonists, and Yamacraw, Creek, and Yuchi chiefs and hunters visited or
lived at the site. The Cowpens household included Mary and Johnny Musgrove, their two sons
James and Edward, and three Indigenous slaves, Wan, Nanny, and Justice. Justice was murdered
and replaced with another “Indian servant,” likely known as Nottoway. Hahn (2012:85) suspects
the four were Yamasees, purchased earlier from the Pon Pon Indians (Hahn 2013).

In addition to the enslaved Native people, the household included white indentured
servants. Job Wiggins, from Fort Moore in South Carolina, was a cattle hand. The second, Jacob
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Mathewes, later became Mary’s second husband. The multicultural household, and the nearby
Yamacraw village, earned a reputation for unrestrained and occasionally dangerous behavior.
The Musgroves also were viewed by English settlers as essential diplomats between the various
Indigenous groups and the new settlers. Following Johnny’s death in 1735, Mary assumed more
of this role. Their two sons died the following year.

In 1737, Mary married her servant Jacob Mathewes and left to establish a new trading
house at Mount Venture on the Altamaha River, at the request of Oglethorpe. Three years later,
Mary adopted the three mixed-race children of her brother, Edward Griffin, who was killed at
Gracia Real de Santa Teresa de Mose, the free-black fortified town, during the siege of St.
Augustine. The family returned to The Cowpen in 1741, as Mathewes had contracted a long-term
illness. Finding the Cowpens in ruins, they constructed a new house. Mathewes did not survive
the illness, and passed away in 1742 (Fisher 1990:142). Mary’s role as an unofficial “hostess”
for the colony continued. In 1744, she married for a third time, to Thomas Bosomworth, an
Anglican priest from Fort Frederica (St. Simons Island, GA), several years her junior.
Bosomworth soon abandoned his role as minister to become a trader and adventurer.

Braley notes that the Musgroves’ Cowpen was renamed Grange Plantation in 1744 when
Mary Musgrove married Bosomworth. He suggests the name change (“Grange” means good
farmland) indicates that the Bosomworths were turning to farming rather than ranching. By
1745, cattle had become abundant and there were many cowpens in the area around Savannah,
Ebenezer, and Augusta (Braley 2013).

In 1746, Bosomworth led the couple in petitioning the Georgia government for
compensation for their “services to the colony.” A year later, the couple obtained title to three
coastal islands in Georgia: Ossabaw, St. Catherines, and Sapelo islands. These islands had been
held by the Lower Creeks as hunting territory. Thomas Bosomworth’s brother and attorney,
Adam Bosomworth, sold the 500-acre Grange tract in 1750.

Mary and Thomas Bosomworth, heavily in debt, returned in 1753 to the South Carolina
land held by the estate of Johnny Musgrove. A protracted search for the deed paperwork and
written statements from former Colleton County neighbors resulted in Governor Glen awarding
Mary two tracts totaling 440 acres, plus a warrant for an addition 210 acres. The Bosomworths
remained in South Carolina for another year, seeking compensation for their Creek agency and
planning a voyage to London to further their claims.

Hahn (2012:210) suggests the Musgroves had begun to make improvements to their
South Carolina lands before an altercation with neighbor Joseph Glover brought them to a halt.
He further suggests the Musgroves never intended to sever their ties with South Carolina, only to
assume control of the Yamacraw trade as part of a diversified economic strategy. It appears that
Johnny Musgrove had acquired a tract on the north side of the Savannah at Purrysburg and
planned to farm there, as well. The Musgroves’ plans changed with Johnny’s death in 1735 and
Mary’s subsequent marriage to their indentured servant Jacob Mathewes (Hahn 2012:96).

Throughout her life in Georgia, Mary juggled relations between English colonists, the
colonial government, visiting Native delegations, and her Creek relatives. Her role as
representative for the Creeks and translator for the colony continued, but not without
controversy. The Bosomworths continued negotiating with the Georgia colony for compensation.
Part of the property exchanged and recorded in memorials were cattle. In 1745, St. Catherines
Island was occupied by 8 to 10 Creek or Yamacraw families. Thomas Bosomworth purchased a
herd of cattle in South Carolina and shipped them to the island, only later asking the colony’s
president William Stephens if he had objections. This occupation violated the Indian treaty for
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the land. Later, a herd of cattle given as a gift to Malatchi, Mary’s cousin, fell into the hands of
his son, Tugulki, and were part of his testimony for the Bosomworths in 1757.

Following this settlement, Mary and Thomas Bosomworth resumed their service to the
Georgia colony as interpreter and negotiator. Mary disappears from the written record in 1760,
some of her last documents a trust agreement for her South Carolina properties. They retired to a
quiet life on St. Catherines, where Hahn (2012:230) reports a modest house, a few servants, and
in excess of 100 head of cattle, “roaming freely on the island’s 6,250 acres.” Nearly two
centuries later, descendants of the Bosomworth’s cattle were deemed a nuisance and Georgia
state authorities exterminated the semi-wild animals in 1925 (Hahn 2012:230).

Spanish Staggers and Other Diseases

The cattle industry experienced a marked decline in the 1700s, a decline visible in the
mid-eighteenth-century Charleston archaeological record. Epidemics in 1742 and 1743 killed
many cattle (Dunbar 1961; Otto 1986; Stewart 1991). The decline was sudden and large,
characteristic of a new disease in a virgin population (Haygood 1986). Georgia cattle were
implicated in the spread of the disease, which was said to have originated in Spanish cattle
(Haygood 1986). Babesiosis is believed to be the cause of disease outbreaks in the Carolinas in
the 1760s, but there were earlier outbreaks of disease, as well.

News of disease spreading through cattle appears in the South Carolina Gazette by
summer 1744. As the article notes, “An infectious Distemper spreads itself very much among the
Cattle, in divers Parts of this Province. ‘Tis said, that some Carcasses having been opened, there
was found near the Kidneys some large Boils full of Corruption: Fat Cattle are most affected
with this Distemper.... On this Occasion his Excellency the Governor has been pleased to issue a
Proclamation, which is annexed to this Gazette” (South Carolina Gazette, 1744). To combat the
spread of the disease, the South Carolina assembly passed an act to quarantine infected cattle and
either burn or bury any free-range cattle dying from the disease: “WHEREAS it is greatly to be
feared, that the infectious Distemper which for some Time past has so violently raged amongst
the Cattle and that that same (if not timely prevented) will speared and communicate itself
through the whole Province” (South Carolina Gazette, 1745). Despite these efforts, the disease
ravaged the Lowcountry, with newspaper reports indicating which properties contained infected
cattle.

In summer 1745, the disease swept through Charleston’s Neck stockyards and
plantations, adding to the panic in Charleston. One resident sent the newspaper editor a remedy
for others to try, “When you perceive they begin to sicken, give to each Beast Two Quarts of
Bottle-Milk, with the small Lumps of Butter in it. Repeat the Dose 2 or 3 Times, one about 12-
Hours after the other,” which — according to the author — “One of my Neighbours has (to my
Knowledge) by this Means cur’d 5 Head of his Infected Cattle” (South Carolina Gazette, 1745).
The epidemic worked its way through the Lowcountry cattle population, eventually slowing by
1750. Advertisements casually promoted cattle sales taking place once stock overcame the
“distemper,” and the mention of the disease all but disappeared in the news by 1754.

Babesiosis is believed to be the cause of disease outbreaks in the Carolinas in 1760s-
1770s. Sometimes called “Spanish staggers,” babesiosis (also known as Texas or Southern fever)
is caused by a tick-borne parasite (Haygood 1986; Stewart 1991). It was found in the US below
the 36th parallel before extensive tick control programs in the late-nineteenth and early-twentieth
centuries eradicated the vector. Economically, it is the most important arthropod-transmitted
pathogen of cattle (Schnittger et al. 2012). Babesia spp. also infect deer (Ramos et al. 2010).

68



The disease is characterized by massive organ damage. Animals with acquired immunity
have a low-grade infection and are carriers of the disease, but must be re-infected to sustain
immunity. Restrictions on the movement of cattle from Carolina and Georgia pinewoods in the
1700s may have been designed to control this disease (Bierer 1974 [1939]:6, 8). It caused severe
outbreaks during the nineteenth century when infected cattle from Texas were trailed north. The
Texas cattle were asymptomatic carriers. Exposure to the parasite when they were calves
provided partial immunity, leaving early ranchers uncertain about the cause (e.g., Haygood
1986).

If Spanish staggers was babesiosis, the Lowcountry’s free-range animal husbandry
practices encouraged disease transmission by permitting infected animals to mix with healthy
ones. The spread of the disease and the overall decline in cattle herd size may have been
compounded by factors such as overall health, overstocking, shifts in local and international
market demands, and climate variability.

A Note About Bison (Bison bison)

The arrival of Eurasian cattle on the Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico coastal plains roughly
coincided with expansion of the small-bodied American bison (B. bison) into the eastern
Woodlands. Earlier species of bison (Bison latifrons, B. antiquus) arrived in North America from
Asia ca. 800,000 years ago. Their modern descendent, the American bison, is the largest
terrestrial mammal in North America and the only native large grazer. American bison are best
known for the large herds that once roamed the Great Plains. These herds were an important
resource to many Indigenous people into the 1800s.

Bison herd migrations are influenced by seasonal vegetation changes among other
factors. Perhaps as early as 1000 AD a small subspecies expanded into tall-grass prairies and
canebrakes east of the Mississippi River (Rostlund 1960). They were attracted particularly to
prairies in Ohio, Indiana, and western Kentucky. These eastern animals were smaller than their
western relatives and did not form large herds. Although physical evidence for bison in the
Southeast is limited, some southeastern locations bear place names such as “Buffalo Creek,” a
Piedmont location in Union County, South Carolina. There are reliable accounts from the 1600s
and 1700s for bison in northern Florida as well as for the Chattahoochee River valley between
Alabama and Georgia (e.g., Sherman 1954).

The skeletons of American bison and domestic cattle are extremely similar. Although
numerous suggestions have been offered for distinguishing between them, only a few
characteristics offer reliable attributions (Balkwell and Cumbaa 1992). Thus, it is possible that
some skeletal materials attributed to Bos taurus might be bison. Nonetheless, the overwhelming
volume of skeletal materials attributed to cattle in the Lowcountry faunal assemblages suggests
that most, if not all, of the Lowcountry material is from domestic stock, otherwise the eastern
bison herds must have been much larger than supposed.
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Conclusion

This discussion indicates the difficulty in determining the breed, origins, or size of cattle
in the Lowcountry. The presence of regional breeds, the lack of specific information about them,
and uncertainty about the source(s) of cattle in each colony suggest that much remains to be
learned about the heritage of colonial cattle. Nonetheless, Spanish cattle, Carolina “black cattle,”
and colonial commodity economies all were part of the Lowcountry environment. It is hoped that
advancements in archaeogenetics eventually will clarify the origins of Lowcountry animals.

Figure 4-9: Cracker cows on Newberry Road outside Gainesville,
Florida, 1929-1930. Photo by Raymond Becker, University of
Florida.
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Chapter V
Colonial Charleston and the Lowcountry

Introduction

Charleston provided the market necessary to make livestock production profitable. The
growing city population offered a local market for cattle, while the trans-Atlantic port served as
the gateway for shipments of cattle and cattle by-products to the Caribbean and other locations.
Cattle raised on nearby plantations and further inland were trailed to the city on the hoof,
pastured just beyond the town limits, then brought into the city to sell.

The first English settlement was established in 1670, at Albemarle Point, several miles
upstream from the coast on the Ashley River. The settlement was the hub of a broader planned
colony that relied on land distribution as a means for economic success. The Lords Proprietors —
eight English nobility who served as the ruling landlords of the proprietary colony — gave away
or sold acreage to English and Barbadian gentry or colonists. The Proprietors were nobility who
supported Charles I’s unsuccessful campaign to retain the Crown during the English Civil War.
Upon Charles II’s rise to power in 1660, the eight Proprietors were awarded the newly
established Carolina as a reward for their loyalty. In turn, the Proprietors named the settlement
“Charles Town” in honor of their king and the two rivers converging in the harbor in honor of
prominent Proprietor, Anthony Ashley Cooper.

Colonists protected their new settlement with a palisade and four pieces of artillery.
Native Americans reported to their Spanish allies in 1672 that 30 small houses were located on
the west bank of the Ashley River and four were on the east bank of Oyster Point, a coastal
peninsula at the confluence of the Ashley and Cooper rivers. By this time, the colony had grown
to 268 men, 69 women, and 59 children. Enslaved Africans were already among the residents.
Seventeenth-century colonists included settlers from British Caribbean islands, particularly
Barbados. These colonists brought a cultural model that included political acumen, a drive for
social and economic improvement, and familiarity with a plantation system based on enslaved
labor.

European Settlement of Charleston

The original Charles Town settlement was protected, but low, marshy, and too far from
the coast. Settlers searched for a more suitable location. Oyster Point proved attractive and
increasing numbers of colonists left the inland location for this coastal peninsula. Leaders of the
colony sanctioned this trend, noting it was “ideally cituated [sic] for trade.” Robert Weir notes,
however, that the peninsular location was not ideal, and the town’s future was uncertain until the
end of the seventeenth century. Mortality rates were high and population growth was slow (Hart
2010; Matthews 1954; Poston 1997; Weir 2002). In the first year of colonization a late October
freeze killed the settlers’ crops “before they could come to perfection.” The “sharp and cold”
winters, according to one colonist, killed “any thing of a Comodity [sic],” including sugar cane,
cotton, and ginger (Smith 2020).

The area of high bluffs and relatively narrow marsh fronting onto the Cooper River was
best suited for shipping, and in the 1680s settlers founded a new town bounded by present-day
Water, East Bay, Cumberland, and Meeting streets. The highest land, between Vanderhorst’s and
Daniel’s creeks, was the focus of the earliest settlement. This location coincided with the
narrowest reach of marshland and overlooked the harbor’s deepest waters. An early plan of
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Charleston, called the Grand Modell, divided the peninsula into deep narrow lots and guided
development of the city for several decades (Wilson 2016).

The creeks were natural barriers and were enhanced with fortifications. By 1686, an
earthen “tranchee” protected a stretch of the Cooper River between two small wooden forts.
After years of erosion, the General Assembly authorized construction of a brick “wharf wall” or
“curtain line,” augmented by brick fortifications. Queen Anne’s War in 1703 prompted work that
subsequently enclosed the entire town in a system of entrenchments, flankers, parapets, bastions,
redans (triangular projections in the defensive wall), and a town gate at Meeting and Broad
streets (Butler 2008; Butler et al. 2012; Leland and Resinger 2006; Saunders 2002). French and
Spanish threats necessitated fortifying the city, and the settlement was walled completely by
1711.

The Grand Modell encompassed the high land from Oyster Point to present-day Beaufain
Street (Earle and Hoffman 1977; Poston 1997). The town was laid out around a central square
and divided by wide streets into deep, narrow lots, a plan imposed on Irish towns colonized by
Britain (Reps 1965). The relocated Charles Town featured narrow buildings and steep roofs
presenting a decidedly medieval appearance in the 1739 Prospect (Coclanis 1984; Poston 1997).
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Figure 5-1: An Exact Prospect of Charles Town, by Bishop Roberts, 1739. M
Decorative Arts.

Charleston and the Colonial Economy

Numerous Native American groups resided in the Lowcountry when the first colonists
arrived; 18 groups are known by name. Some Native people moved to avoid the colonists; others
were attracted to the colonial settlement for trade. This competitive, informal trade was
Carolina’s first profitable venture. The deerskin trade provided the colony with an export
commaodity, but also created thousands of consumers of British goods. The deerskin trade
became larger and more organized as the eighteenth century progressed. As this project attests,
the export of cattle, in barrels and on the hoof, was the second profitable venture.

Rice, introduced to the colony some time before 1695, made some Carolinians wealthy.
Rice required many years of experimenting, and many shiploads of enslaved Africans from that
continent’s rice-growing region, before it proved profitable. Indigo flourished on high land
where rice did not. But, like rice, it was a demanding crop, and fetid water was a byproduct. The
third agricultural development of the eighteenth century was the development of tidal rice
cultivation. Planters continued to use their inland rice fields while developing new tidal ones
(Smith 2020). Charleston provided the shipping and business hub of these commodities:
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importing manufactured goods and enslaved Africans; exporting plantation staples and naval
stores.

The Yamasee War of 1715 took a toll on Native people living near Charleston. Following
that war, white settlers moved deeper into Native lands as rice plantations expanded. The
development of outlying communities, following the Township Plan of 1730, brought an influx
of products to the city from the backcountry. These, along with rice, naval stores, deerskins from
the Native American trade, prompted the rise of Charleston merchants as an influential group
(Rogers 1980; Stumpf 1982).

Growth of the City

By the 1730s, economic success, largely from rice, transformed Charleston from a small
frontier community to a trans-Atlantic mercantile center. This trend received a boost in 1719,
when royal rule replaced the inefficient Proprietary government after the Yamasee War and a
revolt by the settlers. This transformation was complete by 1729 (Clowse 1971).
As threat of invasion faded and prosperity grew, the city expanded beyond the fortified city wall
(Roberts and Toms 1739). The city spread west to the Ashley River and south to the tip of the
peninsula, though settlement on the periphery was sparse. The three landward walls, constructed
of earth, were dismantled, a task largely complete by the 1740s (Butler 2008; Poston 1997:49).
The major fire of 1740 destroyed much of the early city, and the medieval-style architecture was
replaced by more modern, Georgian-style structures. The area defined by the wall remained
densely settled, with subdivided lots filled with more and more buildings.

Figure 5-2: Ichnography of Charles-Town, 1739 (Roberts and Toms). Collections of The
Charleston Museum.
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As the eighteenth century advanced, the economic importance of Charleston and the
relative affluence of its citizens increased. Per capita income for Europeans was among the
highest in the colonies (Edgar 1998:153; Garrett 1999; Mclnnis 2005; Savage and Leath
1999:55; Weir 1983). As planters and merchants became more prosperous, they acquired goods
suitable to their elevated social station. By the eve of the American Revolution, Charleston was
the wealthiest and 4™ largest North American colonial city. Personal accoutrements poured into
the colony from Europe and elsewhere in the form of furniture, silver, tableware, clothing, and
paintings. Imports were matched by a rise in skilled local craftsmen, particularly cabinetmakers
and silversmiths. They, and their enslaved workers, produced this finery (Burton 1968, 1970;
Hollan 2021; Rauschenberg and Bivens 2003).

Monumental public buildings cemented the visual image of Charleston as an economic
force and symbolized the prosperity and prestige of the city. The Exchange Building was built at
the foot of Broad Street in 1771 over the foundation of Half Moon Battery, formerly an
important part of the city’s defensive wall. The new building dominated the skyline when viewed
from the Harbor. Charleston continued to be a fortified city, but was no longer a walled city. The
State House, built in 1753, and St. Michael’s Episcopal Church, built in 1752, were adjacent to
the city square at the intersection of Meeting and Broad streets, formerly dominated by the town
gate (Joseph et al. 2000; Lounsbury 2001; Saunders 2002; Weir 2002).

While the intersection of Broad and Meeting streets became the administrative center of
the city, the waterfront remained its economic center. Factors, commission merchants, and
retailers clustered on the wharves and along East Bay Street. As the eighteenth century
progressed, more and more wharves were built in front of the original brick curtain line.
Government officials who thought that breaches in the curtain line left the city vulnerable to
attack were overruled by those who argued that closing these passages would impede trade
(Butler et al. 2009; Joseph et al. 2000).

The city’s wealth and cosmopolitan nature gave rise to some of the colony’s earliest
public intellectual institutions. The Charleston Library Society, modeled after those in Britain,
was founded in 1748. The Charleston Museum was founded in 1773, becoming the nation’s first
public natural history museum. These institutions galvanized around investigations into the
region’s natural history, beginning with John Lawson’s “New Voyage to Carolina” in 1700
(Borick et al. 2022; Fraser 1989; Lefler 1967; Rogers 1980; Taylor 1998).

In the first half of the eighteenth century, South Carolina prospered under British rule and
the demand for colonial commodities provided a favorable balance of trade. After the Seven
Years War in 1763, relations between the colony and Britain deteriorated. Financial difficulties
caused Britain to demand a greater share from the colonies. To secure collection of these monies,
Parliament sought to tighten the administration of the Navigation Acts. Royal placemen arrived
in Carolina to take over lucrative and important positions held by residents of the colonial
community (Edgar 1998:219; Rogers 1980:41). The British parliament also sought to impose
several direct and indirect taxes upon the American colonists.

Charleston and the American Revolution

OnJuly 4, 1776, 13 British colonies in North America proclaimed their independence
from the British Empire. The first British attempt to capture Carolina came in 1776, but was
unsuccessful. Warned of another attack in late 1779, General Benjamin Lincoln ordered
earthworks to be built. This consisted of a parapet, lined with batteries, redans, and redoubts
along its length, at roughly VVanderhorst Street. The Americans created a moat in front, known as
the canal, by trenching from a significant tidal creek. Behind this main defense line was the
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hornwork, a tabby fortification in today’s Marion Square. The British soldiers approached these
works by digging parallels, or approach trenches. They began this effort on April 1, roughly
along Spring Street to Hampstead Hill on the east side of the peninsula. The second parallel,
following from a direct approach, was half a block north of Mary Street. Another approach
trench was initiated on April 19, and the third parallel was begun on the 22", Again, British
troops dug to the left and to the right. On April 25, they reached the dam, and began draining the
canal. Archaeological explorations behind the Aiken Rhett House in 2017 located a portion of
this third parallel (Borick 2003; Borick et al. 2017).

After a lengthy siege, British troops took the city on May 12, 1780, beginning an
occupation that lasted two years. Homes such as Rebecca Motte’s mansion were used to quarter
troops. Some Charlestonians were imprisoned and others were exiled to St. Augustine (FL)
during that city’s British occupation. Carolinians also were plundered of “enormous wealth.”
Occupation forces did, however, clean up the city, hauling rubbish to unknown locations. The
British occupation brought other changes, including new imported foodstuffs (Borick 2003;
Fraser 1989; McCrady and Bragg 2020; Shepherd 2014; Wallace 1961).

The war only briefly interrupted the city’s economic growth. The war’s physical and
economic destruction offered rice planters an opportunity to begin cultivating in tidal swamps.
These swamps were cleared, diked, and ditched. Between the 1760s and 1780, the population of
enslaved Africans doubled (Kovacik and Winberry 1989; Porcher and Judd 2014). After the
Revolution, the bounty on British indigo ended but long-staple Sea Island cotton emerged as a
viable replacement. Development of the cotton gin by Eli Whitney in 1793 mitigated the labor
required to cultivate cotton and prepare it for market. Experimentation by the Burden family of
Johns Island improved the strain (Porcher and Fick 2005). The first post-Revolution cotton crop
reached Britain in 1785.

The city was incorporated and renamed, from Charles Town to Charleston, in 1783. At
the same time the city limit was moved four blocks north to Boundary (now Calhoun) Street. The
ever-growing population was accommodated within this small space by subdividing lots and
expanding into the centers of established blocks (Hamby and Joseph 2000; Poston 1977; Powers
1994). The area known as Charleston Neck, north of the city proper and some distance from the
wharves, developed more slowly. King Street, the main road from the backcountry and the
location of large cattle pens in the eighteenth century, became the city’s commercial and retail
center. Retail merchants followed their customers up King Street as residential sections
expanded. Residences and work places increasingly were separated and neighborhoods of
wealthy planters appeared (Fraser 1854).

Charleston in the Nineteenth Century

Planting using the labor of enslaved Africans continued to amass wealth for European
Lowcountry residents. By the turn of the nineteenth century, prime rice lands were affordable
only to those families already financially secure, and landholdings were consolidated through
marriage among planter families. Historian George Rogers suggests that Charleston society
became “closed” to outsiders or newcomers by the middle of the antebellum period. Tidal rice
and Sea Island cotton stimulated two decades of prosperity for the city (Edgar 1998; Kelly 2013;
Rogers 1980). Gene Waddell (1983) suggests that although Charleston appeared prosperous in
the 1850s, the city’s economic standing had slowly declined after 1800. Most good agricultural
land already was under cultivation, and soil fertility was depleted. Concentration of desirable
land in the hands of a few families was matched by a concentration of human property (Waddell
1983).
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Over-production of cotton throughout the region, however, led to a collapse in prices in
1819 and a national depression that was long-lasting. During the depression, some planters tried
to reform agricultural practices and make more efficient use of their land and enslaved labor
(Chaplin 1993). Eventually both rice and cotton production in the Lowcountry faced competition
from the Mississippi region. Many planters moved their operations and their enslaved people to
these areas; by 1850, Charleston had a white majority for the first time since 1708 (Rosengarten
1986). The development of steamboats and railroads changed the region’s transportation
network. Steamships meant shipping was no longer dependent on the trade winds, while rail lines
provided inland planters efficient ways to move crops to markets. Gulf coast cities of Mobile and
New Orleans became depots for inland cotton, while Charleston benefitted little from these
transportation improvements (Fraser 1989:197-198).

Progressive citizens encouraged industrialization and economic diversification. Many of
the new urban enterprises were located on Charleston Neck, north of Calhoun Street. The Neck,
too, housed the majority of new Irish and German immigrants after 1820 (Joyce 2002). The Neck
also housed many enslaved African workers, “living out” away from their enslavers, as well as a
small but influential group of free persons of color (Wade 1964; Wikramanayake 1973). The
area between Calhoun and Line streets was annexed into the city in 1849, becoming Wards 5-8,
principally to impose police control over the area (Haney 2017; Herman 1999; Powers 1994;
Rosengarten et al. 1987).

Through the first half of the nineteenth century, enslaved workers built the city and
labored in its markets. Many were classified as laborers, servants, or porters, but others worked
as coopers, blacksmiths, millwrights, carpenters and bricklayers. Women worked as seamstresses
and fruiters. Enslaved men dominated the maritime labor force as wharf hands and boatmen.
Historian Bernard Powers notes that these skilled positions involved little direct supervision and
a good deal of mobility; enslaved city dwellers were relatively well-traveled (Clifton and Ellis
2017; Harris Lynn 2014; Powers 1994; Wade 1964).

Enslaved artisans were routinely “hired out” by their owners, both short-term and long-
term. This required a license from the City, and in Charleston these took the form of a copper
badge, to be worn or kept on the person. Many badges are recovered archaeologically and
provide a record of the year of hire and the skill level of the wearer. Badges for “porters” and
“servants” are common. There were also badges for vendors, hucksters, and butchers, but those
labeled “fisher” and “fruiterer” were the most expensive (Greene et al. 2004; Singleton 1984).

Beyond the 1819 financial depression, another event shaped the economy and the politics
of the city in the early nineteenth century: the purported slave uprising of 1822, led by freedman
Denmark Vesey. Vesey arrived in Charleston as the property of a sea captain, then purchased his
freedom with winnings from a lottery. He worked in the city as a carpenter. He and a small group
of co-conspirators, including enslaved skilled workers, reportedly arranged for between 6,000
and 9,000 enslaved plantation workers to join the cause, some from as far away as the Santee
River. The plot was betrayed by an enslaved worker who informed his owner. Over 100 suspects
were brought to trial; some were executed while others were transported out of state. The overall
plan is unclear, and some scholars doubt that an actual plan was in the works (Egerton 1999;
Lofton 1983; Robertson 1999). But the perceived threat of rebellion resulted in increasingly
harsh restrictions on Black city residents, both enslaved and free (Greene et al. 2004:41-42,;
January 1977; Rosengarten et al. 1987).

By the second quarter of the nineteenth century, many American cities had developed
centralized business districts, separate residential, business and industrial zones, and improved
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public transportation. Charleston embraced many of these changes, but implementation often
lagged. Civic improvements often followed natural disasters. Fear of fire, preventing fire, and
rebuilding after fire are recurrent themes. Fires devastated large swaths of the city in 1740, 1778,
1796, 1835, 1838, and 1861. After each fire, legislation required building in brick, rather than
wood. One draw of the unincorporated Neck before 1849 was the opportunity to build with less
expensive materials. Hurricanes also struck the Carolina coast regularly, with active cycles in the
first decades of the nineteenth century, then again in the last years of the century (Fraser 2006).
While widespread fire was principally an urban phenomenon, hurricane winds and storm surge
devastated urban wharves as well as plantation lands.

The low-lying peninsula, dotted with creeks and marshes, was susceptible to flooding, or
simply to standing water. Stagnant water contributed to disease, spread by vectors ranging from
mosquitoes to rodents. Filling low-lying areas, often with organic debris, refuse, and offal, was
an ongoing effort. Well-constructed drains were another solution (Butler 2020). Filling resulted
in new, useable real estate as well as reducing standing water, though filled areas remained low
and disease-ridden.
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Figure 5-3: Plan of the City Neck of Charleston in 1844, by Keenan, showing
Wards 5-8 and the Neck beyond Line Street. South Carolina Historical Society.

The City During and After the Civil War

Rice and cotton planter families living on trans-Atlantic credit did not see the changes
looming as calls for secession from the United States mounted during the 1850s. South Carolina
led the rhetoric that defended slavery and the economy of plantation agriculture. Shots fired from
the battery on Fort Sumter in Charleston Harbor in April, 1861, signaled the onset of the Civil
War. The city felt little of the war’s impact for several months; instead, much of the heart of the
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city was devastated by Charleston’s largest fire to date a few months later. The fire began on the
evening of December 11, with a campfire on the wharves tended by enslaved refugees from the
country. Rising winds fanned the flames and by daybreak the fire had cut a swath diagonally
across the peninsula, from the Cooper River to the Ashley River. Bare lots and blackened ruins
remained for decades (Mazyck 1875).

Following the fall of Port Royal to the Union in November, 1861, refugees crowded into
the city. By 1863, the city was blockaded and under siege. Repeated bombardment of the lower
peninsula drove residents up the Neck or out of town. By 1865, the city’s ability to resist was
broken, and Confederate general P.G.T. Beauregard ordered the city evacuated. Retreating
Confederate troops set fire to piles of cotton stored in public places, to keep it out of the hands of
the enemy. The fire at the Northeastern Railroad ignited a stash of gunpowder, triggering an
explosion that killed 150 (Burton 1970:321).

Union troops arriving in Charleston, including the Twenty-First United States Colored
Troops and the 54" Massachusetts, were greeted warmly by freed people who remained in the
city, as well as recent immigrant laborers. In the weeks that followed, the city’s African
American population expressed their appreciation for the Union army through parades, meetings,
and ceremonies, including raising of United States flag over the ruins of Fort Sumter on April 14.
African Americans were elected to municipal and state offices. The occupying Union army
remained in the city until 1876 (Williamson 1965:48-49). After 1877, white Democrats
controlled state and local government; neither black nor white Republicans were elected to these
governing bodies for decades (Fraser 1989:301).

Many of the city’s white families remained refugees beyond the war’s end in 1865. Those
who returned to their townhomes took in boarders or found other means to support their
households. Some freedmen remained in the service of their former enslavers, but most did not,
and staff operating townhouse properties was greatly reduced. The formerly enslaved were now
citizens, and they made their own decisions about where to live and work. Bernard Powers notes
that the desertion of domestic servants was particularly common. The city once again had a black
majority, resulting from in-migration of rural freedmen (Cote 2000; Harris 2001; Powers 1994;
Williamson 1965).

The emancipation of enslaved field workers and disruption to the credit system ended
profitable rice production. In 1867, 90% of the plantations on the Cooper River were idle.
Planters contracted with freedmen for labor, but many refused to do the most dangerous and
miserable tasks, particularly the winter work of digging and maintaining ditches and dikes
(Harris 2001; Porcher and Judd 2014; Rosengarten 1986). A series of devastating hurricanes
between 1893 and 1911 destroyed rice dikes up and down the coast (Fraser 2006; Grego 2022).

The postbellum economy diversified. Some planters tried new crops. Lumbering and
turpentine were important late-nineteenth-century industries, extracting pines and hardwoods
from abandoned rice and cotton fields (Porcher and Judd 2014; Smith 2012, 2020). Phosphate
rock, abundant and long considered a nuisance, became recognized as a source of fertilizer. The
city’s economy rebounded, and 1883 was the best year since the Civil War. Truck farming,
crabbing, and shrimping were profitable. Charleston remained the largest port south of Baltimore
(MD).

African Americans worked in these and other extractive industries. The phosphate
industry employed 3,000 black miners and an additional 1,000 workers in 11 processing plants
on the Neck (Fraser 1989:308). McKinley (2014) describes the role of freedmen in the phosphate
industry, as they resisted efforts by factory workers to impose strict work rules. Instead, freed
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people brought work patterns from the task system, where they carved out time for their own
work. They continued to raise subsistence crops and support urban markets with produce, game,
and fish. Some freedmen bought land, often in pine forests adjacent to rice lands (Harris 2001;
McKinley 2014).

Charleston’s economic prosperity of the 1880s “was illusionary” (Fraser 1989:310).
Although briefly a profitable extractive industry, phosphate fell victim to more productive mines
in Florida (Harris 2001; McKinley 2014; Shick and Doyle 1985). The economic stagnation that
had waned in the 1880s returned, and by 1900 the city’s economy was stagnant. The South
Carolina Interstate and West Indian Exposition opened in 1901, organized to attract worldwide
attention, but the Exposition closed early and failed to attract new economic ventures.
Charleston’s economy did not recover until World War I, bolstered by growth of the Charleston
Naval Base (Fraser 1989; Waddell 1983; Williams 2010).

Never far removed from natural disasters, Charleston and the Lowcountry faced a series
of devastating hurricanes in the late nineteenth century. The Sea Island hurricane of 1893
damaged the city and destroyed the Ashley River bridge. But the worst damage was to the sea
islands south of Charleston, where a tidal surge drowned over 2,000 Black sea island residents.
This, and subsequent storms, destroyed many of the still-functional rice fields and signaled the
end of that industry (Fraser 2006; Grego n.d.). The phosphate infrastructure was also a victim of
the 1893 hurricane; that storm destroyed rice fields and phosphate dredges with equal energy.

Although hurricanes and fires were familiar to Charleston residents, 1886 brought a new
event: the most powerful earthquake to strike the East Coast of North America. Nearly 2,000
buildings were damaged, most of them on the filled creeks, or “made land.” Rebuilding the city
and distributing aid reflected the racial inequities of the Tillman era (Stockton 1986; Williams
and Hoffius 2011). Ben Tillman, a populist reformer, Democratic governor, and later senator,
controlled the state from the 1880s until his death in 1918. Tillman was known for his aggressive
language, his white supremacist views, and his “redshirt” campaign of terror against Black
citizens during the 1876 election. A new state constitution in 1895, championed by Tillmanite
politicians, almost completely disenfranchised African American voters (Kantrowitz 2000).

At the turn of the twentieth century, under the direction of Mayor J. Adger Smythe,
efforts to make Charleston a healthier city continued. Streets and sidewalks were paved. The
Cannon mill pond on the west side of the city around Calhoun Street was filled. The Charleston
City Railway company operated the first electric trolley in the city in 1897. The first telephone
poles appeared in the late 1890s.

Dr. Henry Horlbeck was appointed the city’s health officer and he led a campaign to rid
the city of some 10,000 privy vaults. A modern sanitation system was approved, but only a small
portion of the city south of Broad Street was connected. When excavation of drain lines
continued into the summer, citizens complained, as many believed disturbing the soil in the
summer caused miasmas. But Charleston still was plagued by antiquated public health
infrastructure. Some 12,000 privy vaults remained the primary means of waste disposal, their
remains leaching into the soil and groundwater. Some citizens continued using water from
adjacent wells, rather than the new piped water. Over half the streets were dirt.

Dr. Horlbeck also urged laws for food inspection and establishing a modern abattoir.
Fraser notes hogs wallowed in low-lying lots and the meat of slaughtered animals was often
contaminated before it was sold. Some alleged that Charleston was “a dumping ground for all the
condemned meat turned away from other cities” (Fraser 1989:344). Dozens of cows were kept
for milk, both for private consumption and for sale.
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Dr. John McFall, an African American born in Charleston in 1887, describes his mother
keeping a cow in their yard on Calhoun Street during his youth. His job was to churn the milk for
butter. Later, when the family moved to the poorer and less-improved western section of the
peninsula, on Palmetto Street, his mother “grew” the milk business. McFall now cared for three
cows, “cleaning stalls, boiling cow peas, passing out cow pea vine when available, mixing bran.”
The family also bought spent hops from the brewery, to mix with the cow feed. McFall’s father
built a small shop, where the family sold wood, vegetables, and other goods. As Palmetto Street
was constructed on low, filled land, the McFall home also flooded frequently. The neighborhood
suffered extensive flood damage during the hurricane of 1893 (Hollister 2021:49-65).

Demands for civic improvements increased during the late nineteenth century, most
notably for a waterborne sewage system. By 1896 the City initiated a program of separate
sanitary sewers, and removal of stormwater by a tidal drain system. The 1799 Middleton-
Pinckney house was refitted as a pumping station and reservoir, tapping the artesian water
system. Lack of funds, rather than lack of interest, kept civic leaders from completing such
projects.

Mayor John Grace, elected in 1911, renewed efforts to modernize the city. Grace’s
Committee on the Streets paved streets in certain districts, and constructed new sidewalks, curbs,
and drains. A year later, City Council banned dairies from the city and established a public
abattoir, though many citizens ignored these acts and continued to keep cows in the city (Fraser
1989:354). Restaurant inspection began in 1914; the same year the old city pest house was
closed. A Health Department laboratory under Drs. Mood and Banov was established (Banov
1970).

The economic stagnation of the postbellum era inadvertently preserved much of the city’s
architectural heritage. Many buildings slowly decayed. Others were subdivided as multi-family
tenements. Appreciation for the city’s history and architecture was fostered by the Charleston
Renaissance, a cultural and artistic movement of the early twentieth century. The first
archaeological investigation (by architects Albert Simons and Samuel Lapham) was conducted
during this period. Impetus for the founding of the Society for the Preservation of Old Dwellings
and the purchase of the Heyward-Washington House came from the dismantling of historic
interiors for sale elsewhere (Bland 1999; Lapham 1925; The Charleston Museum 2022;
Weyeneth 2000).

As historic buildings were restored, though, many poor and African American residents
left for the affordable areas above Calhoun, then Line, streets. The racially integrated streets and
neighborhoods that had characterized the city for decades disappeared from the lower peninsula.
This trend continues today (Hutchisson and Greene 2003; Severens 1998; Yuhl 2005).

The Charleston Markets

Charleston supported a number of public markets during the eighteenth century, and two
have been explored by archaeologists. The Proprietors of Carolina believed well-organized cities
increased security, provided opportunities for trade, and promoted civilization (Weir 2002:67).
The 1672 Grand Modell utilized the central square commonly identified with Philadelphia to
divide the peninsula into deep narrow lots characteristic of seventeenth-century British colonial
towns (Reps 1965:177; Wilson 2016:67, 115). This guided development of city lots until the
second quarter of the eighteenth century (Poston 1997:48). Charleston’s plan included lots
reserved for a church, town house, and other “publick structures” (Thomas Ashe in Bridenbaugh
1938; McCord 1840: 3/458, 3/516). This location for a public square, though, was not central
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during the early decades of the eighteenth century; rather, it was nestled behind the city gates and
drawbridge on the western edge of town.

The Colonial Markets

The earliest market, located at the northeast corner of Meeting and Broad streets and
future site of City Hall, consisted of common lands and adjacent lots that gradually came to be
recognized as a public square. In 1692, the South Carolina Assembly made permanent an act
that, in 1690, had established a temporary market at the corner of Broad and Meeting streets
(Bridenbaugh 1938:193). This was reconfirmed in 1710 and 1736 (Childs 1981:24; McCord
1840: 2/73, 2/351). Market Square soon became fixed in the minds of Charlestonians as a central
landmark, even if it remained unimproved. Mary Crosse’s 1698 will referred to her “three town
lots situate near ye Market Place in Charles Town...” (Charleston County Will Book 1:71). Her
lots bordered the north side of the market, and were later incorporated into the square (Childs
1981).

The early market probably began as a gathering place for wagons and small temporary
stands manned by farmers and enslaved workers bringing produce from the surrounding
countryside. As the town stabilized, vendors possibly constructed stalls that were more
permanent. There were evidently other market locations in the early town, such as Andrew
Allen’s building at the foot of Tradd Street (Butler 2008).

In an attempt to be at least partially self-sufficient, many colonial Charlestonians raised a
few animals, such as poultry, hogs, goats, and an occasional cow, for their own use. Even in the
early town, crowded conditions evidently made the maintenance of these animals a nuisance to
neighbors. As early as 1692 an act was passed to prevent swine from running loose in the streets.
A 1698 statute indicated that residents must remove slaughterhouses, hog, cattle and sheep pens
from the town proper (Waring 1964:15). In outlawing free-range cattle in the city, a 1704 statute
(#235) referenced damage to the evidently earthen fortifications on the landward side of town
(Shields 2003:3).

Slaughtering animals for the early markets took place in the streets or in the ditches
outside the walls of town. This, too, soon was deemed a public nuisance and the legislature
banned the practice in 1704 (Weir 2002:72). Under this scenario, the Charleston Judicial Center
site, at the northwest corner of Meeting and Broad streets but just outside the city gate, would be
a likely location for early slaughterhouses. While no formal facilities were identified, project
archaeologist J.W. Joseph reports finding dense dark midden layers filled with bone (Hamby and
Joseph 2004:229), a soil similar to Zone 10 in the Beef Market on the other side of the city wall.
Possibly cattle were driven to the city along the Broad Path (King Street), the road from the city
to the interior, pastured at New Market Plantation beginning in 1732, and slaughtered along the
way (see next section).

Regulating the city’s markets was a problem in Charleston as it was virtually everywhere.
For a while, control over prices, weights and measures, forestalling, and other abuses was not
even attempted in Charleston. This lack of control was denounced by the governor in 1706 as “a
living sin” (Bridenbaugh 1938:193). In a vain attempt at control, a woefully inadequate law was
passed in 1710. Under this act, royal placemen were appointed by the Duke of Newcastle to
serve as market clerks. These men, of course, remained in England, authorizing local clerks to
perform the actual oversight in Charleston. The deputies of absentee market officials had little
motivation to be conscientious in their duties. Their negligence forced consumers to suffer from
a lack of regulation that the Grand Jury decried in 1735 as an “intolerable hardship”
(Bridenbaugh 1938:351-352).
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Charleston’s economic expansion in the 1730s was matched by physical expansion. The
market was formalized and construction began on a brick market building at this time. In 1739
an act was passed ““for the establishing of a market in the parish of St. Phillip, Charlestown; and
for preventing engrossing, forestalling, regrating, and unjust exactions in the said town and
Market.” Legislation dictated: “that a public market shall be held and kept in Charleston, on
every day of the week (Sundays excepted) as the place whereon a new Market-house has been
lately built, which is commonly reputed to be the place appointed, established and laid out for a
market place in the original plot or model of Charlestown” (McCord 1840:403).

The market at Broad and Meeting was apparently a landmark. Members of the business
community often advertised their locations in terms of their relation to the market. Peter Laurens
directed people to “his shop fronting the new Market Square” (South Carolina Gazette,
November 7-14, 1741). The market district attracted both craftsmen and merchants throughout
the colonial period. Saddlers, in particular, gravitated toward the market square and to Broad
Street (Edgar 1972:305). While the gravitation of saddlers to the market neighborhood may be
related to use of skins available from the butchered animals, it may just as well reflect the
financial status of this trade. Other craftsmen whose work might be associated with the use of
animal skins were dispersed through town. Tanners and leather dressers, as well as shoemakers
were spread through town, possibly because they could not afford the higher rents of the city
center.

The market area also served as a social center. This may have been especially true for
less affluent town residents, who made their own market purchases instead of sending a servant
or slave. In 1743 a shuffleboard was set up in a house on Market Square, “where Gentlemen may
enjoy their Bowl and Bottle with satisfaction and be handsomely served” (South Carolina
Gazette, May 9, 1743). Evidently, several such establishments were in close proximity to the
market (see Shields 2003:7). The Roberts and Toms map of 1739 shows the new market building
as a large brick structure on the southwest corner of the square; archaeological monitoring in
2004 revealed the building fronting directly on Broad Street (Zierden and Reitz 2005:221). It
was reputed to be “well regulated and plentifully supplied with provisions” (Bridenbaugh
1955:82).

But being well-regulated was evidently a chronic challenge for urban markets. Vendors
from the countryside frequently attempted to forestall the market by selling before the opening
bell rang; townsmen often tried to monopolize the market by buying up quantities of goods in
advance with the intention of profiting from the subsequently inflated prices. Unloading spoiled
or otherwise poor-quality perishables was a constant complaint (Bridenbaugh 1955:82). A
Charleston law in 1739 attempted to prevent these practices: “Any all and every Butcher or
butchers, Poulterer and Poulterers, Country planter, Victualer, Ladder, Kidder, or any Person
whatsoever, shall and may there sell, utter, and put up to open Shew or Sale, his or their Beef,
Mutton, Veal, Lamb, Port or other Butchery Warees, Poultery, Fish and other Provisions
whatsoever, upon every Day of the Week, except Sundays, from the Rising of the Sun all year
Long, as long as he or they shall furnish the said Market, with good and wholesome Flesh and
other Provisions...” (South Carolina Gazette, December 8-15, 1739).

Officials were constantly worried about unscrupulous or merely careless vendors whose
weights and measures were inconsistent, or worse. In 1744, the Grand Jury in South Carolina
complained of “due regulation of weights and measures throughout province not being observed”
(South Carolina Gazette, November 5, 1744). Officials also found it difficult to enforce
reasonable standards of quality, and the sale of tainted meat was a constant concern for both
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officials and customers. Another Grand Jury presentment of the same year protested the:
“disregard of...proclamation in having drove, and still driving, distempered cattle through other
peoples’ plantations, pastures, stocks, and lands, and even down to Quarter House (located on
Charleston Neck near present-day Cosgrove Avenue) where several people have died lately; and
people who have killed sick cattle and sold them at market, and people who have left their dead
cattle unburied on their lands and marshes” (South Carolina Gazette, November 5, 1744).

By 1750 Charleston’s plantation-based economy was thriving, built on the enslaved labor
of thousands of African people. As the eighteenth century advanced, Charleston’s economic
significance expanded and, with it, the relative affluence of its citizens. White per capita income
was among the highest in the colonies (Weir 1983). Personal wealth was matched by a rise in
imposing public and domestic architecture, coincident with the opportunity for rebuilding
provided by the fire of 1740 and the hurricane of 1752. City planners used these opportunities to
rebuild the town center set aside at the intersection of Meeting and Broad a half-century earlier.

Re-shaping this area began with the 1739 construction of the brick marketplace, and
continued with construction of St. Michael’s Episcopal Church across Broad Street in 1751 and
construction of the State House on the opposing corner in 1752 (Lounsbury 2001). The
remaining corner was improved a decade later with construction of the two-story treasury and
guardhouse on the southwest corner. Architectural historian Carl Lounsbury suggests moving
public buildings from the waterfront to a centralized location follows a pattern noted in other
early American cities such as New York and Philadelphia. The visibility of the Statehouse and
St. Michael’s, in particular, symbolized the prosperity and prestige of the entire community
(Lounsbury 2001:16).

In 1760, the old market building was apparently adjudged unequal to its role in the
growing town. The Commissioners of the Markets began construction on the same site of a “neat
building, supported by brick arches and surmounted by a belfry” (Bridenbaugh 1955:82; Fraser
1854:32-22). According to documents, and to archaeology, the new market was constructed
behind and beside the old, so that the 1739 building likely remained functional during
construction. The new building thus sat back from Broad Street and was twice as long as the old.
It was constructed of brick and again evidently a single story. It became known as the Beef
Market. This large building was one of three markets serving the city for the next 40 years.

Archaeological excavations in 1984 and 2004 encountered much of the footprint of the
1760 market, as well as layers of debris deposited between 1760 and 1796, when the market
burned. The 45-x-105-ft foundation was well preserved, though construction of City Hall on top
of it evidently removed the building’s floor. A hard-packed sand surface (Zone 7) may be an
original, unpaved market surface or foundation for paving. Zone 7 was covered by water-washed
sand filled with small fragments of hacked bone (Zone 6). Soil stains near the foundation were
evidence of wooden posts placed in carefully dug holes. Such posts may have supported hooks
and pegs for displaying meats and other products, similar to the market at Old Salem (NC).

The walls likely had a series of arched openings. The description of the structure as “low”
and its absence in the Charles Fraser sketch of the intersection suggests a single-story building.
The southern fagade featured a four-foot projection spanning the central third of the building. A
central brick well and a large brick drain were integral parts of the 1760 market and likely were
used for daily cleaning.

The market operated until it was destroyed in Charleston’s 1796 fire. A 1794 coin
embedded in a deep layer of ash provided archaeological corroboration of that event. After this
third market burned, it was not rebuilt. The central location of the Beef Market, once
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advantageous for bringing cattle to the city, now hampered the ability of butchers to slaughter
on-site, or nearby, and to dispose of the waste easily.

As an urban center and an active Atlantic port, Charleston had access to a range of
foodstuffs. “An English Traveler” in 1774 described the provisions available in the city: “beef,
which on account of the hot weather is now reckoned out of season and but very indifferent can’t
be had under 4d per pound but in the winter it is much better at 2d per pound. Veal which is sold
by the joint comes to about 5d per pound. The town in general is very ill-supplied with fish,
which is not owing to a real scarcity for there are plenty to be caught if there were but proper
people to seek after them, but as that is not the case they are scarce and dear; however that is
pretty well made up for by having plenty of fine turtle one half the year from 4d to 8d per pound.
Poultry is in general very good and reasonable, fine capons being at a shilling a piece and very
good fowils fit for the spit at 9d and in the winter season here are fine wild ducks at 4d each,
plenty of excellent otter-lines, partridges and quails at 2d each, with abundance of very fine wild
turkeys weighing from 20 to 40 points from 3 to 5 schillings each, also plenty of venison at a
guinea a buck, which tho’ it has little or no fat is generally esteem’d good flavored” (Merrens
1977:284).

“English Traveler” likely was able to purchase most of these foods at the Beef Market,
for his list matches closely the zooarchaeological specimens recovered at the site. “English
Traveler” goes on to describe and price other resources available in Charleston, including butter,
eggs, peas and beans, and “vegetables of all kinds at much the same price as they were sold for
in and about London.” “Most kinds of fruits” were available, and citrus was available from “a
place called Providence.” The traveler noted that oranges were scarce, but lemons and limes, “as
well as pine apples” were available about half the year. The most common drinks were beer,
made of “molasses and also of percymon” which he rated as much inferior to English beer. But
Charles Town boasted the best Jamaican rum, and plenty of French claret (Merrens 1977:285).

By the third quarter of the eighteenth century, Charleston was evidently large enough to
support additional markets. A fish market was constructed on Vendue Range (Queen Street) in
1770. This location was ideally suited to receive the catch by water, and to clean and prepare it
for sale with ready access to the waterfront for the disposal of the waste. This, too, seemed to be
the case for the Lower Market, constructed at the foot of Tradd Street, on South Adger’s Wharf,
in 1764.

The Lower Market was evidently a bustling establishment, as indicated by several
references to the locale in the newspaper. A 1774 summary in the South Carolina Gazette lists
the “Creatures killed and sold in the Lower Market for the previous year: “547 beeves, 2907
Calves, 1994 sheep, 1503 lambs, 230 deer, 797 hogs, 4053 shoats” (South Carolina Gazette,
October 10, 1774; see also Southern Agriculturalist 1836, Vol. 9:165).

An early plat of the Lower Market, from 1767, shows a hip-roofed structure on a wharf,
in front of “the wall,” an angled portion of the brick seawall. By the final quarter of the
eighteenth century, the Lower Market was a bustling center of activity for the city. Access to the
market for vendors and customers, however, was hampered by the remaining curtain line and
redan at the foot of Tradd Street (Butler et al. 2012). Even after the redan was demolished in
1785 (based on the Purcell plat), the curtain line remained an impediment for years. According to
a resolution of the Charleston City Council in late 1785, once the old brick redan was finally
removed, the Lower Market was enlarged onto the wedge of land abutting Tradd Street to the
south, purchased from Jacob Motte in 1768 (Plat # 578, 8-1804). A new shed was built on the
south side of the market property. These sheds were reserved for “those persons who come first
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to market with butter, poultry, wild fowl, or vegetables.” They were given “preference of sitting
under the shed” and each person shall “have as much room as is necessary” (Columbian Herald,
May 11, 1786).

=
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Figure 5-4: 1792 plat showing the expanded Lower Market (CCRMCO F-6, p 241).

At the same meeting of May, 1786, the Commissioners of the Markets addressed other
issues plaguing the market. The Grand Jury noted “the very great number of dogs which are
suffered to go at large through the streets, particularly those which crowd each market-place”
and that the said dogs “worried the cows, horses, etc.” and tended to “go mad.” (Columbian
Herald, May 11, 1786). To prevent this, dogs in the market could be killed (City Gazette, May 3,
1799).

Evidently dogs were not the only disorderly market attendants. The Commissioners of the
Markets resolved that “all persons who bring poultry or vegetables to the Lower Market, be
placed in two lines running west from the Market to the street....and the lines to be at least 10
feet apart.” Those first would be ushered into the sheds on the south side, described above. First,
the Clerk of the Markets would “employ a person to keep each of the markets clean, that they be
obliged to sweep the markets twice each day, wash the stalls once each day, and the pavement in
and round the markets three times each week,” to “keep the markets as clean and sweet as
possible” (The Columbia Herald, May 18, 1786).

The waterfront market, however, was still too small to accommodate Charleston’s
growing market needs, and the site was becoming too congested by the post-Revolutionary
expansion of the wharves. In an effort to consolidate the city’s market activities, the City worked
to complete the new Centre Market to the north, closing the Beef Market on Broad Street, the
Fish Market on Vendue Range, and the Lower Market on Tradd Street in 1799. The City sold the
properties in early 1800.
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Centre Market

A new, consolidated market was built on lands given to the City in 1788 by the Pinckney
family, with a clause stipulating that the family could reclaim the property if the City ceased to
use it as a public market. The complex still functions as the Charleston Market, though the
products have changed, drawing thousands of visitors each year (Shields 2015:167).

Centre Market was built gradually, between 1790 and 1806, on a filled creek that once
was the northern boundary of the walled city. The new market eventually stretched from Meeting
Street to the waterfront. An impressive Market Hall, constructed on the western end in 1837,
featured a frieze with ornamental ox skulls (bucrania) and rams’ heads, signifying the presence
of a meat market. The single-story market stalls were raised a foot above street level at that time
(Leland 1980:37; Poston 1997:395-396).

A description of Centre Market in 1883 states that: “meats, vegetables, and fish are sold
in separate parts of the market. The stalls are arranged on each side, with a broad walk between.
The whole arrangement is quite convenient and well adapted to a Southern climate.” Isabella
Leland reported that the meats section featured “some 112 stalls, as well as three sections for
vegetables, a fish market, and storerooms.” Some decades earlier, the Southern Agriculturalist
gave the following account of animals brought to the Centre Market for sale in the last quarter of
1836: “Beeves, 3081; Calves 583; Hogs 2718; Sheep, 1275, Lambs, 115; goats, 18; Wagons with
Poultry, Bacon, &c, 260 and Venison, Game, &c.” (Mazyck in Waddell 1983:18; Rogers
1980:87; Southern Agriculturist 1836).

Butchering for the Charleston Markets

Archaeological excavations on South Adger’s Wharf in 2008-2009 revealed the brick
redan of the walled city, preserved about a foot below the present surface. The documented
removal of the redan in 1785 was represented by the tumbling of the parapets into the marsh
below. The excavations also revealed extensive evidence of the Lower Market, including dense
layers of midden and the paving documented in 1789. The waterfront location of the Lower
Market likely meant that the remains of these butchered animals were deposited in the harbor.

The central location of the