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ABSTRACT

BOURBON FIELD: PRELIMINARY INVESTIGATIONS OF A BARRER ISLAND
PLANTATION SITE, SAPELO ISLAND, GEORGIA

Rachel Laura DeVan Perrine

Most of the previous archaeological research atrlBwuField has focused on its
extensive prehistoric and protohistoric componealtepugh significant historic components
were recorded at the site as early as the 197@s sTudy serves as a preliminary investigation of
the historic components of Bourbon Field (circa3-1964), using historical and archaeological
data to identify the spatial and temporal paransetéthe historical occupations of the site and to
examine the site’s significance within Sapelo Idlarplantation-oriented economy and culture
during the late 18th and 19th centuries. The aogeal investigations included survey and
trench excavations in northwest Bourbon Field, wibe most extensive historic components
and the site’s only above-ground architectural iesaxist. The data from those excavations
and the historical research made it possible topewenBourbon Field to more prominent Sapelo
plantations and provided evidence of shared trendsaterial culture across the island, despite
dramatic differences in plantation size and le¥eduzcess. The examination of Bourbon Field
within the broader historical, archaeological, anttural context of Sapelo revealed that the site
held an important and unique dual-identity as lasthndependent small-scale tract and a

satellite tract contributing to large-scale plaistatactivities on the island.
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

Located on the northeastern edge of Sapelo Isaadtgia, the Bourbon Field site
(9MC71 and 9MC91) is rich in archaeological resesrthat represent prehistoric, protohistoric,
and historic period settlements (Figure 1). Ocaopatof Sapelo have spanned from the Archaic
period in prehistory to the 20th century, and BourField’s multi-component archaeological
record can be associated with most of the occup@ioiods in the island’s lengthy chronology
(Larson 1977; Crook 1984; Harris and Jarvis 2009,02. Approximately 14 hectares in area,
Bourbon Field consists primarily of a cleared fieldh limited wooded areas surrounding the
field on all sides (Crook 1984:247). The site isibded to the north and east by marshy
shoreline, allowing easy access to marine and séugesources for its prehistoric and historic
occupants. Unlike other parts of Sapelo, Bourb@hdHias not been occupied since the early
20th century and the protection of state ownersbipbined with a relatively remote location on
the island has largely prevented modern developsrfentn disturbing the site (Crook et al.
2003:39). Bourbon Field’s diverse archaeologicahponents and protected location make it an
especially valuable resource for examining Sapegla cultures.

Bourbon Field is particularly rich in prehistorincprotohistoric archaeological
resources, including two Mississippian period mauadd 119 discrete shell middens (Moore
1897:64; Crook 1984:248). Significant historic campnts exist at the site as well, although
they are certainly less prominent on the site’s enodandscape. Bourbon Field is one of several
sites on Sapelo Island containing significant aedhagical components dating to the colonial,
early American, antebellum, Civil War, and postheileras. Previous archaeological
investigations and historical research have indt#élhat Sapelo’s 18th- and 19th

1
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FIGURE 1. Aerial image of Sapelo Island with thedton of Bourbon Field circled in red. The
insert indicates the location of Sapelo Island @edrest of McIntosh County in Georgia
(Honerkamp et al. 2007:2).




century occupations were part of the larger plamabriented economy and culture that
pervaded the South (Sullivan 1990; Honerkamp é2(7; DeVan and Honerkamp 2009). Like
its Georgia and South Carolina Sea Island countes;peconomic activities on Sapelo revolved
around the production of cash crops, especiallgdstaple cotton and rice, and relied upon slave
labor (Phillips 1959; Stewart 1996). Sapelo’s calsthvironment made the production of cash
crops like rice and Sea Island cotton viable aegdjining in the mid-18th century, plantations
began to develop in various locations on the isf@ulivan 1990; Honerkamp 2008). Bourbon
Field was one such location.

While some of the pre-Civil War plantations on Sapmtained a level of success and
economic prominence that fits the grandeur stepecayly associated with plantations of the Old
South, Bourbon Field differed significantly frometpopular idea of a southern plantation. The
site’s 18th- and 19th-century history lacks indefsart, long-term, wealth-producing plantation
operations, and Bourbon Field often served asdalisatract for large-scale plantation activities
that centered around other locations on the is{8udiivan 1990; Crook et al. 2003:16). Affluent
planters on the Georgia coast used satellite dgrralitracts that made it possible to diversify
and produce cash crops on the largest scale pegBiell 1987:106-107; Stewart 1996:97-98).

When it was not being used as a satellite tradiafger planters, Bourbon Field served as
a small plantation site (Spalding 1914; Sulliva®@®4,765; Humphries 1991:85). Small-scale
plantations, sometimes called working plantatiovexe also an important part of the South’s
economic landscape during the 18th and 19th cexstuin fact, far more working plantations
existed in the south during the 18th and 19th eceduhan large-scale plantations (Vlach
1993:7). Melanie A. Cabak and Mark D. Groover (26@% emphasis this point in their
investigations of a working plantation near Aik&outh Carolina, noting that, “In contrast to the
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prevalent perception of rural affluence and exeeseng slaveholders, on the eve of the Civil
War in the 1850s, the majority of slaveholdershia $outh owned 18% of rural landholdings,
held 20 or fewer slaves, and practiced a standandimy comparable to many farming
households.” Although it played a less conspicuolesin Sapelo’s history than some of the
other more prominent plantation sites located thesea small-scale working plantation, Bourbon
Field actually belonged to the majority, and theenal left by its former occupants may be
more representative of mainstream Georgia plamtatidture. The fact that Bourbon Field
played the role of a working plantation and alsntdbuted to large-scale plantation activities as
a satellite tract, makes the site particularly ukef investigations concerning the economic
landscape of historic Sapelo Island.

Perhaps as a result of the site’s comparativelydodile on Sapelo’s plantation
landscape, until recent years, no archaeologiwalsiigations specifically involving Bourbon
Field’s post-Spanish mission period historic congas were undertaken, and the details of the
site’s 18th- and 19th-century occupations wereléfiely to speculation. In order to address and
alleviate the numerous ambiguities associated Batlrbon Field’s 18th- and 19th-century past,
the focus of the present investigation has beelew@lop preliminary historical and
archaeological interpretations of the site. Theaesh goals of this archaeological and historical
research were three-fold: 1) to define the spataindaries of Bourbon Field’s 18th- and 19th-
century components, 2) to identify the temporabpaaters of the occupations associated with
those components, and 3) to analyze the site’sfisignce within Sapelo’s plantation-oriented
economy and culture during the colonial, early Aicear, antebellum, and postbellum periods.
These research objectives were designed to be eamepkary, with the intention of laying the
groundwork for further historical archaeologicalestigations at Bourbon Field by providing
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both site-specific data and more general infornmatierived from comparisons with other Sapelo
plantation sites.

The methods used to examine Bourbon Field’s 18tH-1®th-century occupations
included shovel test survey excavations, trenclaeadtons, and archival research. Data from
survey excavations conducted by University of Wrdstida (UWF) field school in 2007 and
2008 served as the starting point for the 2010ett@ns associated with the present
investigation. The results of the 2007 and 200&weations indicated a concentration of historic
artifacts in the northwestern portion of Bourboel&ibetween the northern edge of the field and
the shoreline. In 2007 UWF also relocated and magipe previously documented rectangular-
shaped tabby remains (9MC91), located in the santbwestern part of the site as the historic
artifact concentration (Norma Harris 2010, persnoo). The results of the 2007 and 2008 field
work thus delineated an ideal project area forxamenation of Bourbon Field’s historic
components that was not only productive, but cdasdly sound as it was outside of the main
agricultural field and less disturbed by plowingner2010 survey excavations focused on the
northwestern portion of Bourbon Field and the theegcavations centered on the above-ground
rectangular tabby remains. Both types of excavatgarved to fill in any gaps left by the 2007
and 2008 UWF surveys due to time constraints aheraesearch concerns (Harris and Jarvis
2009, 2010). The combined dataset from the 20008,28nd 2010 excavations in the
northwestern portion of Bourbon Field was substntiespite the relatively small project area,
and the data not only defined an important histoccupation area, but also revealed many
significant details about the site’s 18th- and 1&htury occupants.

In contrast to the archaeological investigatioite Ihistorical information was available
on Bourbon Field prior to the archival researcherBrwas some generally known information

5



and un-researched folklore and theories aboutigtterlt occupations of the site, but Bourbon
Field had never been the subject of any indeperdkgatied historical investigation. In order to
uncover more information and determine the truthiroe the numerous stories involving
Bourbon Field, archival research was conductedea@eorgia State Archives and National
Archives in Atlanta and the Georgia Historical &giarchives in Savannah. The research in
these archives filled in some important gaps intthditional history of Bourbon Field,
disproved some of the popular theories about hestacupations at the site, and solved some,
but not all, of the mysteries surrounding Bourbagld*s past.

Even after months of historical research and arsl{tsere are still numerous questions
that cannot be answered, including some new lezgidting from the archival research itself.
The Bourbon Field site proved to be a particuldifficult site to investigate in the historical
record for multiple reasons. There is a generattbexd pre-Civil War county level documents,
such as deeds and court records, for the entinetgdo which Sapelo Island belongs, Mcintosh
County, because the courthouse was burned by Wraops in 1863 and suffered from another
fire in 1873 (Sullivan 1990:300,351). Both incidesalestroyed the historical documents stored
in the courthouse. Bourbon Field’'s lower profileaasatellite tract and small plantation site also
undoubtedly contributed to the lack of historicatdments associated with the site. It is
important to note, however, that time and financa@istraints limited the scope of the archival
research and there is almost certainly a greatafdastoric information on Bourbon Field
waiting to be discovered by future researcheranycase, the archival work conducted for the
present investigation provided enough informatmmeet the research objectives and brought

some clarity to the archaeological findings.



When the archaeological and historical data had bebected and analyzed, the final
stage of research involved broad comparisons betBeearbon Field and three other well-
known contemporaneous plantation sites on SagedSpalding Plantation, Chocolate
Plantation, and High Point. These plantations nmexyelbeen occupied at approximately the
same time periods and in relatively similar envinemts, but the intensity of their historic
occupations varied and the occupants attainedréiftéevels of economic success. Although
their historic occupations are better documented]ding Plantation, Chocolate Plantation, and
High Point do share some of their histories withuBmn Field, as each of them shared an owner
with Bourbon Field at one time or another (Sullii90:88-89; Crook et al. 2003:15-16).
Comparisons between Bourbon Field and the otheetplantation sites revealed that Bourbon
Field’s somewhat unique role on Sapelo as bothallswoale plantation site and a satellite tract
did not translate into a dramatically different erédl culture for its occupants. In fact, there
were several significant similarities in the arablagical records of Bourbon Field and the other
three more prominent plantation sites, suggestiag tlespite their lower socioeconomic status,
the historic occupants of Bourbon Field were ablpdrticipate in the same economic and
cultural trends as their neighbors, if to a leskagree. The results of these comparisons revealed
much more about Bourbon Field than could be dedtroed its historical and archaeological
data alone and illustrated the utility of examinmstoric sites within their broader cultural and
historical contexts.

The archaeological and historical investigatioisswssed in this thesis not only provide
new information on Bourbon Field’s 18th- and 19&mury past, but also contribute to a broader
understanding of plantation activities on Sapelanid during the early American, antebellum,
postbellum, and, to a lesser extent, colonial pitidhe establishment of boundaries and a
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general chronology for the site are very basicaedeobjectives, but both were essential to the
clarification of the numerous uncertainties suriding the site’s historic occupations. Because
of the various historical connections existing bew the different plantation sites, the
delineation of spatial and temporal parametersnaltiely helped to illuminate some of the more
nebulous areas of Sapelo’s cultural past. In evialgdhe differences and similarities between
Bourbon Field and some of the larger plantationSapelo, this thesis also provides specific
examples illustrating how broader economic anducalttrends affected the lives of occupants
on both types of plantations. The archaeologicdllastorical data associated with Bourbon
Field’s 18th- and 19th-century occupations addsafale information to on-going research
focusing on Sapelo’s plantation era. Beginning itk 2006 survey at Chocolate Plantation by
his University of Tennessee Chattanooga (UTC) feeldool, Nick Honerkamp, with the
assistance of Ray Crook, formerly of the UniversityVest Georgia (UWG), has revived
research efforts that began in the 1970s and 18i88sted at uncovering Sapelo’s plantation and
slave culture (Larson 1977; Crook 2008; DeVan anddikamp 2009). The research at Bourbon
Field represents a continuance of those effortspaoddes a few new pieces of the puzzle in

understanding Sapelo’s identity and significancinvicoastal Georgia’s past.



CHAPTER Il
BOURBON FIELD: SITE DESCRIPTION AND PREVIOUS INVES TIGATIONS
Environmental and Geological Setting

Sapelo Island, the fourth largest of Georgia'sibarslands, is approximately 12 miles
long and 2 to 4 miles wide, containing 11,000 aofagplands and 5 and a half miles of
oceanfront beaches (Jefferies and Moore 2009:3).idland is a vestige of the Pleistocene
barrier formation that developed on the South AitaGoast between 110,000 and 25,000 years
ago; however, portions of the eastern margin oefagnd the neighboring Blackbeard Island
are more recent and formed within the last 5,0@s/during the Holocene Epoch (Jefferies and
Moore 2009:4). A diverse range of wetland and &tri@ ecosystems are represented on the
island, which include interior forests, primaritythe form of maritime live oak forests, as well
as beaches, dunes, tidal rivers and creeks, anchaedhes. The climate is generally warm with
mild, short winters, long, hot, and humid summars] a lengthy growing season of up to nine
months (Jefferies and Moore 2009:3-4).

The different combinations of elevation, soil, aredjetation found on Sapelo can be
divided into four environmental zones, or non-cidtdstrata,” as described by Alan E
McMichael (1980:52-55). The first, “Stratum A,” cgiats of remnant Pleistocene beach ridges
along parts of the eastern and western marginseastand, including the northern portion of
Bourbon Field. It is comprised of several differgyes of sandy soils and is covered by
maritime live oak forests. “Stratum B” is an intarslough system that parallels the beach ridges
of “Stratum A” over the entire length of the islaadd exists in the western and central areas of
Bourbon Field. It has lower elevations than “Stnatd” with poorly drained, sandy soil and is
often submerged throughout the year. The third Zt8teatum C,” is located in the interior of

9



the island and most likely represents a formersiRieene beach. It makes up the southern
portion of Bourbon Field and has relatively higbwtions with poorly drained, sandy soils.
“Stratum C” formerly had numerous ponds, bays, amdmps due to its poorly drained soil, but
man-made landscape alterations have removed mahgmfand produced pine forests and saw
palmetto groves in their place. The final zonerd&tm D” is not part of the main island and
consists of a Holocene beach stand, separatedSepualo by a salt marsh. It has a range of
elevations, and is comprised of beach sand antkelimbut fairly diverse vegetation.

The various wetland and terrestrial ecosystemsapel® host a wide range of flora and
fauna. The beaches, tidal creeks, and salt mashdsome to a variety of marine wildlife,
including shrimp, horseshoe crabs, blue crabsgoystlams, many different fish species,
dolphins, sea otters, and birds. Smooth cordgsageipredominate form of vegetation
throughout most of the marshlands, but there a@ ‘Wlammocks,” or relic Pleistocene ridges,
with high enough elevations to remain above seal l@vd support more substantial types of
vegetation like red cedar, wax myrtle, and yaupolhyt{Jefferies and Moore 2009:6-8). The
island itself includes both upland and lowland rae forests, which, prior to human
development, took up a majority of the landscapmsE forests are made up of canopies of live
oak, hickory oak, water oak, laurel oak, red mapbeithern magnolia, black gum, sweet gum,
sweet bay, slash pine, and loblolly pine with ustares of wax myrtle, saw palmetto, cabbage
palm, red bay, yaupon holly, broom sedge, blackbamd muscadine grapevines. The upland
and lowland maritime forests are home to many tyjfesammals, reptiles, and birds, including
deer, squirrels, rabbits, raccoons, armadillosndiadback rattlesnakes, alligators, wild turkeys,
and vultures (Jefferies and Moore 2009:8-9). Tlgaifcant ecological diversity has provided
Sapelo residents with more than sufficient meansdovival for thousands of years.
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Site Description

Bourbon Field is located in a northeastern corfi&@apelo and includes many different
elements of the island’s diverse ecological langscds it appears today, the Bourbon Field site
includes both cleared and wooded areas. A majofitiie site exists as an open field, which,
according to some historical documents, has bedarwultivation for more than 200 years
(Crook 1984:247; Keber 2002a:198). Densely woodedsasurround the field to the south, west
and northwest, while a thinner tree line followssnof the site’s eastern border (Figure 2).
Bourbon Field is bounded to the north and east asshiands with Blackbeard Creek bordering
part of the northern shoreline. The maritime liak dorest and numerous palmetto groves in the
northern and northwestern areas of the site gravest to the marshy shoreline of Blackbeard
Creek, stopping abruptly when the terrain dropessvfeet down to the water’s edge. Although
Bourbon Field’'s eastern shoreline faces a smaltdo¢e€ne formation known as Blackbeard
Island, theSpartina(cordgrass) marsh lying in between and curvingiagicche northern portion
of Bourbon Field contains a system of tidal cretbled connect with the Atlantic Ocean to the
south and Sapelo Sound to the north.

Depending on the weather and road conditions,itbean usually be accessed from East
Perimeter Road, one of Sapelo’s main, unimprovadsoEast Perimeter Road begins in the
southern half of Sapelo and follows the eastersttioa all the way to the northernmost part of
the island, where it curves south and follows tlestwzcoastline becoming West Perimeter Road.
The road skirts the entire length of Bourbon Fiaidthe west side until curving northwards
towards the High Point plantation site on the nemthtip of the island “(Figure 2).” Based on the

results of survey excavations and historic maps,likely that the portion of East Perimeter
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Road that parallels Bourbon Field existed in soommfduring the historic period and connected
the site to other plantations on the island.

Bourbon Field’s marshy shoreline provided accebsilto both Sapelo Sound and the
Atlantic Ocean. A landing located on the site’sthern shoreline provides direct access to
Blackbeard Creek, unimpeded by marshland “(FigyreSbuth of the Bourbon Field landing,
Blackbeard Creek eventually leads to the Atlantte&h, making it possible for Sapelo’s
planters to participate in national and internaidrade during the historic period. To the north,
the creek leads to Sapelo Sound, which may havedas an avenue for travel to and from the
Georgia mainland and a connection to local comrakaditivities for Sapelo planters. Landings
suitable for small ships and convenient to comnaroaritime traffic are rare along Sapelo’s
marshy northeastern coast, and Bourbon Field'skBke@rd Creek landing may have added
considerable value to the tract during the 18th E3ttl centuries.

Although the site had the potential to provide gigant advantages to planters on Sapelo
Island, the Bourbon Field tract contains little ed&around evidence of historic occupation of
the land. Unlike some of Sapelo’s other plantasites, few historic architectural ruins are
evident at Bourbon Field. There is only one smiadhawith articulated above-ground
architectural remains (9MC91) located in the fardstorthwestern portion of the site, and those
ruins consist of a small, low-to-the-ground tabbgtangle sitting on a slight rise above the
surrounding topography “(Figure 2)” (Figure 3). Birgg and trench excavations have revealed
that this rise is actually a pile of tabby rubl#@mesenting at least one collapsed structure.
Additionally, during the 2010 survey of the nortrstern portion of Bourbon Field, two large

tabby mortar fragments were found in different area the surface with no other architectural
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FIGURE 3. Bourbon Field’s moss-covered, above-gdoabby remains photographed during
the 2007 UWF field school. (Courtesy of the UWF Waeology Institute, 2007.)
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remains evident. While these tabby fragments seem@present former structures, it was unclear
if they werein situ and articulated or if they had been moved fronir thieginal location.

In a clearing south of the tabby remains, thegepsobable Geechee house site dating to
the late 19th and early 20th centuries. Althougirdérare no existing above-ground remains,
remote sensing has identified the footprint offtivener structure (Harris 2007). It was most
likely a frame house, and may have been occupiesftigan-American Geechee sharecroppers
or tenant farmers who lived at Bourbon Field stayin the postbellum period and continuing for
several decades into the 20th century (Crook €0fl3:25-26,81). The probable house site
continues to hold cultural significance to curr&atechee residents on Sapelo and no
excavations have been attempted in that locati@nr{$12007; Norma Harris 2011, pers.
comm.).

In general, Bourbon Field’s landscape reveals mbmit previous occupation and
exploitation of the tract than the site’s aboveug@ remnants of historic architectural remains.
The large field that takes up most of the sitebgious evidence of the site’s former function as
an agricultural tract even to observers with novidedge of Bourbon Field’s history. The small
mound along the southeastern edge of the fieldl@dumerous shell middens scattered
throughout the field serve as evidence of long-tprahistoric Native American occupations of
the site. Outside of the field, in the wooded naetktern region of Bourbon Field, the
topography is not homogeneously level, but includesus subtle rises and dips in elevation all
the way up to the Blackbeard Creek shoreline. lechjtrobing and coring along a few of the
subtle rises in topography near the creek shorstg¢heast of the landing revealed that highly
deteriorated and crumbly tabby and oyster shefitedibelow the ground surface. A short
distance north of the 2007 shovel test 1340N92@Eetls a definite subsurface tabby and oyster
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shell concentration that has created a signifidaetin the topography and seems to cover a
sizable area. The finding of extensive subsurfabby concentrations indicates that the subtle
changes in topography visible today in the woodedsnear the northern shoreline may have
cultural rather than natural origins, some of thgasibly representing former historic structures
and other features; however, dense palmetto aadhk growth in these areas make the
detection of meaningful patterns in the topograalnyost impossible and definitive
interpretations for the numerous fluctuations ia térrain require further testing beyond the
scope of the present investigation.

Lending plausibility to the hypothesis that the'sitcurrent topography may have been
shaped by historic activities is the fact that Bxmur Field, and a large portion of the north end of
Sapelo Island in general, has remained relativetiisiurbed by modern development. The last
occupation of the site ended prior to the mid-Z@#htury and, besides regular plowing and
mowing of the field until recent years, there haeen no modifications to the land since its final
Geechee occupation (Crook 1984; Norma Harris 2p&65. comm.). Thus, compared to the
site’s ambiguous topographic features and limitetiigectural ruins, Bourbon Field’s
subsurface archaeological resources have the patenprovide more reliable information on
the former inhabitants of the site and their udilian of the land.

Previous Archaeological Research

Past archaeological investigations have indicdtatioccupations of the Bourbon Field
site span from the Late Archaic period (ca. 4,5@B@3 B.P) to the early 20th century (Moore
1897; Larson 1977, 1980b; Crook 1984, JefferiesMadre 2009; Harris and Jarvis 2009,

2010). Prior to the 2010 excavations, archaeolbgesearch associated with Bourbon Field had
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primarily focused on the significant prehistoriagsrotohistoric components of the site, and the
recovery of historic artifacts was often inciderttathe research objectives.

Archaeological excavations at Bourbon Field firsgan in 1897 when Clarence
Bloomfield Moore investigated the prehistoric mositidat existed in the large field. On a tour of
the South Carolina and Georgia coasts, Moore (188@)his crew excavated numerous
prehistoric mounds on the Sea Islands. A totahidé mounds were excavated on Sapelo Island,
two of which were located at Bourbon Field. The&arof the two, probably located near the tree
line in the southwestern part of the cleared fields excavated in full and produced many
notable prehistoric artifacts and burials (Moor®71:86-66; Crook 1984:259; Larson 1998:26-
27). On the surface of the mound they found a glass bead, which they attributed to later
protohistoric Native American occupants of the,saenone of the beads recovered inside the
mound resembled it in size or shape (Moore 189716#) also possible that the bead had
historic origins and even may have belonged t@eeslin view of the symbolic significance of
blue beads in slave culture and the frequent regaveblue beads on plantation sites (Singleton
1991:148-149). Moore and his crew only excavatéfidighe smaller mound, the remnants of
which may still be located on the eastern edgbé@sbuthern half of the field, and recovered
more prehistoric burials and artifacts, but recdrde protohistoric or historic components
(Moore 1897:66-67; Crook 1984:259; Larson 1998:27).

There are no reports of further archaeologicalstigations at Bourbon Field until the
1970s. In 1973, Charles Pearson, Chester DePratigégraduate student Emily Pagelson of the
University of Georgia (UGA) officially recorded tlabove-ground tabby remains in the
northwestern portion of Bourbon Field while condlugta reconnaissance survey of the site,
giving the remains their own site number (9MC91g gaking a small surface collection of
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historic artifacts (Chester DePratter 2012, elemm.). On the site file form, Pearson, DePratter,
and Pagelson ([1973]:3-4) described the tabby nesras a “historic house site” and suggested
that the house belonged to “Picot de Boisfeuilie}[s French loyalist” from 1793 to 1800,
although they do not cite a historic referencethios claim. They did not conduct any
excavations during their visit to Bourbon Field.

Between 1974 and 1980, Lewis Larson, the Georgite ${rchaeologist at the time and
Professor of Anthropology at the University of W&storgia (UWG) directed an extensive
archaeological survey project on Sapelo (Larsor0&98vi; Honerkamp et al. 2007). Larson
carried out the project through a series of UWGveeek field schools with the primary goals of
identifying, recording, and evaluating Sapelo’s ona@rchaeological features in order to assist
the Georgia Department of Natural Resources (DNRheir management of the island’s
cultural resources (Larson 1980a:v-vi; Honerkamal.e2007:19-20). Bourbon Field was one of
the numerous sites investigated by Larson andéits $chools during the projects. Ray Crook,
also of UWG, made a preliminary map of the sité9@4 as part of the survey, which included
196 shell middens and a small mound, possibly thedler of the two mounds excavated by
Clarence Bloomfield Moore (1897), identified in ttleared portion of Bourbon Field (Crook
1980b:80,82). The excavation of a 2 m x 2 m usid @ccurred in 1974, in order to test a large,
45 cm thick shell midden in the cleared area offBon Field. The unit produced a substantial
assemblage including variety of ceramics, oystell sand additional faunal material from
raccoons, white-tailed deer, a turtle, a diamonckliarrapin, blue crabs, and several types of
fish (Crook 1980b:82-84).

In 1977 Larson’s UWG crew conducted further excawvet at Bourbon Field, consisting
of a block of four 2 m x 2 m units in the north-t@harea of the cleared field (Larson 1977,
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1980b:37,42-44). In addition to a significant asbkge of prehistoric and protohistoric pottery
and faunal material, the block excavations produmederous historic artifacts, including tabby,
handmade brick, iron objects, a large brass orazg@annon carriage bolt or rivet, dark olive
green glass, case bottle glass, porcelain, redwasamware, pearlware, whiteware, and
yellowware (Larson 1977). The units also producadence of Spanish activity at Bourbon
Field in the form of olive jar and majolica sheftlarson 1977, 1980b:37).

UWG returned to Bourbon Field in the summers ofa.8nd 1980, under the direction of
Ray Crook. In 1979 Crook and the UWG field schaelcmapped Bourbon Field’s numerous
prehistoric shell middens and general topograpluydash limited surface collecting in
preparation for excavations occurring the followswgnmer (Crook 1984:247-248). In 1980, the
UWG field school conducted survey and unit excavegithroughout the site, primarily in the
cleared field (Crook 1984, 1985). To supplemenviotes mapping efforts and aid in the
identification and analysis of shell middens, Cratdo took black and white aerial photographs
and infra-red color photographs of the field frotoa altitude (Crook 1984:248). The survey
excavations consisted of 55 2 x 2 m test pits ramig@@laced within a designated 50 m square
grid unit. The goal of the survey was to determand define the various prehistoric and
protohistoric Native American occupation zones atifdon Field (Crook 1985:95). Following
the survey, Crook hoped to determine the type aaation of the refuse deposits left by the
different Native American occupations of the sitiéhwunit excavations. Ten 2 X 2 m units were
excavated in randomly selected shell middens througthe field. Although the historic
components of Bourbon Field were not part of Creak'search objectives, and thus were not
part of his analysis, he did recover a number stfohic artifacts, including tabby, glass, nails,
and historic ceramics (Crook 1980a).
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From the 1970s through the 1990s, Crook made mumsédrips to Sapelo, working on
different projects and excavations on a numbehefisland’s archaeological sites (Crook et al.
2003; Crook 2008). During two of these visits, 8¥8 and 1992, Crook undertook limited
surface collection around the tabby remains imibreghwestern part of Bourbon Field (Ray
Crook 2011, elec. comm.). He hypothesized thatulres were associated with a Frenchman
who lived on the island in the late 1700s, Cha@lesar Pierre Picot de Boisfeillet, and that they
might, in part, represent a tabby chimney fall. $heall surface collections included some 19th-
century ceramics and metal artifacts.

During the summers of 2007 and 2008, UWF fielcosth conducted survey and unit and
trench excavations at Bourbon Field, under the rsigien of Norma Harris and Victor
Thompson (Harris and Jarvis 2009, 2010). The rekagwals of the 2007 and 2008 excavations
were multi-faceted and included an examination @ifdon Field’'s Late Archaic shell middens,
as well as the site’s protohistoric components ftbenSpanish mission period and the
postbellum components associated with former Afriéanerican Geechee residents (Harris
2007; Thompson 2007; Harris and Jarvis 2009, 204lHough the research objectives were
focused on specific time periods, the UWF survegagations at Bourbon Field included such
extensive areas of the northern and southern perodthe site, that most, if not all, of the ste’
various cultural occupations were representedar2007 and 2008 artifact assemblages.

In 2007, the UWF crew completed 75 50 x 50 cm sgjghovel tests at 20 m intervals in
the northern and southern areas of site, includiegred and wooded areas, and excavated a 1 x
2 m test unit in the southern portion of the figthrris and Jarvis 2009, 2010). They also used
remote sensing equipment and created multipletnagrggrids to investigate archaeological
features in the northern half of the site, inclggihe probable former Geechee house. The large-
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scale survey was specifically intended to sampentimerous prehistoric shell middens that
exist throughout the entire site, as well as teaheine the spatial limits of the Spanish mission
period and postbellum Geechee components, thehsudsg light on the lives and cultures of
the historically marginalized groups associatedhwhiese periods (Harris 2007; Thompson
2007). While investigating these particular occupaperiods, the UWF shovel test survey
uncovered evidence of significant occupation arnzation of the northwestern portion of
Bourbon Field during the 18th and 19th centuridse Z007 UWF field crew also relocated and
mapped the previously documented tabby remainghyinsurprisingly, were located in the
same part of the site as the historic assemblageeeed in the shovel test survey.

In 2008, UWF returned to Bourbon Field with aduliil questions about its prehistoric,
protohistoric, and historic Geechee occupationsr{gland Jarvis 2009, 2010). The
investigations included shovel tests and trenclaeaions. A 1 x 12 m trench (Trench 1) was
laid out in northern Bourbon Field through a labyened feature identified in a 2007 shovel test
that contained an early olive jar fragment. Five 2 m square units within the trench were
excavated and the feature was identified as anmlbe Period structure (Harris and Jarvis
2009). The crew also continued surveying on théhnemd of Bourbon Field excavating 86 half
meter shovel tests at 20 meter intervals. As in72@@e 2008 survey also recovered a significant
number of plantation era 18th- and 19th-centunyaats. Once again, archaeological evidence
seemed to point towards the northwestern part oflfdm Field as an area of continuous,
relatively long-term activity during the 18th an@éth centuries. Although it was not a specific
part of the original research objectives, the recpwf a substantial historic assemblage in the
2007 and 2008 UWF excavations posed some intriggurggtions that merited further
investigation. The considerable historic assembsyeed as evidence that Bourbon Field
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played a larger role in Sapelo’s plantation-oridntaltural and economic landscape than
previously thought, despite having few above-groardhitectural features and receiving little
attention in the historical narratives associatét the island (Lovell 1932; Coulter 1940;
Sullivan 1990; Keber 2002a). Furthermore, the 2803 2008 findings revealed a likely focal
point for Bourbon Field plantation activities sinedarge portion of the 18th- and 19th-century
artifacts had been found in the northwestern patti@site. By pinpointing a manageable and
productive area in which to conduct further arctagioal research, the historic data produced
by the two UWF projects became the foundation aeppsng-stone for the 2010 investigations
at Bourbon Field.
Research Parameters

The information provided by the 2007 and 2008 UWé&vel tests, combined with the
presence of the only above-ground tabby remaitiseénvooded northwestern portion of
Bourbon Field was enough to justify limiting addital excavations to this particularly
productive area (Figure 4). Strict time and finahconstraints provided further rationale for
restricting all 2010 excavations to the northweastegion of the site. Additional excavations
within this particular area were directed towardtablishing reliable boundaries for the site’s
primary 18th- and 19th-century occupation zone@mmining more closely the historic
resources within those defined parameters.

No attempt was made to excavate in the large desea that covers most of Bourbon
Field, although historic artifacts previously hagkh recovered in that part of the site during
UWG and UWF investigations (Larson 1977; Crook 1384rris and Jarvis 2009, 2010). The

concentration of ceramics and other artifacts disoed in the cleared field during the 1977
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FIGURE 4. Aerial view of the project area, northV\Bsubo Field.
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UWG excavations provided evidence that historicvdets may have occurred south of the
northwestern area, but the UWF 2007 and 2008 swexegvations found that the plow zone in
the field extended as deep as 50 cm below the dgrsurface, making it unlikely that the historic
artifacts recovered there were in their originaiteat (Larson 1977; Harris and Jarvis 2009,
2010). The lack of contextual control in the opietdf made the relatively undisturbed and more
substantial historic components in the northwesteea of the site better suited for an

investigation of Bourbon Field’s 18th- and 19th-wen past.
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CHAPTER 1l
PREHISTORIC AND EARLY HISTORIC OCCUPATIONS OF
BOURBON FIELD (1000 B.C.-A.D. 1800)
Historical Research Methods

Bourbon Field’s past cultural occupations haveng@eced together using data from the
State and National Archives in Atlanta, the GeoHdjistorical Society Archives in Savannah,
and the Archives of the Diocese of Savannah, aksaselarious secondary sources, and personal
correspondence with historians and archaeologistsivave conducted research associated with
Bourbon Field or Sapelo Island in general. His@riavestigations of Sapelo sites like Bourbon
Field are often complicated by the fact that allrmty level historical documents for Mcintosh
County prior to the 1860s were destroyed in thetbouse fires that occurred during and after
the Civil War (Sullivan 1990:300). Thus, in the geat investigation the first step in the
historical research process was to gather infoonain other types of primary resources
associated with Sapelo. Secondary sources on SapelGeorgia history served as a useful
starting point because they provided importanteatoial information and their bibliographies
helped to identify the specific primary sourced tlware available and where they could be
found. Online catalogs associated with the diffef@aorgia archives supplied additional leads
on relevant primary documents.

After gathering information on the available primaesources, a detailed research plan
was developed that identified the gaps in Bourbefdehronology that needed to be filled, the
historical figures with possible connections to Bmn Field, and the specific primary
documents that were available and should be exahaiheach of the archives. Then, with a plan
in mind, several days were spent in Atlanta vigitine State and National Archives and in
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Savannah visiting the Georgia Historical Societghves. Despite the lack of McIntosh County
documents, a great deal of information was uncalvateéhe Georgia State Archives using a
combination of church records, tax digests, U.S190e documents, and court and deed
documents that involved Sapelo occupants but wssecsated with neighboring counties instead
of McIntosh or were recorded after the final coattbe fire in 1873 (Sullivan 1990:351).
Investigations at the National Archives focuseda@pecific manuscript collection associated
with a company of Frenchmen who owned Sapelo inateel8th century (Thomas 1989a). The
collection consists of documents associated witherous court cases that occurred after the
company was terminated and contains a wealth aflddtinformation on the Frenchmen’s
occupation and development of Sapelo. At the Gadtggtorical Society archives many critical
primary sources were discovered including histoawspapers, additional court documents, and
various manuscript collections that were associatid individuals and families who occupied

or had connections to Sapelo. Finally, althoughetiveas not time to visit the Archives of the
Diocese of Savannah, mailed copies of their bapéisthother church records involving Sapelo
occupants revealed a few more historical details.

The valuable information uncovered at the variaebiaes was supplemented by online
sources such as Ancestry.com© and Georgia’s ViMaalt©, which contains digitized archival
records that are maintained by the Georgia Stathi¥es. Additionally, Kenneth H. Thomas,

Jr., retired historian for the Georgia Departmdmiiatural Resources, assisted with the historical
research on several occasions, helping to trackhgownary sources, sharing his own research,
and providing input during historical data analy&sen with these numerous productive
historical resources, however, several questionstaBourbon Field’s past could not be
answered. Although a complete and precise narrafiBmurbon Field’s past occupations was
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unattainable under the constraints of the curresgarch, a combination of the limited historical
data available for the site and more general hestbinformation on Sapelo and the Georgia
coast provides ample contextual information andsasiighificant depth to the archaeological
data recovered at Bourbon Field.

Prehistoric Occupations

Prior to the historic occupations of the site, nipldt prehistoric groups used Bourbon
Field as a base for subsistence activities. Exaavatonducted by Ray Crook of the University
of West Georgia in 1980 revealed that Bourbon Fseldved as part of the settlement system for
semi-sedentary hunting and gathering groups franStpelo or St. Simons Period (1000 B.C. to
2500 B.C.) through the Altamaha/San Marcos PeroD.(1540 to A.D. 1680) (Crook
1984:259). These groups occupied Bourbon Fieldosedly, conducting subsistence activities
largely associated with marine resources.

The data from the 1980 excavations indicated thiaile the earlier occupations of
Bourbon Field during the Sapelo (or St. Simons) Begdtford Periods (500 B.C. to A.D. 700)
were generally of short duration and associatet small populations, beginning with the
Wilmington Period (A.D. 700 to A.D. 1000) and beaogincreasingly noticeable in the
Savannah (A.D. 1000 to A.D. 1540) and AltamahaMarcos Periods, the complexity of
settlements at Bourbon Field increased as the ptpolsize grew larger and the duration of
occupation became longer. Crook (1984:263) pasés tThis change was probably associated
with the gradual addition of agriculture to the si@h subsistence economy.” Although there was
an increased usage of maize agriculture amongdpelg@ions occupying Sapelo and the rest of
the Georgia coast during the Savannah and AltarS8aha¥arcos Periods, Crook’s findings
suggest that, for the groups occupying Bourbordi-imlaize was simply an addition to the
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traditional subsistence activities. Evidence oftmgand gathering oak forest and estuarine
resources continued in contexts associated witllfaenaha/San Marcos Period in spite of the
existence of a Spanish mission on Sapelo, leadingk31984:263) to hypothesize that the
populations represented at Bourbon Field resistddrgtism.
The Spanish Mission Period

The first encounters between the Native Americdroastal Georgia and Europeans
occurred in the early 16th century during Spanighlagations of the Southeast (Larson 1978;
Worth 1995; Harris and Jarvis 2009, 2010). Contattt the Spanish on the Georgia Sea Islands
in general was limited to exploration expeditions alave raids until the 1560s and 1570s when
secular priests and then Jesuit and Franciscas fsiggan to establish themselves among the
Guale and Mocama Indian villages after the permiasetiement of St. Augustine. By the end
of the 16th century, the mission San José de Sépakapala) existed on the island as one of
several Spanish missions on the Georgia coastqhdr878, 1980b; Worth 1995, 2009:182-183;
Jefferies and Moore 2009). Although the long-termsion existed elsewhere on the island,
archaeologists have encountered evidence of Spamehactions with native populations at
Bourbon Field, including the recovery of olive garxd majolica sherds at various locations
(Larson 1977, 1980b:37; Crook 1984:259; Harris daudis 2009, 2010). Even though there is
evidence that the native occupants of Bourbon Feddsted the sedentism that Spanish
missionaries advocated, undoubtedly prolonged comtih the Spanish in the 16th and 17th
centuries had a significant impact on their cultame day-to-day activities (Crook 1984:263).

After the establishment of the British colony ofatles Town in South Carolina in 1670
and the resulting British-supported raids on thesmins along the coast, the Spanish-allied
mainland coastal villages in Georgia had to beooatied to the barrier islands and the mission of
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Santa Catalina de Guale on St. Catherine’s Islaadd be abandoned. During this period of
turmoil in the 1670s and early 1680s, some of ihages were relocated to Sapelo and the
island’s population included the four mission tovaisSanta Catalina, Satuache, Sapala, and
Tupiqui, as well as a non-Christian Yamassee \all@dyorth 1995:34; Harris and Jarvis 2009,
2010). Persistent British-supported Native Ameriaad pirate attacks forced the Spanish to
move the residents of the Guale and Mocama missiotke Georgia barrier islands, including
San José de Sapala, further south, nearer to dection of the fort at St. Augustine in 1684
(Worth 1995:194). As a result of the Spanish antdBrconflict, few Native Americans
remained on Sapelo and the other Georgia bartards by the beginning of the 18th century.
The British Colonial Period (1733-1776)

In 1733, colonists from England and Scotland dgdseneral James Oglethorpe arrived
in what became the planned town of Savannah (Qol@40:38; Sullivan 1990:16). Settlers
from Salzburg, Austria joined the new colony in 478 year later, the Trustees of the Georgia
colony agreed to the establishment of two fortifieeins along the coast to serve as protection of
their new claims from the Spanish. Scottish Higtkns settled one of the towns and an
associated garrison near the old British-built Kong George (circa 1721-1734), giving it the
name of Darien, while British and Salzburg colanstttled the second town and garrison,
Frederica, on St. Simons Island (Lewis 1973, 197/8efl 1987:98; Sullivan 1990:10,14,16-18).

Conflict between the British and Spanish over Georgrritory had not yet ended when
Savannah and the fortified towns of Darien and &iried were established, but the evacuation of
the coastal Spanish missions in the second hdffeo1 7th century had left the Georgia coast
practically uninhabited and open to resettlementift/1995:50). With the native Guale and
Mocama populations gone, Creek Indians from ther@aanterior had laid claim to the coastal

29



lands by the time of Oglethorpe’s arrival (O’Gra380:1). The Creeks did not resist British
settlement of the coast, however, and they sigrtesbsly with Oglethorpe early in the
colonization process that gave them Sapelo Islasnevell as St. Catherines Island and Ossabaw
Island, to use as their exclusive hunting groui@su(ter 1940:38; Sullivan 1990:80). The treaty
successfully prevented conflict with the local bt and allowed Oglethorpe and his fellow
colonists to focus on defending the new colony fi§panish encroachments.

In 1747, Creek Indian chief, Malatchi, gave Maryddrove (also known as
Coosaponakeesa) and her husband, Thomas Bosom®@ap#lo, St. Catherines, and Ossabaw
Islands (Coulter 1940:38; Sullivan 1990:80; Honergeet al. 2007:4). Musgrove had been
Oglethorpe’s interpreter, but, in spite of her g=g to the new colony, the British government
soon denied the legitimacy of her and Bosomworthdgns to the islands. In an attempt to get
official recognition of their ownership, MusgrovedaBosomworth went to England in 1754 and
unsuccessfully plead their case with the Boardratl@ in London (Coulter 1940:38; O’Grady
1980:1; Honerkamp et al. 2007:4). While abroady tihet merchant Isaac Levy and, still
confident in their claims to the Georgia islanagdsim half of their disputed title, agreeing that
he should travel to America and attempt to devéher joint holdings. Although the British
government never recognized Musgrove and Bosomigacthims to the islands, Levy, ignorant
of the dubious nature of their title, made effaasettle and cultivate Sapelo and Ossabaw
Islands (Yonge and DeBrahm 1760; Honerkamp etOfl721).

In 1757, another treaty between the British govent and the Creek Indians gave St.
Catherines, Ossabaw, and Sapelo Islands, and &ardSsavannah back to the Crown, which
soon brought the Musgrove-Bosomworth-Levy partriprgha close (Coulter 1940:38; Sullivan
1990:80; Honerkamp et al. 2007:4). As part of tegatiations, Musgrove and Bosomworth
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received proceeds from the sale of Sapelo and @asktands and were allowed to keep St.
Catherines where they had built a residence. Degpwy’s efforts to obtain legal ownership of
Sapelo and Ossabaw Islands, the British governigeated his claims and put the islands up
for auction. In May 1760, Grey Elliott, who wasamtl speculator and member of the King’s
Council in the Colony of Georgia, purchased Sapml@25 pounds, thereby bringing the first
phase of British settlement on the island to aecl@ Grady 1980:2; Sullivan 1990:80;
Honerkamp et al. 2007:4).

After Elliott’s purchase, the Surveyors Generalhe Georgia Colony, Henry Yonge and
William DeBrahm made a detailed map of Sapelo a@sgfa larger coastal survey for the
British Crown. The map includes the location of lindted settlements that were already
established on the island during the Musgrove-Bagortin-Levy partnership (Yonge and
DeBrahm 1760; Sullivan 1990:47-51; Honerkamp e2@0Q7:4). It depicts structures at multiple
locations on the island, including the general suigsssociated with what would later become
Chocolate Plantation, High Point, Raccoon Bluffngorabby, and Kenan Field, but there is no
evidence of development at the future site of Boarbield where the map merely notes the
presence of live oaks (Figure 5) (Yonge and DeBrafig0). Thus, the earliest efforts of
settlement during the British colonial period seerhave excluded Bourbon Field.

Sapelo did not remain under Elliott’'s ownershipltmg and likely saw little
development during his brief tenure, but the islandnged hands in 1762 and large-scale
plantation activities commenced soon thereafteGf@dy 1980:2; Sullivan 1990:80; Honerkamp
2008:6). Scotsman Patrick Mackay purchased Sapelmearby Blackbeard Island and built a
residence at High Point, in the northernmost porabSapelo. Mackay’'s ownership and
occupation represents the first long-term plantasictivities on the island. His enterprise
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FIGURE 5. Aerial image of Sapelo Island with mé&jestoric sites indicated.
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included growing cotton and corn and raising cattid other livestock near his residence at
High Point and possibly at other nearby locatiomgh@ north end, likely extending as far south
as Chocolate Plantation on the west side of tla@isColumbian Museum and Savannah
Advertiserl799:2; Honerkamp et al. 2007:5). Mackay’s inteaglantation activities required
the use of enslaved laborers (Georgia Colonial €gances 1784:375-376). Although the
Georgia Colony initially prohibited slavery, theeusf slaves became legal in the early 1750s and
by the time of Mackay’s tenure on Sapelo, Georgiarusts were importing slaves from West
Africa, primarily through trade in the West Indisd South Carolina (Bell 1987:99; Stewart
1996:86,92). Relying on slave labor, Mackay wag &blsustain his Sapelo plantation until his
death in 1776 (Sullivan 1990:80; Crook et al. 28p3Although it is feasible that the site of
Bourbon Field was used as part of Mackay's plaoagiiven its close proximity to High Point
and the large-scale nature of his plantings, tleen® direct historical evidence that links
Mackay to the site.

During Mackay’s ownership of Sapelo Island, pléiotaagriculture was already
becoming predominant along the Georgia coast. Whéderoduction of short-staple cotton,
corn, and indigo was relatively common, rice wasghmary crop grown on the large coastal
plantations (Flanders 1967:41-45; Stewart 19968&e planters on the Georgia coast in the
1760s held more land than all of the small planéed farmers on the coast combined, a trend
that would continue until the Civil War (StewartdB92). The colonial Georgia rice planters
became a regional aristocracy, an elite and powgréwp that represented the top economic,
social and political tiers of coastal society thgbaut the antebellum era. Although not a rice
planter, Mackay'’s relatively large and successkahtation on Sapelo made him a member of
the high-status planter class and the first of maoyninent planters to occupy the island.
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The Revolutionary War and Early American Indeperddgid776-1789)

After Patrick Mackay’s death in 1776, the extemd &ype of plantation activities that
continued on Sapelo are unclear. In his will, Mackaqueathed all of his estate to his wife,
Isabella, who he also appointed as executrix (Gadglonial Wills 1768:298-299). Isabella
seems to have had limited involvement with the 8apkantation, as historians believe that
brothers Lachlan and William Mclintosh, whose famigs particularly prominent in coastal
Georgia from the colonial period to the early 1&&mtury and who were related to the Mackay
family through marriage, managed the island plaonatntil the early 1780s (O’Grady 1980:2;
Sullivan 1990:34,80; Honerkamp 2008:6). The Mclhtbsothers both fought with the
Continental army during the American Revolution &nd unlikely that their management of the
Sapelo estate resulted in any significant new agreénts (Sullivan 1990:34).

Coastal Georgia and South Carolina planters fatauly difficulties during the
Revolutionary War and the Mackay estate on Safikpther Sea Island plantations, faced the
risk of British and loyalist raids, as well as thass exodus of slaves. In November 1775, John
Murray, the Earl of Dunmore and the last royal gawee of Virginia, issued a proclamation that
“offered freedom to those willing to join His Majgs forces and to take up arms against the
rebels” (Bell 1987:31). The effects of Dunmore’®&amation, as it became known, were soon
felt on the Georgia coast. In March 1776, Geneaahlan Mcintosh, one of the aforementioned
managers of the Sapelo estate, claimed that Bfiisles were pillaging the Sea Islands for
provisions and encouraging the slaves residindgiensiands to desert the plantations and join
them. As an example, Mcintosh cited the capturing guard vessel on Sapelo by British forces
in December 1776 wherein the crew, slaves and bldsavere confiscated and removed from
the island (O’Grady 1980:2; Bell 1987:33). McInttssblaims illustrate the tumultuous
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conditions in which coastal Georgian planters fothselves throughout the Revolutionary
War. Loyalists and patriots alike with low-count®gorgia and South Carolina plantations found
themselves at constant risk of plunder by bothssafehe conflict and loss of slaves was
practically inevitable in British occupied areadthdugh there is no specific mention of runaway
slaves and pillaging on Sapelo, it is possible khatkay’s estate suffered losses during the war.

Shortly after the end of the Revolutionary Wandapeculator John McQueen purchased
Sapelo and Blackbeard Islands at a sheriff’'s Saéo(gia Colonial Conveyances 1784:375-376;
O’Grady 1980:3; Sullivan 1990:80). Isabella Mackeg passed away prior to the 1784 sale and
McQueen acquired Sapelo from the combined estalesding to her and her husband.
McQueen never resided on Sapelo or its associgl@adis, and made no new developments or
improvements during his tenure. Money troubles rmodnting debt forced McQueen to sell his
Georgia island holdings in 1789 and move to Eastidih where he hoped to escape his debts by
becoming a Spanish citizen (O’Grady 1980:3; Thof&&9a:37; Sullivan 1990:80).

The French Sapelo Company (1789-1800)

After the Revolutionary War, there was a lag indosuntry Georgia and South Carolina
agricultural production while the planters rebthieir slave forces and agricultural operations,
but the introduction of long-staple “Sea Islandttoa in the late 1780s and early 1790s brought
back prosperity to many coastal plantations (Risl1959:150-151; Flanders 1967:55-56;
Stewart 1996:116). The English invention of spiignamd weaving machinery that made the
manufacturing process of textiles much cheapenersecond half of the 18th century resulted in
a high demand for cotton in England. This demamdlined with the need in the United States
for a new profitable product made cotton an ativaabption for southern plantations (Phillips
1959:150).
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It was during this new chapter of large-scale stapbp production that the French
Sapelo Company, or the “Societe de Sapelo,” toat ownership of Sapelo Island. Frenchman
Francois-Marie Loys Dumoussay de la Vauve purch&sgetlo and the adjoining Blackbeard
Island from John McQueen, comprising a total ofragnately 9,250 acres, for 10,000 pounds
sterling on 1 February 1789 (Liberty County Deeddrds 1789:170-173; Thomas 1989a:37,
Keber 2002a:174). Dumoussay, son of a wealthy Ingniemily in Paris, had traveled to the
United States looking for investment opportuniaesl, while there, made the acquaintance of
Julien Joseph Hyacinthe de Chappedelaine, a féll@mnchmen who was of noble Breton
ancestry and also looking for promising financiedgpects abroad. In their homeland it was the
beginning of the French Revolution, making it aiblesome time for Frenchmen with
connections or loyalty to the French nobility (Thesr1989a:38). After Dumoussay and
Chappedelaine’s joint visit to Sapelo, Dumoussay imapired by its nearly pristine condition
and decided it would be the perfect investmentwmatld bring them wealth and allow them to
escape the political and economic instability @itinomeland. With the low country economy
on the way to recovery, the acquisition of Seanidlproperty undoubtedly seemed like a
lucrative and worthwhile investment. Having gon®idebt to purchase Sapelo and the
surrounding islands, Dumoussay convinced Chappeadia be a joint investor in the property
(Dumoussay de la Vauve 1790).

Although Dumoussay believed that establishing @l activities on Sapelo would be
a profitable enterprise, he knew that it would iegjmore money up front than he and
Chappedelaine could afford by themselves. By 1498 lmen had returned to France, and
Dumoussay persuaded Chappedelaine to find addifiovestors to help them develop the
newly acquired property (Chappedelaine 1790; Thob8&9a:38). Eventually Chappedelaine
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was able to recruit three other well-to-do Fremolestors: his uncle Charles Pierre César Picot
de Boisfeillet, Christophe Poulain DuBignon, andrR Jacques Grandclos Meslé (Thomas
1989a:40-41). The five men signed a “Copartnergigiieement” on 5 October 1790 in Saint-
Brieuc, France with Chappedelaine signing for msle who could not attend the meeting
(Sapelo Company 1790; Thomas 1989a:38-39). Theeagpet stated that each partner would
pay 48,000 livres for one-fifth interest in the Skpand Blackbeard Island property, but that all
the land, slaves, and livestock would be jointlyhea. Chappedelaine paid only 24,000 livres for
his share, but helped Dumoussay with other ingigdenses (Dumoussay de la Vauve and Picot
de Boisfeillet 1790; Keber 2002b:151). The copaghg planned to develop an island-wide
plantation enterprise and each partner could ctfithacres for his own personal use and to
build a residence, if desired.

Once the agreement had been signed, it was tintaéddapelo Company to carry out
their plans. Not all of the partners traveled tmfgé at the same time, but in November 1790
Dumoussay, Chappedelaine, and DuBignon left Fraarcijng in Savannah in the winter and
stopping there for supplies before heading to stend (Keber 2002a:179, 2002b:152). Picot de
Boisfeillet had plans to come to Sapelo with hisifg at a later date and Grandclos Meslé had
no plans to leave France at all. Instead, Granddiesié sold his friend Nicolas-Francois Magon
de La Villehuchet half of his share in island pndp@nd he traveled to Sapelo in his stead,
escaping troubles with the revolutionary court rarfee and becoming the sixth member of the
Sapelo Company (Thomas 1989a:41; Keber 2002a:18Y.-Iliere were plans for each member
living on the island to choose a location for thmam residences, but the partners initially lived
communally in a frame house with simple furnishiaggligh Point on the north end of Sapelo
(DuBignon 1804; Thomas 1989a:42; Keber 2002b:156¢n though the company had not yet
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turned a profit, within the first few months of i@ing in Georgia, Dumoussay was so confident
that their joint business venture would be a sustest he purchased Jekyll Island to the south
of Sapelo, half of St. Catherines Island to theémas well as a house lot in Savannah (Thomas
1989a:39). It was an ambitious start for the FreBapelo Company.

In addition to the company partners living on tslamd and some of their family
members, there were plantation overseers for Sapeldekyll Islands, slaves, and a small
number of hired workmen and servants from Frantk thieir families (Thomas 1989a:42;
Keber 2002a:184). Initially, the company borrowke slaves of John McQueen who were
already on the island, but Dumoussay purchasedtatBssto be jointly owned by the company
shortly after they took up residence on SapeloditipCounty Deed Records 1789:170-173;
Keber 2002b:155). Historical documents associatiéd this purchase are not explicit as to the
identities or origins of the slaves, but is likétat these 15 slaves included those individuals
formerly belonging to McQueen (Thomas 1989a:42;0kret al. 2003:9). Dumoussay was aware
that more slaves would eventually be needed, argVidently thought it best to build up their
labor force gradually since they were an expenisivestment, a decision that created many
problems for the company (Dumoussay de la Vauv@®;1K8ber 2002b:174)

Despite the confidence and enthusiasm of someeatdmpany members, the islands did
not prove to be the lucrative business venturettieat had all hoped. The partners living on
Sapelo attempted a variety of plantation activitiesuding growing Sea Island cotton and rice
and raising cattle and other livestock, with plearseventually cutting and selling the island’s
abundant live oak lumber to the King’'s Navy (Dungajsde la Vauve 1790; Keber 2002a:183-
184). The staple crops were unsuccessful becauseather-related problems such as drought
and flooding and, though the company had plansdct @ saw mill for live oak lumber, they
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never built it. Ultimately they relied mostly oniseng cattle, as the other livestock fared as
poorly as their staple crops (Thomas 1989a:43; K2be2b:173).

Additionally, the company suffered from too smalabor force. The plantation activities
they had set so much financial store in requiretuah larger number of slaves. Elsewhere in
Georgia the boom in cotton production that begahénate 18th century had resulted in a
significant increase in slaveholding (Flanders 1887Vlach 1993:x-xi). This trend was
particularly true along the coast where large-s&aa Island cotton production was added to the
already labor intensive rice cultivation. AccorditagRalph Betts Flanders (1967:79), “The
coastal sea island region had an average of Ga&v2sber farm or plantation with slaves
constituting 66.7% of the population by 1850.” pite of the example set by planters elsewhere
on the coast, the Sapelo Company attempted to cosduilar ambitious plantation activities
with a significantly smaller labor force.

Stress caused by financial difficulties was commtmehby the communal living situation.
The company members residing in Georgia expectbédie homes built for them shortly after
the plantation activities commenced, but yet agaings did not go as planned. Disenchanted
by the failures of the plantation efforts and hgvirouble getting along with the other partners
on the island, Villehuchet left Sapelo for Francéhe spring of 1792 (Keber 2002a:188). By
that time, the three remaining partners on Sapatbdach chosen areas for their own homes to
be built and Picot de Boisfeillet, still living Free, had commissioned Chappedelaine to make
accommodations for him and his family until theylcbmake the trip; however, few of the
anticipated residences were actually constructedB{@on 1804; Thomas 1989a:42; Sullivan
1990:822; Keber 2002b:152). Dumoussay had his eytbearea around the “Spanish Fort,”
now known as the Sapelo Shell Ring on the northaiest of the island. Chappedelaine chose
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Blackbeard Island and the south end of SapeloPargignon had picked out a place on the
ocean side of the south end that he called “Bél @ihomas 1989a:42; Keber 2002a:181). By
the time Picot de Boisfeillet finally came to Sap&bm France in January 1793 only
Dumoussay had made progress with his separatenesichnd DuBignon had moved to the
Horton House on Jekyll Island with his family, ess&lly giving up on the Sapelo Company
altogether (DuBignon 1804; Haumont 1804; Keber 20029). High Point remained a
communal residence for several months after thetéie Boisfeillet family’s arrival, but then,
with tensions running high between the remainingnggsis, Dumoussay escaped to his own
newly constructed residence (DuBignon 1804; Thoh®89a:45).

Although several of the place names associatedtivli-renchmen’s residential plans
and plantation activities are still in use todaguBoon Field is not among them. As continues
today, the partners used the name “High Pointb(atdled “the Point”) for the northern tip of
Sapelo and the location of their communal resideAdditionally, they used the place names
“South End,” “Hang Bull” (also called “Hanging Bujl] and “Chocolate” “(Figure 5)”
(Chappedelaine 1794; Thomas 1989a:43; Crook 208B:7). The name “Bourbon” or
“Bourbon Field” has not been found in historic downts preceding the postbellum era
(Sullivan 1990:431; Humphries 1991; Kenneth H. Thsmir. 2012, pers. comm.); however,
historical records indicate that small- and largeks planters owned the Bourbon Field tract
throughout its antebellum history, even if they dat refer to it by that name. Although the
name “Bourbon Field” obviously has French connotatiand has often been credited as
originating with the Frenchmen of the Sapelo Conyp#me fact that it does not appear as a place
name until after the Civil War suggests that it may have come into use until later in the
historic period. Even if the Sapelo Company padrmd not name the tract, it is certainly
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feasible that they used Bourbon Field in theirrafits at large-scale plantation activities. Given

its close proximity to their main headquarters gjtPoint, its ideal climate and environment for
Sea Island cotton production, and its access tétlamtic Ocean and Blackbeard Island by way
of Blackbeard Creek, the site location could haalitated trade and may have been useful for
the lumber business they hoped to develop.

Although the Sapelo Company had attempted plamaobivities that had brought
wealth and prominence to other Sea Island plantees-renchmen were not able to overcome
their financial, logistical, and interpersonal issuWithin six months of Picot de Boisfeillet’s
arrival on Sapelo, the company members remainirigeiargia made a formal request with the
Liberty County Superior Court to have their jointiwned properties divided and 11 local men
were assigned the task as objective arbiters (byili@ounty Superior Court 1793; Thomas
1989a:46-47). Grandclos Meslé and Villehuchet, othrance at the time, had effectively
detached themselves from the company’s activities2uBignon had been outspoken to the
other partners about his dissatisfaction with th@gany’s management and financial set-backs
(Liberty County Deed Records 1790; DuBignon 1798b&r 2002a:192-193). Tensions ran high
between Dumoussay and the other partners stitigiim Georgia due to the company’s dire
financial situation (Dumoussay de la Vauve 17920/6& [1804]). The company’s debts far
outweighed its meager profits and very few of themers’ original plans had come to fruition. It
therefore took little convincing when DuBignon padtfor a termination of the partnership in
1793 (Thomas 1989a:45-47).

The Sapelo Company members signed multiple docismenie fall of 1793 to officially
end the partnership and split up the company pti@seiThe first of these was the “Dissolution
of the Copartnership,” which was signed on 13 Saeptr 1793 (Sapelo Company 1793a). The
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document declared the original copartnerhsip agee¢fimull and void” and stated that each of
the company’s former members could “act on his aacount.” Each of the ex-partners would
receive a fifth of the landholdings and 3 of thgdibtly owned slaves. Another document
signed just two months later on 18 November 17%Bsesome of the remaining details and
superseded the dissolution agreement (Sapelo Conip&@3b; Thomas 1989a:47-48). This
liquidation agreement emphasized an absolute divisf all of the company property and
determined that May 1794 would be the tentativedtilea for all of the property divisions. It
appointed Dumoussay as sole manager of the dividitime property and supervisor of those
men hired to assist with the division. Each ofélRepartners was permitted to choose 500 acres
on Sapelo for their own use and the court-appoiatbders would incorporate those choices into
the 2,000 acre tracts they would assign to eatheoéx-partners.

The division of land ended up being the least aurdas aspect of the liquidation
process. DuBignon was patrtial to Jekyll Island, kehtee had been living with his family since
1792, and after swapping his fifth of the Sapeland property for Jekyll Island property with
Chappedelaine and Dumoussay and purchasing Gravielslgé and Villehuchet'’s joint portion
of Jekyll Island he remained there until his deatrentually becoming the owner of the entire
island (Thomas 1989a:48). Dumoussay’s and Chapaieeés holdings together comprised of
more than half of Sapelo Island, as well as theeatgtof Blackbeard Island. During the
liquidation process, Dumoussay produced a mapstimied the exact division of Sapelo, but it
has since been lost (Picot Boisfeillet v. ExecutirBumoussay and Chappedelaine [1804];
Thomas 1989a:47). According to Kenneth H. Thomia's, (L989b:44-45) extensive research on
the Sapelo Company’s ex-partners, Dumoussay'sifitttuded the 1,600 acres of Blackbeard
Island, as well as a 400 acre tract in the norteeagortion of Sapelo that later became known
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as Dumoussay'’s Field “(Figure 5).” Chappedelairiiéls was a 2,000 acre tract known simply
as the South End, which included the southern@ouf the island and the site known as
Hanging Bull on the western coast of the islandoffias 1989b:46). Grandclos Meslé and
Villehuchet’s jointly owned fifth, according to Thwas’s (1989b:48) findings, included the
Chocolate Plantation tract located on the westeastcin the north half of the island.

While there are surviving deeds that provide evogenf the tracts owned by the other
five ex-partners, no deed exists that can be astsacwith Picot de Boisfeillet’s fifth of Sapelo.
Thomas (1989b:50,106) has been able to deduce Meow®y using the information provided by
the deeds associated with the other Frenchmenfsepsoand Picot de Boisfeillet’'s well-
recorded residence on the High Point tract, thaivaeed between 1,500 and 2,000 acres on the
northernmost portion of Sapelo, including not oHigh Point, but Bourbon Field and Raccoon
Bluff on the northeast coast “(Figure 5).”

Other aspects of the company’s liquidation progeesed less peaceful than the property
divisions. The first of several disagreements oaxlinot long before the termination of the
Sapelo Company when Picot de Boisfeillet and hgheer Chappedelaine, who had been living
together at High Point, had a major argument tbstillted in Chappedelaine moving out to live
with Dumoussay (DuBignon 1804; Haumont 1804; Thodf89a:45; Keber 2002a:193-194).
Another argument took place in May and June of WwBdn arrangements were made by
Dumoussay and DuBignon to sell the jointly owneadlfeattle on Sapelo in a public auction to
occur on 20 May 17943eorgia Gazetté794a:4). Although the profits from the auction &
be divided equally among the former partners, RieoBoisfeillet was very much against the
sale claiming that his consent had never been s@mghthat the auction would result in the
cattle selling for less than they were actuallytiw@Picot de Boisfeillet 1794a:2; Thomas
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1989a:49; Keber 2002a:194). He chose to show beahsure through a notice in Beorgia
Gazettea Savannah newspaper, that appeared on 15 Mdy thE9same day that the
advertisement notifying the public of the auctigpeared wherein he forbade “any sale or
contract for any cattle not yet divided betweendhmers” (Picot de Boisfeillet 1794a:2). Picot
de Boisfeillet’s notice was not only unsuccessfupieventing the auction from occurring, but
resulted in a very public printed quarrel betweengelf and Dumoussay for several months in
the GazettgDumoussay de la Vauve 1794a:2, 1794b:1, 1794dc®t Be Boisfeillet 1794b:2).

The antipathy between Picot de Boisfeillet and@aenoussay-Chappedelaine duo came
to an abrupt end on 11 September 1794 when Dumpdssé unexpectedly on Sapelo “after a
few days’ illness” Georgia Gazettd 794b:3). After Dumoussay'’s death, Chappedelaine
discovered that Dumoussay’s will had left him witbthing, despite the large sums of money
that he had loaned to Dumoussay through the caidrtbeir friendship and in spite of the two
men’s business partnership (Dumoussay de la Vau98;Xooper [1804]; Thomas 1989a:50;
Keber 2002a:196-197). Chappedelaine did not hawg o contemplate his new financial
situation as an encounter with Picot de Boisfejlist four days after Dumoussay’s death,
resulted in his own untimely deatBéorgia Gazettd 794c:3; Thomas 1989a:50; Keber
2002a:197). Picot de Boisfeillet had shot and #ilkes nephew and was soon arrested.

Picot de Boisfeillet, the only surviving ex-partiveith an interest in Sapelo, continued
his residence on the north end of the island fer&émainder of his life. Although he was
arrested and indicted for the murder of Chappede]ai appears that Picot de Boisfeillet was not
convicted, as historical evidence indicates thaths never imprisoned or executed and that he
passed away several years later at his home onoS&aeish Register of St. John the Baptist
Catholic Church 1800:52; Thomas 1989b:49-50). Theder case remained unresolved for
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several years after Chappedelaine’s death, andryady 1797 it was evidently being examined
at the state level, as Picot de Boisfeillet andatisrney, Charles Harris, appeared before the
Georgia Judicial Circuit Judges (State v. PicotsBallet 1797a, 1797b). They made a failed
attempt to get the charges against Picot de Bbetfdismissed on the grounds that there had not
been a speedy trial, but there is no surviving mod how the case was ultimately resolved.

Aside from his involvement in a lengthy murder caseavell as several lawsuits and
counter-lawsuits that occurred between the surgiex-partners and their executors through the
early 1800s, Picot de Boisfeillet seemed to lidaidy quiet life with his family on Sapelo in the
years following the Sapelo Company business ver{Rimot Boisfeillet v. Executors of
Dumoussay and Chappedelaine 1797). He kept hirngsif with plantation activities on the
north end of Sapelo and family concerns, such e®itith of his son, Charles Balthazar Joseph,
in February 1799 and the wedding of his oldest b&rgJeanne Marie, to Ralph Clay, the son of
a prominent Savannah family in April 1799 (PicotBtasfeillet 1796:5; ParisRegister of St.

John the Baptist Catholic Church 1799:50; Sacraat€tegister 1799; Thomas 1989b:50; Keber
2002b:198). Although it is clear that he lived e horth end, there is some uncertainty as to the
location of his plantation residence on Sapeloré&laee some coastal Georgia historians who
believe that he built a home and attempted plardattiyities at Bourbon Field, but historical
research in Atlanta and Savannah did not produgeediable evidence of Picot de Boisfeillet
occupying the tract (Sullivan 1990:823; Keber 20028, 2002b:198).

The present investigation uncovered only two pdsdibks between Picot de Boisfeillet
and Bourbon Field, neither of which makes for aipalarly convincing argument. The first
relates to the apparent French origin of the siat®e. In the Picot B. Floyd Manuscript
Collection at the Georgia Historical Society Aradsvin Savannah, there is genealogical
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information collected by his descendents that ssigghe Picot de Boisfeillet of Sapelo Island
was remotely related to the royal Bourbon familf=nance (Boisfeuilletdic] Genealogical Data
[1940-1965]). Notes made by these descendentsatedibat the genealogical researchers
believed that the origin of the name Bourbon Fagdved from Picot de Boisfeillet's connection
and loyalty to the royal family. It is a logicalsaxiation to make, especially since Picot de
Boisfelillet left France during the French Revolatibowever, the possible genealogical link
does not by any means prove that Picot de Boistéilled at Bourbon Field. It merely suggests
a possible explanation of the origins of the naBeurbon” that is contingent upon further
evidence of his occupation of the tract.

The second source that provides a possible linkdrt Bourbon Field and Picot de
Boisfeillet’s occupation of Sapelo Island is Charg&palding Wylly’s (1914) “Story of Sapelo,”
which claims that Picot de Boisfeillet made a hand lived at Bourbon Field for several years.
In 1914 Charles Spalding Wylly, a descendent offtineer Sapelo planter Thomas Spalding,
wrote an historical narrative for Sapelo at theuesg of Howard E. Coffin, who was then the
owner of the island (Sullivan 1990:88,405). Therat@ve begins in the colonial period and
continues to the early 20th century. While the f$tf Sapelo” provides a great deal of useful
information and is often based on the firsthandants of former Sapelo residents, the narrative
frequently strays from historical realities, espdyiin the earlier periods of the island’s history
As Wylly (1914:1) himself explained in the prefaoe'Story of Sapelo”, “In picturing of the
early French owners and others, | have not feltatiymund to an absolute verity, capable of
proof, and have thought that there is a touch tahé&nitely more valuable and instructive than
the mere dead bones of a biography.” Based onvimsaaimissions of inexactness and the
clearly fictitious elements of his accounts of Brenchmen who resided on the island, Wylly’'s
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“Story of Sapelo” seems unlikely to be a relialeree for associating Picot de Boisfeillet’s
plantation to Bourbon Field. It is quite possildécourse, that more compelling historical
evidence for Picot de Boisfeillet's occupation auBbon Field exists, but simply was not
discovered in the present investigation.

Instead of associating Picot de Boisfeillet’s pédiain home with Bourbon Field, the
historical evidence recovered in the Atlanta andaBaah archives suggests that he lived at High
Point for the duration of his residence on SapEha most direct piece of evidence is a
newspaper notice that Picot de Boisfeillet (179@1H)in theColumbian Museum and Savannah
Advertiserin May 1796, alerting the readers that a possin@way slave named Dick had been
found and was being kept on Sapelo until his ovet@@med him. The notice says specifically,
“The Subscriber sometime in December last, had @RE Fellow brought to his Plantation on
Sapelo High Point, by his Overseer, who appearde @ run away.” Since it identifies Picot de
Boisfeillet’s plantation as being located at HighR, it is clear that he remained there at least
until the first half of 1796, which is more thamehk years after his arrival to the island and nearl
three years since the Sapelo Company’s dissoluBimot de Boisfeillet lived only four more
years after the newspaper notice was printed, wiieans that if he built a plantation estate at
Bourbon Field, it would have had to occur in a velgrt period of time (Parish Register of St.
John the Baptist Catholic Church 1800:52).

Other evidence for Picot de Boisfeillet's estaten located at High Point is less direct,
but still compelling. Documents associated withrtenagement of Picot de Boisfeillet's estate
after his death indicate that his plantation at@gion the north end of Sapelo had not been
particularly successful and that he was in sigaiftadebt (Catonnet [1804a], [1804b]; Montalet
1811). Since he was having some financial problennsay have been difficult for Picot de
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Boisfeillet to build a new plantation estate at Bmn Field. Furthermore, a new estate would
have been unnecessary since there was alreadwafd@nbeadquarters established at High Point
that none of the other Sapelo Company ex-partritgspted to claim. With the name

“Bourbon” appearing more than 150 years after RieoBoisfeillet passed away, it is likely that
the site name developed not from Picot de Boigfellimself, but either from later oral history
related to Picot de Boisfeillet and the other Frenen who had lived on the north end or from
affiliations with Bourbon cotton or Bourbon sugane, which were grown in some locations on
the Georgia coast in the late 18th century and/d®th centuryRepublican Star or Eastern
Shore General Advertisdi814:4; Phillips 1959:151-152; Sullivan 1990:4Bilimphries
1991:85,87,119). It is well documented and uncdatethat Picot de Boisfeillet's son-in-law,
Jean de Berard Mocquet Montalet, who had marriegétond eldest daughter, Charlotte
Angelique Servanne, in 1802, lived at High Poinewlne took over the Picot de Boisfeillet
estate and moved to Sapelo around 1805 (Parislsteegf St. John the Baptist Catholic Church
1802:129; Montalet 1804b:3, 1811; Hopkins 1897 12pmas 1989b:52; Sullivan 1990:85,823).
If Picot de Boisfeillet had developed a plantatgstate at Bourbon Field before his death, it
seems strange that Montalet would have chosenéatithe older High Point residence. It is
more likely that Picot de Boisfeillet had remairsdHigh Point and Montalet moved into the
recently occupied house there.

Even if Picot de Boisfeillet never lived at Bourberld, evidence suggests that he did
own the tract as part of his share of Sapelo arsdcrtainly plausible that he utilized the tract
his plantation activities. Picot de Boisfeillet’mptings could have extended beyond High Point,
particularly if there were lands that already hadrbcleared and used for agriculture by the
former Sapelo Company. Sea Island cotton had beeovaéuable crop by the late 1790s and
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had been grown previously by the Sapelo Companijngat feasible that Picot de Boisfeillet
used Bourbon Field for cotton (Phillips 1959:1521Keber 2002a:183). Additionally, although
Picot de Boisfeillet might not have resided théhe, tract may still have been occupied during
his tenure. There were other Frenchmen living aecorded locations on the island, some of
whom were the workmen who came over with the Sa@elmpany members in the early 1790s,
and Picot de Boisfeillet’'s overseer, John LaFongsthave had a residence somewhere on the
north end (Dumoussay de la Vauve 1794c:2; Pic@&aisfeillet 1796:5; Delorny et al. 1801;
Larmandie Picot de Boisfeillet 1801; Thomas 1982a4). Marie Joseph Emile de Charon, a
cousin of Picot de Boisfeillet's wife, also lived &apelo with his wife (Larmandie Picot de
Boisfeillet 1801). No details of Charon'’s residecethe island could be found in the historical
records, but he most likely lived on the Picot aesieillet north end property and could have
resided at Bourbon Field.

Picot de Boisfeillet did not have long to develop twn plantation, as he passed away at
his home on Sapelo on 13 August 1800. The caudeath is unknown, but according to his
death record he was buried later that same dalgetptemises of his residence on Sapelo”
(Parish Register of St. John the Baptist Cathohar€h1800:52). The identification of Picot de
Boisfeillet’s burial would serve as direct evidemdehe location of his former plantation, but,
unfortunately, his gravesite has yet to be disaedeHe died at the age of 56 and left behind his
wife, Marie Anna de Larmandie Picot de Boisfeitkd four children, three of whom were still
minors (Picot de Boisfeillet 1799; Thomas 1989b.20hough some historians have suggested
that he and his wife moved to the mainland in @aarear Darien in the years before his death,
leaving the care of his island plantation to tlosierseer, Picot de Boisfeillet's death record
clearly states that he died and was buried on&yel® estate (Parish Register of St. John the
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Baptist Catholic Churcth800:52; Sullivan 1990:84; Keber 2002b:198). Ndtsianding the
numerous ambiguities associated with Picot de Biisf's occupation of Sapelo and the brevity
of his time there, he was arguably one of the nmiexesting characters involved in Bourbon
Field’s past. His death marked the end of the ®aBempany partners’ involvement on the
island and, thus, served as the conclusion of dtieeanore dramatic and turbulent periods in

Sapelo’s history.
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CHAPTER IV
THE ANTEBELLUM ERA AND BEYOND: OCCUPATIONS OF BOURB ON
FIELD THROUGH THE 19TH AND 20TH CENTURIES
Turn of the Century and the Early Antebellum Pe(ib8i00-1820s)

Within the first decade of the 19th century, cotb@tame the primary crop grown in
Georgia. Following Eli Whitney’s invention of a ¢om gin that could efficiently process short-
staple cotton in 1793, cotton production spreag@stern Georgia and beyond (Flanders
1967:59-61). Amidst the development of an increglgihomogenous plantation landscape
elsewhere in Georgia, the Sea Island coast remaimigde in its monopoly of large-scale rice
and long-staple cotton production (Stewart 1996:118). Successful long-staple cotton
production had far more environmental constrainémtthe short-staple variety grown
throughout Georgia, which confined it exclusivedthe Sea Islands and a narrow strip of land
on the coast where the “moisture-laden sea breezesd reach the crop and give it a silky,
glossy texture unmatched by any other type of Gaagtton (Stewart 1996:118). Despite the
limited area in which long-staple cotton could bédtigated, its production on the Georgia coast
continued to grow into the early 1800s, reachingoeilevels of almost 9,000,000 pounds by
1805 (Phillips 1959:153).

Low-country Georgian and South Carolinian plantexd imported the long-staple cotton
that came to be known as “Sea Island cotton” froenBahamas in the 1780s while trying to find
the ideal type of cotton for large-scale produciiStewart 1996:116). Though not perfect, long-
staple cotton had the advantage of higher qualitgnger, and more elastic filaments which
could be sold at higher prices than short-staptoodPhillips 1959:151-152, 223).

Additionally, its longer filaments and smooth seatxle the use of Whitney's gin unnecessary,
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as simple roller gins could be used to remove deels (Stewart 1996:121). These factors made
long-staple cotton particularly attractive to treaSsland and coastal planters of Georgia and
South Carolina, so much so that it rivaled ricedpiadion for a time after its introduction. Many
new long-staple cotton plantations developed atbedrice coast” of Georgia and South
Carolina in the 1790s and many large-scale ricetpta added long-staple cotton to their
agricultural regimes (Stewart 1996:116-117).

By the early 19th century, the methods for longkgaotton production had become
relatively standardized along the Sea Island cardtinvolved growing the cotton on ridges that
were five feet wide and nearly the same distanegtaPn the ridges the distance between plants
varied, ranging from half of a foot to several f@hillips 1959:153; Flanders 1967:56-57;
Stewart 1996:119). Even with strict adherence taldished cultivation methods, long-staple
cotton yields were typically small and often unpctble compared to those of short-staple
cotton in other parts of Georgia. Long-staple aoti@s in general a slow-growing crop that was
particularly sensitive to even small climate fluations and required careful handling (Phillips
1959:154). For these reasons, coastal Georgias&eal Icotton planters commonly grew other
cash crops like rice and sugar as well (Stewar6119¥). The price of cotton also could be
unpredictable and crop diversification proved eglgcvaluable when outside political and
economic factors like the Non-Importation Act of068and the Embargo of 1807 prevented
exports and dropped cotton prices (Flanders 196.7:64

On Sapelo Island, Thomas Spalding appeared orcémesn 1802 and ultimately
established one of the most successful plantabartke Georgia coast. His father-in-law,
Richard Leake, and a man named Edward Swarbrechuratiased the South End tract and the
Chocolate Plantation tract in 1801 from Lewis Hagton, a brother-in-law of the Sapelo
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Company ex-partner Grandclos Meslé, who had recantjuired the South End and was living
at Chocolate Plantation, managing the property {Tdm1989b:46-47; Sullivan 1990:95). In
1802, shortly after acquiring the Sapelo propedRighard Leake passed away and Spalding took
his place in the joint ownership of the tracts withvarbreck (Coulter 1940:14). Spalding settled
on the South End tract and Swarbreck eventualtiesieat Chocolate Plantation.

Through the South End plantation, his mainland taléon called Ashantilly located near
the city of Darien, and other landholdings, Spajdsecame one of the largest slaveholders and
most prominent planters of Mcintosh County (Couli®40:41,299; Sullivan 1990:121). Once
settled on Sapelo, he built a large stately mansitim lonic-style columns on the South End
tract and acquired more than four hundred slaveslaliored in the production of a variety of
crops including rice, cotton, sugar, corn, indigliyes, and oranges (Coulter 1940:43; Sullivan
1990:108). Long-staple cotton was one of Spaldipgimary crops and he has been credited
with improving the methods for cultivating it, ngatripling the typical 100 pounds per acre
yield through the technique of planting the crogratller intervals (Coulter 1940:70; Flanders
1967:56-57; Sullivan 1990:117). Spalding maintaihedSapelo plantation for half a century,
reaching a level of success that only a small nurabw-country planters could hope to attain,
much less surpass (Coulter 1940:299).

The situation at Bourbon Field and the rest of 8&p@orth end was not as promising at
the beginning of the 19th century. After Picot dadeillet’'s death in 1800, the estate was left to
his wife, Marie Anna de Larmandie, but she passealydess than a year later on 10 March 1801
around the age of 4@Eorgia Gazettd801:3;Parish Register of St. John the Baptist Catholic
Church 1801a:54-56). While Picot de Boisfeillet'sl wtated that his property be divided evenly
between his four children if his wife should passyg, Marie Anna de Larmandie’s will gave
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more specific instructions for her estate which ni&sly superseded those of her husband since
she had become the sole owner of the estate (fRcBoisfeillet 1799; Larmandie Picot de
Boisfeillet 1801). She assigned only $1,200 todidest child, Jeanne Marie Clay, since she was
married and the other Picot de Boisfeillet childvegre minors with no other source of income.
Besides the payment of certain debts, the remawiddarie Anna de Larmandie’s estate was
supposed to be divided equally between the thmaaireng children with the single exception
that her other daughter, Charlotte Angelique Sergdor Servanne Angelique Charlotte), was to
receive all of her furniture, clothes, silver pgtgwels, and other household items. Because
three of her children were still minors, Marie Arsh@Larmandie appointed her cousin, Marie
Joseph Emile de Charon, who was living somewhetd@morth end of Sapelo with his wife, as
their legal guardian (Larmandie Picot de Boisf¢ill801). If Charon passed away or left the
country, Jacques de Chessa was second in linettelshildren’s guardian and, finally, if

Chessa was unable to fulfill that role, then JohRdng, the overseer and manager of her
presumed High Point plantation, would be their diaar. Whoever acted as guardian to the three
children was simultaneously appointed the trustédarie Anna de Larmandie’s estate.

Although Marie Anna de Larmandie indicated in hdt thiat her property on Sapelo
would eventually be sold, it seems likely thathe tyears immediately following her death,
plantation activities on the north end of the idl@ontinued as they had before under the
management of John LaFong, while the fates offtreetminor Picot de Boisfeillet children
were being determined (Picot de Boisfeillet 1798rrhandie Picot de Boisfeillet 1801). In her
will, Marie Anna de Larmandie mentions that LaFdragl been the only overseer and manager
of the Picot de Boisfeillet plantation, and hadrbpeovided with necessities but had not received
regular payments. The fact that they could notlpefyong for his work as overseer and manager,
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as well as Marie Anna de Larmandie’s observatibas her fortune had been “much reduced”
and that she had multiple debts that had not ba&h mdicates that Picot de Boisfeillet’s Sapelo
plantation remained unsuccessful after his deadinfandie Picot de Boisfeillet 1801). However
unprofitable the plantation may have been, it seératsMarie Anna de Larmandie trusted
LaFong to manage it alone, as she had left itsrchre and was staying in Savannah at the time
of her deathGeorgia Gazettd801:3). Around the year 1800, LaFong acquiretePsn Island
for his own use, a small island located in the imarsds between Sapelo and the mainland
(Sullivan 1990:206). It is unclear whether or netvnas still living on Sapelo full-time when
Marie Anna de Larmandie died or if he was travelwagk and forth between Patterson and
Sapelo, acting as an absentee manager and ovinstder Picot de Boisfeillet estate. Either
way, with his own new property to develop, LaFonglyably did not remain attached to the
Sapelo plantation for very long after Marie Annal@emandie’s death.

With Marie Anna de Larmandie passing away so sdtar making her will when three
of her orphaned children were still minors, hemngl&r the guardianship of her children had to
be implemented. Her first choice, Marie Joseph Eméd Charon, did take on the responsibility
initially of providing for her children and managithe affairs of her estate. Specifically, he
assisted with the inventory and appraisement oektate after her death and completed the 1801
through 1802 Annual Return for the Picot de Bolkfeestate (Delorny et al. 1801; Charon
1801-1802). The Annual Return indicates that Chéoand boarding for the Picot de Boisfeillet
children instead of caring for them himself, agrthearding was listed as one of the estate
expenses. It therefore seems likely that the adrildtid not live on Sapelo after their mother’s
death. The Annual Return also lists unspecifiedtaldon expenses and notes that significant
amounts of cotton were harvested. Even with thetpteon’s cotton production, Marie Anna de
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Larmandie’s estate remained badly in debt at tloeo#ri802 (Charon 1801-1802; Catonnet
[1804a], [1804b]). The dire financial situationaddition to the listing of the expense of a
surveyor on the Annual Return, suggests that Chawayhave been trying to settle the estate
either by selling the Sapelo property or dividihépr the future use of the Picot de Boisfeillet
children. Charon had a son and daughter baptizedeoisland in July 1801 and, according to
other baptism records associated with his fami#yrdmained on the Georgia coast through the
early 1800s (Parish Register of St. John the Ba@asholic Church 1801b:31, 1801c:31,
1803a:38, 1803b:38, 1803c:39). By 1813, howevehdtkleft Georgia for Cuba, which
undoubtedly ended his involvement with the PicoBdesfeillet estate (Magny 1858).

Jacques de Chessa, Marie Anna de Larmandie’s sebtanck for guardianship of her
children and trustee of her estate, appears to Inaddittle association with the Sapelo property.
Chessa’s connection to the Picot de Boisfeilletifiam not specified in Marie Anna de
Larmandie’s will and historic research revealetdelibn his identity and affiliation with Sapelo.
He was a witness to Picot de Boisfeillet’s willlid99 and the Annual Return lists a small sum of
money paid to him from the Picot de Boisfeilletagstin 1801 so it is possible that he was a
family friend or former business associate (PieBaisfeillet 1799; Charon 1801-1802).
Chessa was a Savannah merchant and naturalizest 8tates citizen by 1799, but it is likely
that he left the Savannah area after 1801 as hie whsappears from the historical record
(Hemperley 1967).

By 1804, any responsibilities that LaFong, Chasog Chessa may have had for the
Picot de Boisfeillet Sapelo estate were taken byanother Frenchman by the name of Jean de
Berard Mocquet Montalet. Montalet was a sugar glawho had moved from the French
Caribbean colony of Saint-Domingue (now the RepmubliHaiti) to Georgia in 1797 to escape
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the violent slave uprisings occurring thelRepublican Star or Eastern Shore General Advertiser
1814:4; Sullivan 1990:84; Honkerkamp 2008:8). Hechased his own plantation called the
Hermitage on the Savannah River after arriving @ogia and eventually married Charlotte
Angelique Servanne Picot de Boisfeillet on 11 OetdlB02 (Parish Register of St. John the
Baptist Catholic Churcth802:129; Montalet 1804a:2; Thomas 1989b:52). Tteaya child
named Jean Raoul born on 9 August 1803, but Seevdied during the birth of her second child
in June 1805 at the Hermitage at the young ag®& ¢Parish Register of St. John the Baptist
Catholic Church804:129, 1805:152; Thomas 1989hb:52). The fatésesfe two children have
yet to be uncovered in the historical record amy timay have passed away at a young age.
Prior to Servanne’s death, Montalet had made patsr@ndebts owed by the Picot de
Boisfeillet estate and had legally combined thatestof Picot de Boisfeillet and his wife
(Montalet 1803, 1811). In 1804 he successfully o be the administrator of the estate
(Montalet 1804b:3). Soon after his wife passed awégntalet put the Hermitage up for sale and
moved to High Point on Sapelo (Montalet 1804a:2ti%un 1990:84). No deed exists for his
acquisition of the High Point tract, but it is llikehat it was Servanne’s share of the Sapelo north
end property and he had some legal claims to thiepty as her widower (Thomas 1989b:52).
Montalet also acquired the 400 acre tract on thitheastern portion of the island called
Dumoussy’s Field from Dumoussay’s heir, John Staphebert “(Figure 5)” (Dumoussay de la
Vauve 1793Columbian Museum and Savannah Advertis®93:3; Trubert v. Hopkins 1816;
Thomas 1989b:45). Using the High Point and Dumaousgéeld tracts, Montalet developed a
plantation on Sapelo, growing cotton and possibbes, until his death in 1814 (Montalet 1811;
Republican and Savannah Evening Ledbf&t4:3;Republican Star or Eastern Shore General
Advertiserl814:4).
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Bourbon Field’s role in the developments associatighl the Picot de Boisfeillet estate
during the first decades of the 19th century isaumhpletely clear. With Montalet acquiring a
specific portion of the Picot de Boisfeillet Sapploperty that seems to have been set aside for
Servanne, it is possible that the estate may hagge Hivided before all of the minor children had
become legal adults and set aside for them to extater. Part of the reason that Servanne likely

received the High Point tract was a particular lestjin her mother’s will:

| mean and wish that all that shall be found inlmyse at the time of my decease, to wit,
furniture, wearing apparel, silver plate, jeweld anch things, be delivered to by
daughter Charlotte Angelique Servanne, and remaimWwn, she being in that respect
my special legate, wishing nevertheless that tbeeahid stock...remain to the use of the
house till the time comes when my property shakdld (Larmandie Picot de Boisfeillet

1801).

With Servanne’s inheritance including everythinghe presumed High Point house, it is logical
that her allotment of the Sapelo property wouldude the High Point tract. At the very least her
mother’s bequest probably made it easier for Mettal acquire the tract.

Although he was administrator of the entire PiceBwbisfeillet estate, Montalet never
owned Bourbon Field or Raccoon Bluff (Trubert v.ghns 1816; Molyneaux v. Floyd 1827;
Thomas 1989b:52; Sullivan 1990:85). If a divisidrite Picot de Boisfeillet property took place
prior to or during Montalet’s tenure, the two tiaetere probably intended for the two Picot de
Boisfeillet sons since Marie Anna de Larmandie’8 gpecifically excluded Jeanne Marie Clay
from receiving island property; however, neithen seemed to have much involvement in
Sapelo affairs. Michel moved to Virginia after mamng his half-niece and lived there until his

58



death in 1851 while Charles Balthazar, the youngesit to a Catholic school in Maryland

under the supervision of a distant relative offthrener Sapelo Company partner Chappedelaine,
Picot Cloriviere, and passed away there in 181Beatige of 13 (Holdscraft 1966:158; Thomas
1989hb:51).

With the Picot de Boisfeillet sons living elsewhetee only link that could have existed
between Bourbon Field and family members durindfitisé decade of the 19th century was as
absentee owners. Besides Montalet’s acquisitidtigii Point, no evidence has been recovered
of anyone attempting to buy and develop the Sapeith end tracts in the Picot de Boisfeillet
estate. It is possible that, as administrator, Mi@tmanaged the Bourbon Field tract and had it
leased or rented by small-scale planters or farieh@risig his time on Sapelo. With the Picot de
Boisfeillet estate being in such a bad financiatestCharon and Montalet both may have
welcomed the extra income that would have come fremting or leasing certain tracts during
their tenures managing the estate (Charon 1801)1802

The settling of the Picot de Boisfeillet estatdeshup being no simple matter. In 1811, a
decade after Marie Anna de Larmandie had died, Mentvas still attempting to pay off debts
from the Picot de Boisfeillet estate to Peter Cagina Savannah cotton factor (Catonnet
[1804a], [1804b]; Montalet 1811). The difficult &ncial situation most likely complicated the
allocation of Sapelo property to the children. dfaction had been taken previously, the death of
the youngest child, Charles Balthazar, in 1813 heaxe signaled the beginning of the division
process or served as the motivation to sell théhreard tracts not held by Montalet since the
other siblings were no longer minors (Thomas 198B%2). In that case, Bourbon Field
probably would have gone to Michel with the Racc&turf tract, since he was the only
surviving sibling allotted Sapelo property in theiother’s will (Larmandie Picot de Boisfeillet

59



1801). The specific ownership and utilization ofuBlmon Field during this period is speculative
since the tract was either called by another nanm® mame at all and remains indiscernible in
the historical record.

It is possible that the Bourbon Field tract wal stider the ownership of Picot de
Boisfeillet estate as late as 1817, as a letten ftichel Picot de Boisfeillet to his sister Jeanne
Marie Clay in April of that year indicates that thettlement of the combined estates of his
parents was still in progress (Picot de Boisfeille17). Apparently, Picot de Boisfeillet had been
married previously before his marriage to Marie Amle Larmandie and had children from the
first marriage who were still living in France. Awding to Michel’s letter, they received some
money from the settlement of the estate and Jelstamnie would be receiving a sum as well.
Picot de Boisfeillet still had property in Franceem he died and it is likely that the money
Michel refers to in the letter came from the sdléhe French property (Montalet 1803). It is
unclear whether the settlement of the entire RledBoisfeillet estate was in progress at this
point, or just the settlement of the property iarkae. If the former is true, then Bourbon Field
may not have come under new ownership until adr71

The War of 1812 may have slowed the settlementgssias the British occupation of
the Georgia coast significantly affected the regataivities of planters and other coastal
residents. Sir George Cockburn of the British R&yalonial Marines landed on Cumberland
Island, the southernmost Georgia Sea Island, arafiQary 1815, beginning a two month long
raid of the Georgia coast (Bell 1987:171-172). Ayious proclamation made by Vice Admiral
Sir Alexander Cochrane in April 1814 had said #@ilhslaves on southern plantations were
welcome aboard British vessels and if they joinedidh forces, they would be freed and sent to
British lands in North America and the West IndiBsll 1987:170). The British continued to
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make slave raids through March 1815, even thoygteae treaty ending the war had been
signed and ratified by February 17. British foroesupied Cumberland and St. Simons Islands
throughout the two months, confiscating all moveglhbperty from many of the plantations in
addition to taking slaves. Sapelo occupants mantgadoid the disruption felt by their

neighbors to the south and the island was neveeddby the British; however, with such
intensive economic and social disruptions occuriingose proximity and continual maritime
interferences by the British, the regular busiresslucted by Sapelo residents was undoubtedly
affected (Bell 1987:172-176; Sullivan 1990:123).

General Francis Hopkins, Montalet’s executor, pased the High Point and
Dumoussay’s Field tracts for his own plantationwatoés sometime between 1816 and 1821
(Molyneaux v. Floyd 1827; Honerkamp 2008:8). Moetalas bankrupt when he died in 1814
and, as a result, Hopkins had debts to pay whextheired the Sapelo properties (Trubert v.
Hopkins 1816). Although his son, John, may havedibriefly at High Point, Hopkins did not
live on the property he purchased from the Montas¢ate, but resided instead at Belleview
Plantation on the mainland (Sullivan 1990:826; Heamp 2008:8). Hopkins died in 1821. A
lawsuit against the Hopkins estate in 1827 resuttexh inventory of all of the slaves owned by
Hopkins and a general record of the lands whenglthed and worked (Molyneaux v. Floyd
1827). The inventory indicates that Hopkins had 4léves, some of whom were residing on the
High Point and Dumoussay'’s Field tracts. Thereoisnention of the Bourbon Field tract, or any
other Sapelo tracts. Thus, the situation at therlBmuField tract during Hopkins’s tenure is,
once again, uncertain. As Montalet’s executos likely that, if the settlement of the Picot de

Boisfeillet estate was still underway, Hopkins taer its administration and the status of the
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Bourbon Field tract may have remained as it wasrkepossibly rented or leased by small-scale
planters or farmers.

While documents associated with Hopkins’s landimgdion Sapelo do not indicate that
he owned Bourbon Field, the other known landowassbciated with the island during the late
1810s and early 1820s cannot be definitively linteethe Bourbon Field tract either. Thomas
Spalding’s Sapelo landholdings were still restddie the South End and Edward Swarbreck was
focused on developing a plantation on the Chocd¥datation tract (Wylly 1914:21,32; Coulter
1940:299; Sullivan 1990:87-89). James Shearwootl91§ advertised a “summer retreat” or
hotel on Sapelo in thearien Gazetten 29 February 1819, but it was located along tean,
most likely on the south end of the island (KenrtétiThomas, Jr. 2012, pers. comm.).
Sometime before 1825, Edward H. Sams had purchihed@laccoon Bluff property, owning 911
acres on the island and 68 slaves (McIntosh ColiaxyDigest 1825). Though close by, Sams’s
property did not include Bourbon Field and, in fd&@accoon Bluff remained an independent
tract throughout the antebellum period (Sulliva®@365; Humphries 1991:240).

Charles Spalding Wylly’s (1914:32) “Story of SapéMhich, though not free of
mistakes, provides more accurate information fertiitme period associated with Thomas
Spalding’s tenure on Sapelo than for the earlienéin occupations, claims that Swarbreck “had
given up his option on the Bourbon property” befsettling at Chocolate Plantation in the early
1800s. Although Wylly does not elaborate, the statet suggests that Bourbon Field was up for
sale sometime before 1815 when Edward Swarbreckrbleig occupation of the Chocolate tract
(Sullivan 1990:87-88). It is possible that the Ride Boisfeillet estate was finally settled and the
remaining property had been put up for sale andimwlsbo during Hopkins’s and Swarbreck’s
association with the north end. No original histatidocuments have mentioned the possibility
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of Swarbreck wanting to purchase Bourbon Fieldianthy be one of the fictional elements in
Wylly’'s narrative. In any case, Bourbon Field whs bnly tract associated with the former Picot
de Boisfeillet estate on Sapelo not accounted yahb early 1820s.

The Late Antebellum Period (1827-1860)

In the 1820s long-staple cotton production was bagnwith exports having increased
from 9,000,000 pounds per year to 11,000,000 pobpds19 along the Sea Island coast
(Phillips 1959:153). With the limited amount of thauitable for Sea Island cotton production,
the Georgia coast had the highest average of inegracreage in the state (Flanders 1967:79).
Although the plantation landscape continued to gatommg the Georgia coast, planters still
contended with environmental issues that frequdmtlifed the success of their cash crop
production. One of the most significant environnaéproblems encountered by coastal planters
was the severe soil nutrient depletion that occliaféer a few years of intensive cotton
cultivation. Since land was at a premium on the ISkeads and old cotton fields could not be
abandoned for newly cleared fields as was frequelathe on cotton plantations elsewhere in
Georgia, rigorous fertilizing regimes had to bedd (Flanders 1967:67-68; Stewart
1996:154). Diligence with fertilizing allowed Sesdnd cotton fields to be productive for longer,
but did not guarantee high yields. Weather isssiash as flooding, drought, and hurricanes,
frequently affected cotton production, making ygeldpredictable. In 1820, with the impact of
weather and the crop’s specific cultivation requieats, 100 pounds of Sea Island cotton per
acre was considered a successful yield (Flande5g:&9).

In the 1830s, environmental obstacles for cottaupction were compounded by serious
economic problems. As the fertility of the agricu#ll lands declined, the quality of long-staple
cotton declined and the price of the cotton droppdtie English markets (Stewart
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1996:122,154). Sea Island planters who had ondegthemselves on producing the highest
guality cotton strands had to face not only lowefigs, but a blow to their plantations’
prominent reputations. The discouraging situati@wgworse with the Panic of 1837 and the
cotton crisis of 1839 which caused cotton pricegltonmet further and resulted in the
bankruptcy of many Georgia planters (Phillips 1952-153; Flanders 1967:89). The largest,
most successful plantations on the Georgia cakstThomas Spalding’s plantation on Sapelo
and the Butler plantations on St. Simons and Buglands, were not dependent solely on cotton
and could cope with the increasing environmentdlesonomic challenges, but the average
coastal cotton planter was not so fortunate (Flen#i®867:79; Stewart 1996:163-165).

The predominant coastal Georgia plantations wetkestablished by the 1820s and
1830s, and some of them, like Thomas Spalding ®8apantation, took on the traditional
grandeur and elegance popularly associated wittheouplantations (McIntosh County Tax
Digest 1825, 1837). Most Georgia plantations, amdhe wealthier low-country areas, did not
attain such high levels of success or prominenoegher. As John Michael Vlach (1993:8)
notes in his booBack of the Big House: The Architecture of PlamtatSlavery“Only the
plantations that were run with large numbers ofedaa hundred or more, approached the
manorial ideal,” which was less than 1% of all $euh slaveholding families as late as 1860.
While the outlier large-scale plantations like $irad’'s on Sapelo Island and the Butler estate on
St. Simons and Butler Islands did fit the “manoraal” and had hundreds of slaves at their
disposal, the average number of slaves owned bytileth County residents was 12.5 in 1825
and 18.3 in 1837 (Mcintosh County Tax Digest 18837; Flanders 1967:79). Plantations have
often been defined as having 20 slaves or moreq@=e 1972:7; Vlach 1993:7). By this
definition, the average slaveholding Mcintosh Cguetidents were farmers, not planters and,
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furthermore, only 12% of all slaveholding familiesthe south had what qualified as a plantation
by the end of the antebellum era (Vlach 1993:7 hditional and romanticized views of the
large-scale antebellum southern plantations sm qitetrayed in popular culture were in fact the
exception and not the rule.

On Sapelo, planter Dr. Charles W. Rogers arrivelBizi7 and began to develop a
majority of the north end of the island into a Egantation that came close to the “manorial
ideal.” Although his plantation may not have mattiige Spalding Plantation in size or success,
it was certainly no small-scale venture. InitialRggers only purchased the Chocolate Plantation
tract where he resided and made improvements tplémeation established by Edward
Swarbreck (Spalding 1914; Sullivan 1990:88). EvalyuRogers also purchased most of the
sundry north end tracts on Sapelo, including BonrBeld, Dumossay'’s Field, and, High Point,
uniting them under the same owner for the firsetsmce the French Sapelo Company’s joint
ownership three decades earlier “(Figure 5)” (Spgld.914; Coulter 1940:40; Sullivan
1990:88). By the mid-1830s, Rogers had proven Hinsd®e a successful planter. The 1837
Mcintosh County Tax Digest indicates that Rogera@av93 slaves and 2,900 acres of high
land, making him one of the leading planters indbenty (McIintosh County Tax Digest 1837;
Sullivan 1990:242). In the later 1830s, when he daglired the other north end tracts, Rogers
used the Chocolate tract as his plantation heatiEygand the new holdings as satellite
agricultural lands. The 1840 U.S. Census listssl@®es under his ownership, a small increase
since the 1837 Tax Digest (United States BuregheCensus 1840Db). In spite of the economic
troubles and environmental issues occurring dunisgenure, Rogers was able to develop a
profitable, large-scale plantation based on Seadstotton production and raising livestock
(Wylly 1914:33-34; Sullivan 1990:88; Honkerkampaét2007:10-11). By the time he left
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Sapelo in 1843, Rogers had incorporated most afdingn end of the island into his plantation,
with the exception of the Raccoon Bluff tract, omgpia total of 7,000 acres (Mcintosh County
Deed Records 1873:196-199; Spalding 1914; Wylly4133; Sullivan 1990:89).

Historical documents indicate that Bourbon Fielgwart of the 7,000 acres eventually
acquired by Rogers, but there is some evidencetthraty have been rented or leased for
plantation activities or possibly even owned byanmamed Thomas King during the late 1830s
and early 1840s. In a letter to Charles Spaldindiy\about her recollections of living on Sapelo
and the island’s history, Ella Barrow Spalding (49Wwife of Thomas Spalding’s grandson, said
specifically that Thomas King from the King family Liberty County, Georgia “lived in
Bourbon Field, owning a place of 500 acres.” Wyll914:33), who had asked Spalding to send
her recollections to assist him in his writing bbét‘Story of Sapelo” echoed her statement about
Thomas King in his narrative with a few small chesigclaiming that “The Bourbon lands,
formerly de Beoufeillet'sgic] were owned at the time by Thomas King, son oflif I. King
of Harris Neck, McIntosh County.” The time periogl is referring to in this statement is the
early 1840s, when Rogers was leaving Sapelo. Ner étown historical source mentions
Thomas King owning land on the island or havindaatation at Bourbon Field. The only
Thomas King that owned land in Mcintosh County dgrihat general time period was a relation
of William J. King (who Wylly mistakenly called Wiam I. King), but was not his son. Thomas
King owned land along the South Newport River ia tiorthern part of Mcintosh County,
Georgia, but moved to Macon in Bibb County befd8d@.to serve as the Cashier of the Macon
branch of the Bank of Darien (United States Burefahhe Census 1830a, 1840a; Sullivan
1990:78,250,765). These facts and events makaulittid that King lived at Bourbon Field for
any length of time during Rogers’s tenure on themend. It is possible that he briefly rented or
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leased the tract to use as agricultural land, twneoship seems unlikely since his name does not
show up on any of the censuses or tax digestsiassdovith Sapelo residents in the time period
between the mid-1820s and early 1840s (Mcintosm@oliax Digest 1825, 1837; United States
Bureau of the Census 1830b, 1840Db).

The statements that Ella Barrow Spalding (1914)@harles Spalding Wylly (1914:34)
make about King derive from second- and third-haf@rmation that may have been part of oral
tradition when they lived on the island in the 12890s, but the facts were most likely not
researched, since the writings of both individwedse largely based on personal memories. On
the other hand, both Spalding and Wylly do inclagdecific, though not identical, details about
King and his connection to Bourbon Field, which@ests that at least Spalding, who was the
first to mention him, had a particular source fer mformation when she conveyed it to Wylly.
Thus, further historical data is required to dissros confirm King'’s possible connection to
Bourbon Field. Indirect evidence does suggestithg was linked to the tract at all, it was only
for a short period of time.

Although Spalding (1914) and Wylly (1914:33) cladithat Randolph Spalding received
Bourbon Field separately from Thomas King and othstorical resources indicate that he
received Bourbon Field as part of a larger norith garcel from his father, there is a consensus
that Thomas Spalding’s son, Randolph, acquired {0@0 acres incorporating all of the north
end except for Raccoon Bluff around 1843 (McInt@slunty Deed Records 1873:196-199;
Crook et al. 2003:16). Thomas Spalding purchadeti@horth end lands owned by Rogers in
1843 and soon thereafter gave them to Randolpwesiding present. After the acquisition of
the north end tracts, all of Sapelo belonged tdSpalding family with the single exception of
the Raccoon Bluff tract on the northeastern coastly 1914:33; Coulter 1940:40). With his
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new north end estate, Randolph and his wife, Msgttled at Chocolate Plantation, living in
Rogers’s former residence and using the land arthun@€hocolate tract, the Shell Ring, High
Point, Bourbon Field, Dumoussay’s Field, and othed for Sea Island cotton production and
most likely maintenance of livestock (United Stafemst Survey 1859; Wylly 1914:33-34;
Sullivan 1990:135). By 1850, Randolph’s estate wagh $5,000 and incorporated 1,200 acres
of improved land (United States Bureau of the Cerdi850b). The 1850 Agricultural Schedule
recorded Randolph’s plantation as producing 21sbaleyinned cotton (400 pounds each), as
well as 2,500 bushels of Indian corn and 12 tortsagf It also listed a total livestock value of
$1,250 (United States Bureau of the Census 18Raaidolph’s plantation included 87 slaves,
some of whom probably came from Rogers’s formeatesaind some of them were undoubtedly
part of Thomas’s wedding gift (United States Bureithe Census 1850c). Though it was a
smaller plantation with a significantly smaller ¢aldorce than Thomas’s south end plantation,
Randolph’s north end estate certainly placed hiroragithe wealthy and prominent planters on
the Georgia coast.

As an agricultural tract, Bourbon Field was mdstlyy occupied primarily by slaves
during Randolph Spalding’s tenure on Sapelo’s nentth. While Thomas Spalding’s
paternalistic attitude towards his slaves is weltuinented, in addition to the significant degree
of independence he gave to his slaves throughgb@ithe task system and dispersed slave
settlements, little is known about Randolph’s slmanagement style (Coulter 1940:113; Bell
1987:100-101; Sullivan 1990:120; Honerkamp and B¥#09:4). Thomas Spalding’s successful
management of a slave population of more than 466ably inspired Randolph to look to his
father’s methods to guide interactions with his @shaves, although he may not have followed
them exactly (Mcintosh County Tax Digest 1837) ePadlism had become a common approach
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to slavery in the antebellum south, because daibgractions and close contact between planter
families and their slaves forced planters’ to asieolge the humanity of their enslaved laborers
(Lovell 1932:99; Genovese 1972:5-6). Large-scadmigrs like Thomas and Randolph Spalding
depended on slave labor for their success, andnaditen helped them to justify their use of the
slavery system because it “defined the involuntalbpr of the slaves as a legitimate return to
their masters for protection and direction” (Gerse/&972:5).

Though Randolph almost certainly shared the prevalaternalistic views of his father
and other fellow Georgia planters, his slaves nayehad less independence than those on the
south end plantation. While Thomas Spalding hadglaiges living in dispersed settlements, each
close to a particular agricultural field where thalgored, Randolph seems to have maintained
the practice of his predecessors at Chocolate &lantin which slaves lived in close proximity
to the planter’s residence (United States Coasteyut859; Crook 2008:4-5). The northern
Sapelo section of a United States Coast Survey oh&apelo Sound from 1859 recorded rows
of probable slave cabins in the northern agricalttield of the Chocolate tract approximately
600 m from the main plantation structures, as a®liwo shorter rows of slave cabins a short
distance east of the planter’s house that areesitlent as tabby ruins on the site today (Figure
6) (United States Coast Survey 1859; Crook 200&%)imiting the occupation areas of slaves
to places where they could be closely supervisaddBIph seems to have asserted his control
over his slaves in a more direct way than his fatihile the slave cabins are clearly depicted at
Chocolate Plantation on the 1859 map, there isilplessvidence of structures at Bourbon Field
in the northeastern area near the Blackbeard Giealeline, although it is difficult to determine

if the symbols on the map represent buildings oretgdrees in an unplowed area (Figure 7).
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FIGURE 6. Chocolate Plantation section of the 1858ed States Coast Survey Chart of Sapelo
Soundwith historic structures indicated. (Public Domatourtesy of NOAA Office of Coast
Survey’s Historical Map and Chart Collection.)
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FIGURE 7. Bourbon Field section of the 1838ited States Coast Survey Chart of Sapelo
Sound Area circled may represent an occupied portionaothwest Bourbon Field. (Public

Domain: Courtesy of NOAA Office of Coast Survetdsstorical Map and Chart Collection.)
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With several of the agricultural fields, like BoorbField, existing a good distance from
the primary residential areas, Randolph must heled on the use of multiple overseers or
drivers to supervise the slaves’ work. His fatlefused to use white overseers to manage slaves
in the field, but rather had a slave appointed lasaal man, or driver, in each of his settlements
who was responsible for supervising the other slfawerk and reporting regularly to him on
their progress (Coulter 1940:85; Sullivan 1990:1E3ndolph may have employed a similar
technique, assigning certain slaves to be drivargdch of his agricultural fields as there is no
record of a white overseer living on Chocolate Riion (United States Census Bureau 1850Db).
It is also plausible that he used white overseérs resided elsewhere on the north end.

The combination of dispersed agricultural fieldshna centralized slave residential area
may have made it difficult for Randolph to empldyomas Spalding’s relatively lenient version
of the task system. The task system as used by dh&palding involved assigning slaves
specific tasks to complete each day, rather thambdhe slaves work from a specific time in
the morning to a specific time in the afternooreweening (Coulter 1940:85). When they finished
their task(s) for the day, Spalding’s slaves wememtted to use the rest of the day to do
activities of their choice, which typically involdesupplementing their own diet by gardening,
hunting, fishing, and raising small livestock oafting their own goods to trade or sell for cash
(Coulter 1940:85; Sullivan 1990:120-121). Only dgrcotton picking time and especially busy
periods did Spalding deviate from the task systdiminterpretation of the task system worked
well with the dispersed settlement organizatiorthasclose proximity between their homes and
work spaces meant that slaves could easily transitom their allotted work to their own
activities without everyone in the settlement hgvio follow the same particular schedule
(Honerkamp and Bean 2009:4). Variations of the &3skem existed on other coastal
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plantations, in which a task was defined more hgas$ a specific patch of land to be worked by
a specific number of slaves within a specific anaifriime (Stewart 1996:128). This method
was especially practical on rice plantations beeatusorrelated efficiently with the grid layout
of the rice fields. All versions of the task systeghed on the possibility of free time as
motivation for slaves to do their work, althouglwvdrs and or overseers were still used for
supervision purposes.

The other labor management system used on the waadhe gang labor system which
differed from the task system in that it used tireat of punishment inflicted by overseers and
drivers as a motivation for slaves working in thedds (Stewart 1996:128; Honerkamp and Bean
2009:4). It also typically followed a regular schézlwith slaves often working from sun-up
until a certain time in the evening. Randolph mayehdecided to deviate completely from his
father’'s methods and use the gang labor systemsinge the task system was already
established on Sapelo and the gang labor systemeladiyely uncommon on long-staple cotton
plantations, it is more likely that he chose to tieetask system (Flanders 1967:143-144). He
may have used a more rigid organization of theesyghat meant that the slaves generally
started and finished their allotted tasks at simifaes, allowing them to travel in groups to and
from the Chocolate tract.

Whatever his methods for slave and plantation mamagt, Randolph must have had the
approval of his father, who placed the south eradipg Plantation in Randolph’s care when he
passed away in 1851. Randolph was expected to amathte south end plantation until his son
Thomas Spalding I, the sole heir of his grandfdthestate, was old enough to claim it (Coulter
1940:300-301). Initially, Randolph ran both plamgatestates from his own home at Chocolate
Plantation, but after a fire burned down his resadein 1853, he and his family moved to his late
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father’s south end mansion (Wylly 1914:42). Agrtauhl activities presumably continued at
Bourbon Field and the rest of the north end aftermove, but Randolph undoubtedly relied

more than ever on drivers or overseers to supetivesslaves living throughout the island. In

1857 Randolph moved his family to a rented plaataiin Baldwin County, Georgia, but

continued plantation operations and visits to sitenid, using the south end mansion as a family
retreat (Wylly 1914:42-43; Sullivan 1990:137). # had employed no overseer or plantation
manager before, it is likely that he was forcetlite one once he became an absentee landowner
and slaveholder, although there is no record dfnfortunately, most of the historical details of
Sapelo plantation operations during Randolph’siieave been left to conjecture, as all
plantation records and family documents at thelsentl mansion disappeared or were destroyed
during the Civil War (Sullivan 1990:137).

In 1860, despite being on the precipice of civirwaeorgia plantations had made a
comeback since the cotton crisis of 1839 and thiesyread issues of soil depletion. The
development of commercial fertilizers and the mslon that cotton seed and livestock manure
also made excellent fertilizers rejuvenated Gegptaatations and the entire cotton belt
(Flanders 1967:93). Between 1839 and 1859, the atradicotton produced in Georgia nearly
doubled and in 1860 the number of Georgia slaveisldias at an all time high (Flanders
1967:67,82).

During this time of growth and relative prosperiRgandolph Spalding’s success as a
planter also seemed to reach new heights. In 1860alue of his real estate property was
$10,000 and the value of his personal property$t&g},000 (United States Bureau of the
Census 1860b). Furthermore, his plantation wasedahl $60,000 and comprised of 2,170
improved acres and 9,000 unimproved acres (UnitattSBureau of the Census 1860a). He
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also owned 252 slaves (United States Bureau aCéresus 1860c). Randolph’s overall increase
in property was undoubtedly due, at least in garhaving two plantations and most of an entire
island under his care. In the 1860 Agricultural &tlle, there was a dramatic increase in the
number and value of livestock and the amount apdsyf crops produced that far exceeded
Randolph’s agricultural property in 1850 (Unite@t®s Bureau of the Census 1850a, 1860a).
The Agricultural Schedule reported that Randolgéntation had a total livestock value of
$11,350, more than 9 times higher than the valde350. Additionally it recorded his plantation
as producing 200 bales of cotton (400 pounds e&gb)0 bushels of Indian corn, 30 and 3/4
tons of hay, and 2,025 pounds of rice, while in@8&andolph’s plantation had produced only a
fraction of those yields and did not produce aog.riThe combined size and value of the Sapelo
estates under Randolph’s care was formidable amdlated well with the “manorial ideal” that
only a very small number of antebellum plantersensdsle to attain. These elevated levels of
wealth, success, and prominence proved short-tddthe Civil War fast approaching (Vlach
1993:8).
The Civil War (1861-1865)

Most of the plantations on the Georgia Sea Islavele abandoned at the start of the
Civil War. The exodus began in December 1861 wheiotunaval forces gained control of the
coast and continued through April 1862, when Fafagki on the Savannah coast fell to Federal
forces compelling any planters still remaining ba Sea Islands to leave for the mainland
(Sullivan 1990:137; Humphries 1991:xxiii). Sometloé planters stayed close to the coast, but
others went far into central Georgia in an efforptotect their slaveholdings. Although
Randolph Spalding and his family had already rerddtiemselves from Sapelo to the mainland
coast in 1857, they had made frequent trips tasthed before Federal gunboats showed up in
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nearby waters and they had to abandon their haddnghe island altogether (Lovell 1932:267).
The abandonment of island plantations in 1861 veasimply a precaution, but a necessity
because the Georgia coast was already beginnifagecconflict. Federal warships were present
on the coast, tightening control of shipping andiggting lanes and gradually gaining a
stranglehold on the southern maritime economy (Humep 1991:xxiii). The predominance of
the Union ships on the Georgia coast preventedd&dienéte troops from occupying the coast for
any length of time. General Robert E. Lee had tteothe evacuation of the Sea Islands by
February 1862, ending the Confederate occupati@aptlo that had begun in 1861 (Sullivan
1990:137). The presence of the Union naval forcas so strong that eventually residents of the
city of Darien and the adjoining mainland coasbat®ved inland towards central Georgia,
leaving the once prosperous region all but desedan forces burned Darien to the ground in
June 1863, forcing the complete abandonment ofdlastal area (Sullivan 1990:294).
Throughout the war, the primary occupants of Sapele slaves most likely from the
Spalding and neighboring island plantations. Rapldblad taken most of the slaves from the
Spalding plantations with him when he moved tordrged plantation on the Georgia mainland,
but there may have been a small number that martageabid the forced migration to Baldwin
County (Sullivan 1990:366; Crook et al. 2003:21nidh troops, patrolling the nearby waters,
made periodic expeditions to the island and sontkeo§laves living there joined them. Between
the slaves living on the island and the brief Unsooupations, the Sapelo planter residences,
including Spalding’s south end mansion, were loptadidalized, and largely destroyed
(Sullivan 1990:137; Crook et al. 2003:21). Thougialing family members would eventually
return to the island, the ruins that remained efahtebellum planter residences served as a
reminder that they no longer reigned supreme dwetand and people of Sapelo. Randolph did
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not live to see the destruction of his family’smiktions. He was a Confederate army colonel in
the 29th Regiment of the Georgia Infantry, but cddady in the war on 17 March 1862 from
pneumonia at a camp in Savannah (Wylly 1914:43;81§872:1683; Sullivan 1990:137).
Reconstruction, the Postbellum Era, and Beyond31B850s)

In the final year of the Civil War, Sapelo andtak other Sea Islands along the coasts of
South Carolina, Georgia, and Florida were confextéty the federal government to be settled by
ex-slaves. The confiscation was initiated by Genatiliam Tecumseh Sherman’s Special Field
Order No. 15 issued on 12 January 1865, whichdtht all abandoned islands and abandoned
rice fields along rivers as far as 30 miles from tloast between Charleston, South Carolina and
Jacksonville, Florida were to be reserved for #tement of freedmen and women and
excluded from any white occupants (Humphries 1984).xSherman issued the order in an effort
to quell complaints that he had neglected the largebers of runaway slaves, who, desiring
freedom, had rushed to join his troops during &rmdus march through Georgia in 1864
(Humphries 1991:xxiv-xxv). Congress supported SkaarsiSpecial Field Order No. 15 and
ordered that all abandoned lands and propertyiaedand then divided into 40 acre units to be
settled by individual black families. To assistiie resettlement, the Bureau of Refugees,
Freedmen, and Abandoned Lands was established3aitleral Otis Howard appointed as its
head. The Freedmen’s Bureau placed Tunis CamabEkw Jersey black man, in charge of
resettling Sapelo, St. Catherines, Ossabaw, Cofpraeld Burnside Islands. By June 1865, 312
individual freedmen and women or families had reeeitheir own 40 acres on Sapelo and
schools had been established to educate the anieEiemphries 1991:xxv-xxvi). At the end of
1865, there were 900 free black men, women, ardrehi living on the island, farming and
becoming self-sufficient (Sullivan 1990:366).
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Though it was successful, the resettlement of Sagnd and the rest of the coast was
short-lived. Not long after the war had ended, iderg Andrew Johnson gave in to the constant
stream of complaints and demands of the formereAbitdowners, pardoning more than 20,000
planters and returning to them all confiscated land property (Humphries 1991:xxvi). The
Spalding family was among the pardoned, but threfasolence from the freed blacks living on
Sapelo prevented them from immediately returnintpér former estates. Before moving to the
island themselves, the Spaldings leased land tontwitherners, McBride (first name is
unknown) and S. D. Dickson, who tried to hire treetl blacks as sharecroppers (Sullivan
1990:366; Humphries 1991:xxvi-xxvii). Few actuadigned contracts with McBride and
Dickson, however, because they were wary of workimgvhites again and were enjoying their
newfound independence. Around the same time, Iy €866, Randolph’s widow, Mary Bass
Spalding, sold the 7,000 acres on the north ertdeoisland belonging to her late husband’s
estate to John N. A. Griswold of New York City addwport, Rhode Island, for about $50,000
(Mcintosh County Deed Records 1873:196-199; Wy8i§4:44-45; Sullivan 1990:366;
Humphries 1991:xxvii). Griswold hoped to developugcessful Sea Island cotton plantation and
had a residence built at High Point, although henspttle time on the island (Spalding 1914,
Sullivan 1990:367).

The next year, after Union troops came to Sapetofarted the restoration of Spalding
ownership, the family returned to the south end Thops ordered that the freed blacks either
sign labor contracts or leave the island, whiclilted in McBride and Dickson having better
success obtaining sharecropping contracts. Thespgoulators were at an advantage because
many of the freed blacks occupying Sapelo werel@axes of the Spaldings and did not want to
work for their former masters; however, their fraleht treatment of the sharecroppers created a
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variety of problems and McBride and Dickson lefamsl by 1867 (Sullivan 1990:366;
Humphries 1991:xxviii). Sapelo, once again, becanmaarily plantation property, despite the
changes brought about by the Civil War.

Bourbon Field and the other north end tracts wedeu Griswold’s ownership from
1866 to 1873 (Sullivan 1990:367; Crook et al. 2@23: Although he had high hopes for his
Sapelo property, Griswold’s Sea Island cotton @aoh was not particularly successful and he
ended up renting the north end to Archibald C. Md&y for $500 a year beginning in late 1870
and continuing through 1873 (Humphries 1991:52-83) McKinley was the husband of Sarah
“Sallie” Spalding, sister of Thomas Spalding II. ttWthe restoration of Spalding ownership on
the south end of the island, Thomas I, heir todsiate of his grandfather, the original Thomas
Spalding, had moved to the island with his broBeurke and widowed mother, Mary, hoping
to rebuild the property back to its former gloryy\Wy 1914:45; Sullivan 1990:368). Thomas I
and Bourke convinced McKinley to join them and hed &is wife moved to the residence
Griswold had built at High Point while their owrsrégence was being built on the south end of
the island. The Spalding brothers and McKinley bee®usiness partners, growing cotton and
other crops and raising cattle to sell to ships plagsed the island coming to and from Darien
and the surrounding area (Humphries 1991 :xxxvinixx

In addition to his joint business venture with 8galdings, McKinley planted cotton on
the north end property that he rented from Grisvesld subleased land to black tenant farmers
who paid the rent in shares equal to 6,444 pouhdstton at harvest time (Humphries
1991:xxxviii,87). Bourbon Field was one of the sedded properties. McKinley kept a journal
for most of his time on Sapelo and in it he mergibauling “rent cotton” from Bourbon Field in
November 1871 and 1872 (Humphries 1991:87,119nd4ed in his 6 November 1871 daily
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entry, “Went with Bourke to Bourbon, McCoy, and §&ten Point to get amount of land planted
there. The rent on those fields amounts to 3,23h@e seed cotton” (Humphries 1991:85).
According to later entries, Bourbon Field alonei¢gfly produced between 1,275 and 1,300
pounds of cotton at harvest time, which was a ant yield. McKinley’s use of the name
“Bourbon” for the Bourbon Field site represents ¢lagliest known use of the name in a primary
document (Sullivan 1990:431).

By 1873, McKinley and his wife had moved to thenroresidence at a site known
alternately as Barn Creek or Riverside, on thelspestern coast of Sapelo and Griswold sold
the north end of the island to James Cassin, anbline Yorker for $65,000 “(Figure 5)”
(Mcintosh Deed Records 1873:196-199; Humphries IRBXrook et al. 2003:23). McKinley
remained at Riverside until 1877 when he and Salbwed to Milledgeville, Georgia to live
with and care for his elderly father. The Spaldingthers, their wives, and their mother stayed
on the island continuing agricultural activitiesufiphries 1991:xl). The north end property
changed hands again in 1879, when Cassin lostrtpepy to Henry P. Townsend, also a New
Yorker, due to foreclosure. Two years later, Amaws/$er of Northampton, Massachusetts
purchased the property (Sullivan 1990:367; Humshti@91:240). While Cassin and Townsend
did not live on Sapelo, Sawyer resided at Chocdbédatation part-time and tried, like his
predecessor Griswold, to bring large-scale plaonadictivities back to the north end.

The situation at Bourbon Field seems to have clahtjle between the short tenures of
Cassin and Townsend and through Sawyer’s ownerarsmall settlement of black families
remained on the tract as tenants who sharecroppeadoother arrangements with the white
landowners that allowed them to rent the land (€retoal. 2003:24). Elsewhere on the island,
black residents were purchasing land and formieg thwn communities, asserting their
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independence and unique cultural identity as “SstlwGeechee.” The first Geechee-owned
tract was Raccoon BIluff, just south of Bourbon &iél group of Geechee who called
themselves the William Hillery Company purchasedd®an Bluff and the land around it,

totaling to 1,000 acres, from Hugh Street in 18 Geechee on Sapelo continued to buy
tracts for themselves through the 1880s from Sawagdrthe Spaldings (Crook et al. 2003:24-
25). Bourbon Field, however, never came under ttreeoship of Geechee residents. Sawyer and
his family owned the tract until 1912 when Howarddeffin, Chief Engineer and Vice

President of the Hudson Motor Company of Detraitchased most of Sapelo for commercial
and recreational pursuits (Moore 1897; Mcintoshi@piDeed Records 1912:234-235; Sullivan
1990:601)

Based on interviews of older Geechee residentsari990s, there were three Geechee
families who lived in the Bourbon Field area durBawyer’s tenure and possibly while Coffin
attempted to expand his property holdings on Safi&look et al. 2003). The Geechee residents
included Liberty Handy, his two daughters, CaraeClara) and Lilla, and his three sons,
Manson, Abraham, and Edward, as well as Billy Raiskiamily, and James Green’s family.
These families were probably sharecroppers anchtéaaners, cultivating cotton on the tract, as
had been done since the antebellum period, if efatrb (Crook et al. 2003:25-26,81). They were
the last full-time occupants of the Bourbon Fiektt, as all of the Sapelo Geechee communities
were consolidated into the single residential afddog Hammock at the south end of the island
by 1964. Richard J. Reynolds, Jr., heir to hisdd#hthriving tobacco business, purchased
Coffin’'s Sapelo property in 1934 and, in additiorother developments on the island, managed
to expand his holdings by encouraging and presg@ieechee residents to sell their land
elsewhere on the island in exchange for lots in Hagimock (Crook et al. 2003:37). In 1969,
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five years after Reynolds’s death, his wife, Annamasold a majority of the north end of
Sapelo, including Bourbon Field, to the State obfge to serve as the Richard J. Reynolds

State Wildlife Refuge (Crook et al. 2003:39).
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CHAPTER V
ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESEARCH METHODS

Field Work

Three primary objectives served to guide the 20@aeations in the northwestern region
of Bourbon Field: 1) determine the spatial bouretaaf the colonial, early American,
antebellum, and postbellum occupations of the jteletermine the temporal parameters of
these historic occupations, including peaks arld aflactivity; and 3) determine the site’s
function and significance as it pertained to theelder plantation-oriented culture and economy
of Sapelo Island during the 18th- and 19th-censurie

The 2007 and 2008 survey excavations previouslducted by UWF field school crews
had covered much of the designated northwestem b there were still gaps in the
established 20 m interval survey grid and the djpgaarameters of the historic components had
not yet been determined. The first phase of ardbgeal research consisted of shovel test
excavations. Ultimately, 38 50 x 50 cm square shtagts were excavated within the established
northwestern area, filling in gaps in the surveg @gnd extending grid north to the Blackbeard
Creek shoreline and grid west just beyond and ab@st Perimeter Road (Figure 8). While East
Perimeter Road proved to be a clear western bowvridathe historic components in the
southern portion of the designated area, the webs@undary became more difficult to define
closer to the northern creek shoreline. Thus, aneof the western boundary, shovel tests were
excavated between East Perimeter Road to the aadtthe creek shoreline to the north moving
further and further westward until reaching thes&irts of a large slough, which appeared to be

a natural boundary line for the historic components
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Shovel tests were laid out on the establishedagritD m intervals and were excavated in
20 cm levels measuring from the ground surfacehBael| was screened separately through
1/8” mesh, excluding features which were screeheslgh 1/16” mesh. These designated
intervals, levels, and screen mesh sizes ensuataé¢v shovel test data was consistent with and
comparable to the previous UWF survey excavatiomslocted at Bourbon Field. In general, the
shovel tests were oriented and excavated with ahend point (marked by a stake) in the
northeast corner. During the field work the projeatle of “10S” was assigned to the
excavations.

The shovel tests were excavated over the courdee# visits to the island. The initial
excavations took place in February 2010. The piyrparpose of the trip was a fundraising
event called Weekend for Wildlife that occurs arlyuan Sapelo and other nearby Georgia Sea
Islands. During Weekend for Wildlife, for two dayssmall crew of UWF and University of
Tennessee at Chattanooga (UTC) students and é&spiective professors, Norma Harris and
Nick Honerkamp, re-established the UWF survey fionch 2007 and 2008 and excavated three
shovel tests.

In order to re-establish the grid, the UWF and WF&w located an old permanent
property marker that was put in either by HowardCEffin or Richard J. Reynolds, Jr., as well
as two PVC pipe and concrete markers put in by UpAdviously in the tree line just north and
northwest of the cleared field “(Figure 8)” (Norarris 2012, pers. comm.). These three
markers had each been assigned specific northimysastings within the former total station
grid during UWF'’s previous investigations: 1363.R8397.491E for the permanent property
marker and 1260N 880E and 1320N 880E for the twG P\e and concrete markers. Using
these three known points, the crew oriented tred sétion to the 2007/2008 UWF grid and shot
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in new points that corresponded to that grid (Feg@i. Because the permanent datums were not
located in the designated northwestern portiomefsite where the new shovel tests were to be
laid out, temporary datums were shot in and usedefections as the total station was moved
closer and closer to the desired area. Once thedgiaition had been moved to a suitable location,
the first three shovel tests were laid out and exieal.

With the UWF grid re-established and the first sldests completed, survey
excavations continued with greater efficiency ahd faster pace on the next two visits to the
site. A small crew of UWF students and principalastigator Norma Harris traveled to Sapelo
in May 2010, joining the UTC archaeology field sohded by Nick Honerkamp. Over the
course of five days, the combined UTC and UWF crexmsavated 21 shovel tests. A smaller
UWF and UTC crew of volunteers returned to Bourbaid in August 2010 for the final set of
excavations, bringing the total number of shovsisé¢o 38. This last set of shovel tests finalized
the boundaries associated with the Bourbon Fieldithwestern historic components and filled
in the remaining gaps in the UWF grid that werestdered high probability areas for historic
artifacts. The designation of “high probability atevas based on the recovery of heavy
concentrations of historic artifacts in the shaesks excavated in close proximity to a particular
gap in the grid. Defining the western boundarythar site’s historic components proved to be
the most difficult survey objective and its fulfilent required a majority of the shovel tests. To
make sure that Eastern Perimeter Road and theslrggh associated with Bourbon Field’s
northern shoreline together formed a definitive teasboundary, multiple shovel tests were
excavated on the western side of the road andgarjadtal shovel test was excavated off of the
grid on the western side of the slough. All of #nebovel tests were found to be sterile, and thus
the proposed western boundary line was confirmedjte 8).”
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While the final set of shovel test excavationsenenderway, a north-south trench was
set up through the center of the tabby remains.plinpose of the trench excavations was to
determine the function of the former structurewal as an approximate date range for the
structure’s occupation and use. As the only abaweergd articulated historic structural feature
known to exist at Bourbon Field, a better undetagn of the original purpose and significance
was considered important for accurate interpratatf the site’s 18th- and 19th-century
occupations.

The tabby remains are modest and highly erodedheidformer function is therefore
not readily apparent. They are rectangular in shatfedimensions of approximately 2.5 m east-
west by 1.25 m north-south. Inside the small talgdzyangle there are no above-ground tabby
remains or features. The eastern half of the rgtéans more intact than the western half, but the
top of the walls in the eastern half is little mt¢inan 20 cm above the surrounding ground
surface. Much of the tabby in the western halthef tectangle is eroded and the dimensions of
the west wall are only discernable through probiftgere is a noticeable rise in the topography
surrounding the tabby remains and probing pridh&excavations indicated that a significant
amount of tabby rubble below the modern groundasgtreated this rise.

A trench cutting through the center of the remaind extending north and south through
the tabby rubble was ultimately agreed upon asrbst ideal layout because the perpendicular
placement of the trench would not only expose posgiof both the north and south walls of the
remains for close examination, but could also regeliural material and architectural features
inside the rectangular remains and allow for comspas between the assemblages recovered
north and south of the remains (Figure 10). Befisrprecise dimensions were determined, a
center point for the trench was established inthddabby remains, 1.25 m from the outside
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FIGURE 10. Layout of Trench 10 through Bourbon é®lbbove-ground tabby remains prior to
excavations. (Courtesy of the UWF Archaeology toss, 2010.)
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edges of the east and west walls of the rectamgleapproximately 62.5 cm from the outside
edges of the north and south walls. Because theemesalf of the tabby rectangle widens and is
much less visible, the trench was set up in refexe¢a and parallel with the intact eastern wall.

A map created by the 2007 UWF field school studemdisided the exact dimensions of
the subsurface tabby rubble associated with thairesrand was used to determine an
appropriate length for the trench (Figure 11). $bethern half of the trench was laid out to
extend just beyond the concentration of tabby relolelpicted in the map, approximately 4.5 m
from the center point inside the remains. For csirsicy’s sake, the northern half of the trench
was symmetrical to the southern half, also extemdpproximately 4.5 m from the center point.
In this way, the two halves were set up to prowidmparable datasets. The width of the trench
was only 50 cm with the trench walls running 25east and west of the center point in order to
make the completion of trench excavations possitlen the strict time constraints of seven
field days, and for the purpose of conserving aonitgj of the tabby remains for future research
efforts. The trench was designated as Trench pdeteent any possible duplication of numbers
with previous excavations at Bourbon Field.

The 9 x 0.5 m Trench 10 was divided into unitsr@aximately 1 x 0.5 m to provide
tighter contextual control for diagnostic and atetiurally significant artifacts and features
(Figure 12). The density of architectural debrishie southern units made the maintenance of
straight walls problematic at times, and the dinams of some units were slightly irregular. For
the units that were adjoining the northern andtseurt walls of the tabby remains, the tabby
walls were included as part of the unit's 1 m léngthich meant that the actual unit excavations

occurred within a smaller area than the other yn&s85 or 90 cm x 50 cm). The units were
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tabby remains. (Drawing by author, 2012.)
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numbered one through nine, beginning with the mortimost unit and including the area inside
the tabby remains as a separate, albeit smaller uni

For a greater degree of vertical contextual contha@ units were excavated in 10 cm
levels instead of the 20 cm levels used in the shiests. Each level was screened through 1/8”
mesh and features were screened through 1/16” iésén extremely dense tabby rubble or
large, articulated architectural components wemdentered in the units, excavations ceased so
that features of the former structure and its wtercollapse could be examined and documented
in situ, without removing large, intact architectural rensaln those areas, excavations stopped
completely and the architectural components wdtenglace. This was necessary in all of the
units in the southern portion of Trench 10 wheeedtchitectural debris from the former
structure were concentrated, but in none of thesunithe northern portion. In the northern units
there was a significantly smaller amount of tabliyhle with no clear articulation of
architectural components and, thus, the excavapomseeded through two full levels of sterile
subsoil (Figure 13).

Before the trench excavations began, an opticasiravas used to take elevations for the
corners of all of the units, the center of each,and the tops and bottoms of the tabby walls
included in Trench 10. Significant elevation di#faces existed across the units in the trench,
mainly due to the rise on which the tabby rectamgds situated. Thus, to reduce the likelihood
of confusion between levels in different units andimplify elevation conversions, the levels
were standardized across all of Trench 10. Using vaconverted transit measurements, this
meant that in every unit of Trench 10, Level 1 &0 meters below datum (mbd) to 1.30 mbd,
Level 2 was 1.30 mbd to 1.40 mbd and so on. The tdatum” in this instance, refers to the
elevation of the crosshairs in the transit’s viegvialescope, or, in other words, what is known as
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FIGURE 13. Excavations i he thrn portifamgground and northern portion
(backgroundl of Trench 10. (Courtesy of the UWF Archaeologstitute, 2010.)
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the transit’'s Height of Instrument (Hol). Becausenich 10’s standardized levels required
precision, measures were taken to ensure thatahsit elevation readings were consistent each
day, which included placing the transit tripod &g spot every morning and establishing a
standard Hol of 1.45 mbd for the transit.

At the beginning of trench excavations, the totalisn was set up near Trench 10 for
mapping purposes. The precise coordinates andtelesdor each unit's datum point in the
northeast corner were recorded, as well the coatelsnand elevations for the corners and
interior center point of the rectangular tabby remeaAdditionally, an elevation measurement
compatible with the UWF total station grid was detimed for the transit’s Hol to allow for
elevation conversions between the two survey insnis.

As excavations proceeded, it became clear thaastwot necessary for all of the units
inside Trench 10 to be excavated. The significasemblages recovered in the southern units, as
well as the important architectural components egdan the floors and profiles of those units
made the excavation of the entire southern poudfdhe trench a priority. The northern portion
of the trench, however, with its lack of articutht@rchitectural remains, was not fully excavated.
The two units excavated in the northern part ohthel0--Units 2 and 4--produced a substantial
assemblage of historic artifacts and revealedtandidayer of tabby rubble as well as a burned
layer in their profiles, but provided little arobatural information. As Unit 2 and Unit 4
contained similar artifact assemblages and had acabpe profiles, it seemed unlikely that
excavating the remaining northern units (Units d @hwould produce much in the way of new
information. With the strict time constraints tlare in place, the excavation of other units that

were more likely to provide additional informatitwok precedence.
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In addition to the six units excavated in the nemthand southern parts of Trench 10,
there was a unit excavated inside the rectangaldoytremains. This unit, however, was not
excavated in line with Trench 10. Probing and aptimoughout the interior of the tabby
rectangle indicated that the center area insideeiimains was devoid of architectural material
and any significant concentration of artifacts.slaid may have been the result of looting or
unrecorded excavations and suggested that ther@etewas unlikely to produce much data on
the former structure. Probing and coring in bo#heéhstern and western areas inside the
rectangular remains, adjacent to Trench 10 indictte presence of subsurface tabby and other
cultural material. Ultimately, the western portiointhe interior of the tabby remains was chosen
for excavations, because the probe had met withfgignt resistance at multiple depths,
indicating possible architectural features or otlmehaeological anomalies. This western area
was designated as Unit 10, since the center asadeithe tabby remains had already been
labeled as Unit 5. Unit 10 was bounded to the n@ahth, and west by the interior edges of the
highly deteriorated tabby rectangle walls, and eoéel east approximately 50 cm from the inside
edge of the west wall “(Figure 12).” The result veggroximately a 65 x 50 cm unit, which was
excavated in the standardized 10 cm levels umtillstsubsoil was encountered.

During the last few days of field work, one moretuvas laid out and excavated
in line with Trench 10. Unit 11 was put in approxitely 2 m north of Unit 1 and was smaller
than the other Trench 10 units with dimensionsrdy 80 x 50 cm “(Figure 12).” The primary
purpose of excavating Unit 11 was to determineetttent of the burned layer that was
uncovered in the northern units of Trench 10. Tlbeecproximity of the tabby rubble and
burned layers in the profiles of Units 2 and 4wad as the recovery of numerous burned
artifacts suggested that the layer might represestituctural burning episode. Therefore, a
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determination of the extent of the burned layerhihad in an estimation of the burned
structure’s original size. A core tool was usedétermine the approximate edge of the burned
layer and Unit 11 was laid out roughly over theeldy edge in line with Trench 10. Unit 11 was
excavated in the standardized 10 cm levels usesvbkse in the trench and ended after hitting
sterile subsoil. The east and west profiles, whieeeburned layer edges were most evident were
photographed and drawn before the unit was bae#fill

The final component of the Trench 10 excavatioas & 25 x 50 cm slot trench in Unit 6
along the outside edge of the southern wall otahéy remains (Figure 14). The purpose of the
slot trench was to gain a better understanding®fstructure represented by the tabby remains
and its utilization through a comparison of thetdlegnd content of the cultural deposits on each
side of the remains. Among other findings, such gamnsons could yield information on whether
or not multiple building episodes are representethb tabby remains and the architectural
rubble. Since the large concentrations of artiedaabby debris in the southern portion of
Trench 10 had prevented excavations from continuntaysterile subsoil, the depth and contents
of the cultural deposits below those structural ponents remained uncertain. The slot trench
provided a way to determine the approximate deptheocultural deposits on the south side of
the rectangular tabby remains, and produced aftsigni sample of artifacts below the top layer
of tabby debris without having to remove a largdipa of the intact architectural remains. For
the sake of speed and efficiency, it was excavasesl whole, rather than in levels. Once sterile
subsoil was encountered, excavation of the slathreeased and its profiles and plan view were
photographed and drawn.

Various forms of documentation were used to reperdinent information from the units
associated with Trench 10. Before any excavatiook place, the entire trench and the
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FIGURE 14. Slot trench inside of Unit 6, Trench 10
(Courtesy of the UWF Archaeology Institute, 2010.)
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rectangular tabby remains were photographed. Tloeeyery level that was excavated in each
individual unit, a UWF Level Form was filled outthiinformation regarding the level's
elevation, Munsell description, artifact assemb]agsociated features, disturbances, and soil
samples. Additionally, at the end of each leveldlam view of the unit was photographed and
mapped, with the exception of Units 10 and 11 imcWwhdue to time constraints, the plan views
were only mapped if there was any evidence of chsiysoil color and/or texture. At the end of
excavations, all of the unit profiles were also folgopaphed, and mapped. As an additional record
of the Trench 10 excavations, photographs werentblgeNick Honerkamp from the branches of
a nearby tree of all the units except for Unit bl ¢he slot trench, which had not yet been
excavated (Figure 15).
Lab Work

The artifact bags amassed over the course of etioagsat Bourbon Field were
transported to and stored in artifact boxes atttiections facility, Building 49, on the UWF
campus until they could be sorted and processesllakbhwork associated with the Bourbon
Field assemblage began after the final set ofa&tsffrom the August excavations had dried and
the work continued over the course of the Fall 2840 Spring 2011 semesters. The lab work
was carried out by the author with the assistafnéeur archaeology graduate students. Initially,
each provenience was rough sorted at the lab amdttie proveniences were fully processed and
coded by the author in the UWF Anthropology Deparitrarchaeology lab under the
supervision of lab director Jan Lloyd and principeadestigator Norma Harris.

During the rough sorting stage of lab work, thé&acts in each provenience were
separated and sorted into groups according toagdegeneral attributes. The contents of the 10S
proveniences were sorted using stacked 1/4” mediid” mesh screens. All of the artifacts
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in the 1/4” screen were sorted and bagged whilefahe material that ended up below in the
1/16” screen was scanned quickly for any significatifacts to be pulled and then bagged
together as “<1/4” scanned.” For the especiallggamulti-bag proveniences, a standard sample
of 1,000 g of tabby and 500 g of oyster shell waained, and additional amounts of either
material were discarded. The original total weigihd the discarded weight were recorded on the
bag containing the sample. Tabby mortar or tabhgtpl with special characteristics, such as
whitewashed or lathing marked tabby, was not inetlish the 1,000 g sample

The full processing of the Bourbon Field (10S) maences was conducted primarily by
the author. In most cases, only the ceramics amdldss were washed before processing, and
the other artifacts were dry-brushed on an as rikkdsis. Once all artifacts were clean and dry,
they were identified and separated using standeddiAVF database codes for material types
and attributes. The “< 1/4” scanned” material facte provenience was also re-examined in
greater detail and any newly discovered uniqueamgrabstic artifacts were pulled out and
identified with the rest of the artifacts in thepenience. Each separated and identified artifact
or group of artifacts was recorded on UWF archagpolab code sheets and bagged in archival-
grade bags and labeled with the appropriate preweeiinformation. As the lab work
progressed, the director, Jan Lloyd, checked thigoas artifact identification and the code sheet
information for each provenience and then inputatigact data into the UWF Microsoft
Access© 10S database. The entire database foOftteBburbon Field excavations was
completed in May 2011. The fully processed 10S @neences have been returned to UWF’s
collection facility, along with the paperwork andgios associated with the 10S project, and will
remain there until the Georgia state archaeologtpiests a specific date and permanent storage
facility for the return of the collection to Geoagi
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CHAPTER VI
SHOVEL TEST EXCAVATIONS: DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS
Survey excavations at Bourbon Field produced ardé/historic assemblage that
revealed more details about the historic occupatadrihe site than could be deduced from its
incomplete and often scanty historical record. edpe general lack of historical evidence
indicating long-term intensive occupations of Baurl-ield before the Civil War, the data set
resulting from shovel test excavations in the nedstern area is substantial and suggests that
occupations of the site occurred relatively eamlyhie historic period. The artifact assemblage
has a decidedly domestic composition and contamsypes and variety of artifacts that would
be used as part of regular household activitiesdailg life on a farm or plantation. The
discovery of such a substantial domestic assemliageates that Bourbon Field was
significantly more than an agricultural field dugiat least part of the historic period and
provides a great deal of new information about pations at the site.
Establishing Boundaries for Bourbon Field’s HismfComponents
One of the principal goals of the archaeologicaéstigations in the study area was to
clearly define the parameters of the site’s histoamponents outside of the heavily plowed
field. While the results of previous archaeologicakstigations at Bourbon Field had revealed
that the primary historic occupation area was ertorthwestern portion of the site, the precise
location, distribution, and extents of the histar@mponents had yet to be identified.
Establishing the boundaries of the historic resesigas a basic, but necessary objective in
evaluating the type, degree of intensity, and $igamce of the 18th- and 19th-century

occupations at Bourbon Field.

102



When combined with the shovel test survey resutts1fthe 2007 and 2008 University of
West Florida (UWF) field schools, the 2010 survayadrevealed a surprisingly contained
historic occupation area with definable paramet€igure 16). To the north, the historic
components were bounded generally by BlackbeardikCrowever, in most areas along the
northern part of the grid, including the landinggite was a buffer of relatively sterile shovelgest
starting between 20 and 40 m before the terrainem#he steep drop down to the creek
shoreline, indicating that daily domestic acti\gtduring the historic period generally did not
occur directly on the water’s edge.

The eastern boundary of the historic componentspimrast, cannot be delineated by
geographical or topographical features, but insteadarked by a gradual decline in the number
of historic artifacts and an increase in the nundfddative American prehistoric and
protohistoric artifacts found in the shovel teStise 960E grid line essentially marks the eastern
boundary for the historic occupation area. Histoatcamics stopped appearing in shovel tests
east of the 960E grid line, with the exception g@lan delft sherd and an Ichtucknee Blue on
White Majolica sherd, each the only one of its kiadnd during UWF investigations at Bourbon
Field, which were recovered in units on the 1020& B040E lines, respectively. In the shovel
tests between the 960E and 1040E lines, a few btphes of historic material were recovered,
primarily small glass and iron artifacts, but th#ésens were infrequent and very low in number.
The recovery of historic artifacts ceased altogedifier the 1040E grid line, approximately 80 m
from the site’s northeastern shoreline. The shtastk with large, midden-like concentrations of
historic artifacts actually stopped a significarstance west of the 960E line, approximately on
the 840E line, and the size and diversity of tisdnic assemblage diminished consistently from
that point eastward.
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A large portion of the southern boundary for thienary historic components at Bourbon
Field corresponds roughly to the northern edgdefcleared field. The least disturbed historic
deposits recovered in the shovel test surveyseositie existed north of the 1300N grid line,
which means that only the northernmost portiorhefc¢leared field is included in the primary
historic occupation area. The southern parametkcated by the shovel test data suggests that
the primary area used for historic domestic acéigibordered the presumed agricultural field,
but that the two areas may have been kept intealtioseparate, possibly due to the different
functions they served. This apparent separationleayisleading, however, as Lewis Larson’s
1974 and 1977 unit excavations in the cleared figdoroduce significant numbers of historic
artifacts, providing possible evidence of domeattvities occurring south of the proposed
boundary line (Larson 1977, 1980b:37,42-44; Cro®80b:82-84). Long-term plowing and
mowing of the field has made it difficult to confirthe existence of historic occupation areas
within its limits.

The parameters for the historic material recovangtie westernmost portion of the study
area did not extend as far south as the 1300NligedEast Perimeter Road, existing
approximately 80 m north of the 1300N line, is stidict southwestern boundary for the western
components. The shovel tests north and northeaseabad were almost always positive for
historic artifacts, but the shovel tests excavatdtie immediate vicinity and south of the road in
various places were consistently sterile, devoidmyf historic components. In addition to
providing a clear southwestern boundary line, #ok lof historic artifacts south of the road also
indicates that East Perimeter Road may have existeoime form during the historic period. It

may have been a road that connected Bourbon FEelther plantation sites on Sapelo, a
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possibility made more likely by the fact that BoonbField was often owned in conjunction with
other north end tracts by a single planter durireghistoric period.

The establishment of the western boundary for th#iic occupation area proved to be a
particularly difficult task as the historic compaone extended further west than originally
predicted and continued through thick palmetto gsoand some of Bourbon Field’s densest
wooded areas. Two major landmarks formed the biuthkeowestern parameter for the historic
components: East Perimeter Road and a sloughifbeatrdo Bourbon Field’s northern shoreline
“(Figure 2).” Sloughs are “elongate brackish osfravater swamps” and, on Sapelo, they
developed from Holocene lagoons that were “paytidled with eroded sands” from adjacent
beach ridges (McMichael 1980:47). While East Per@amBoad definitively formed the
southernmost part of the western boundary liney@stward route left the remaining northern
portion of the western boundary to be defined leyslough that extends southward from the
creek shoreline. The slough and the densely woadkalaround it created a natural boundary for
historic components in the designated northwegiertion of Bourbon Field. Significant
numbers of historic artifacts were recovered inghevel tests east of the area surrounding the
slough, but those findings ended by the 620E gnigl, lapproximately 40 m east the slough, and
the judgmental shovel test excavated west of thegsl as well as a pedestrian survey along the
western edge of the slough produced no historifaat$ or signs of historic occupation.
Stratigraphy

The shovel tests excavated in the historic occoparea revealed a generally consistent
stratigraphy. The cultural deposits were shallaxely extending more than 40 cm below the
ground surface and sometimes ending as early amatelow the ground surface. As a result,
many of the shovel tests were no more than 60 @p (teree 20 cm excavation levels),
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although a few extended 80 cm below the groundasarfThe shovel tests most commonly
contained three to four strata (Table 1) (Figure Coltural deposits were limited to the first two
strata. The third stratum of sterile subsoil stratften extended to the bottom of the shovel test,
although, in some units, a compact spodic horizas @ncountered below the subsoil. A spodic
horizon consists of hardpan, or compacted, nearpenetrable soil, which has been cemented
by a combination of iron and high densities of migamatter, and can range in color from a
reddish color to very dark hues (Wilding et al. 328.8-219). The spodic horizon in northwest
Bourbon Field may represent a relict slough, batektent and precise distribution of the
horizon could not be determined since cultural dépavere quite shallow in many places and
shovel test excavations often ceased after ongetB0 cm levels, which was above the depth
that the spodic horizon was typically encountek&tlile there were some variations from the
typical three to four strata shovel tests, theyalfisistently shared relatively shallow cultural

deposits and ended with either the spodic horizdiglt gray or white subsoil.

TABLE 1
STRATIGRAPHY TYPICAL OF SHOVEL TESTS IN NORTHWEST@®JRBON FIELD
Stratum | Depth (cmbs) | Munsell Designation(s) Soil Type andd@sistency
1 0-20 10YR3/2 very dark grayish brown, Semi-compact, fine-grain
10YR2/1 black, or 10YR 5/1 gray | sand (includes root mat)
2 10-40 10YR4/1 dark gray or 10YR3/1 | Semi-compact, fine-grain
very dark gray sand
3 20-60 10YR7/1 light gray or 10YR 8/1 | Semi-compact, very fine-
white grain sand
42 50-80 10YR2/1 black or 10YR3/2 very | Hardpan, compact, very
dark brown fine-grain sand

Note: The depths shown for each stratum reprebBentange of elevations where that particular

stratum most commonly fell, and do not reflectéxact beginning and ending depths for each

stratum. For that reason, there is a significariuam of overlap across the depths listed for each

statum. Depth is measured as centimeters belowndrsurface (cmbs).

@Stratum 4 was not found in every shovel test, riksly because shovel tests excavations often
ceased at 60 cmbs.
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FIGURE 17. Typical four strata shovel test profiienorthwest Bourbon Field.
(Courtesy of the UWF Archaeology Institute, 2010.)
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Native American Artifact Assemblage

Despite thousands of years of occupations at BouHield, the assemblage recovered in
most of the study area was, surprisingly, singleyoonent. In the primary areas with heavy
concentrations of historic artifacts northwest dl surrounding the above-ground tabby remains
there was only a very sparse distribution of Nafiveerican ceramics and small chert flakes.
Most of the shovel tests in these areas did natyme any Native American ceramics or other
evidence of prehistoric or protohistoric occupasio@ne significant exception was the discovery
of a concentration of Altamaha Complicated-Stangleztds (Feature 1002) in one of the
westernmost shovel tests (1440N660E) (Figures 98,The sherds appeared to be from the
same vessel and were found in a slightly concaapeshas if a single pot had been dropped face-
down and then left on the ground; however, thedshdid not form a complete vessel.
Carbonized wood was the only artifact found in eahtvith the broken pot. A few historic
artifacts were found above the feature and onudhiace a large fragment of tabby was found
adjacent to the shovel test. Below the featuréenlight gray sand classified as subsoil in other
shovel tests, there was a single small utilizedtdtake, which may be associated with an earlier
prehistoric occupation. Thus, the feature appetrdé@ associated with a single isolated incident
and not a prolonged protohistoric occupation irt gaaticular area.

The general lack of Native American componenis iarge portion of the historic
occupation area is puzzling as Native Americarieats and features predominate at the site as a
whole. The eastern boundary for the historic coneptsis actually marked by an increase in the
frequency of Native American sherds recovered ovshtests. As the number of Native
American artifacts increased, the number of histartifacts decreased until the historic
components ceased altogether. Though the reasbimgllibe apparent separation of the primary
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FIGURE 18. Map of northwest Bourbon Field with tbheation of Feature 1002 indicated.

| Inches
0 1 2 3 4 5
Centimeters

FIGURE 19. Altamaha Complicated-Stamped sherds ffeature 1002.
(Courtesy of the UWF Archaeology Institute, 2012.)
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historic occupation area from the major Native Aicean archaeological components have yet to
be determined, future research efforts may shéx ¢ig the subject.
Historic Artifact Assemblage and South’s ArtifacbGps

Within the newly established boundaries for thetdric components of the Bourbon
Field study area, shovel tests produced a substassemblage that included a variety of
significant and diagnostic artifacts. When plage&tianley South’s (1977) function-based
historic artifact groups, the artifacts recovenemf the 126 shovel tests excavated in the
northwest area indicate that Bourbon Field didatetays serve strictly as a satellite agricultural
tract, but was also the site of regular, long-tdomestic activities (Table 2). The substantial
architectural assemblage suggests that there wdtgl® structures at the site made from
varying combinations of wood, tabby mortar and f@igsand brick, while the kitchen group is
indicative of household activities and day-to-daynlg (Tables 3, 4). Besides a large number of
historic ceramics, the kitchen artifacts includeldag preparation and serving vessels and
utensils, as well as a variety of faunal matehat ranges from domestic animals to wild game
(Figure 20) (Table 5). Additionally, the signifidaamount of shell recovered in the shovel tests
is evidence both of the utilization of tabby asastruction material and the dietary importance
of seafood for Bourbon Field’s historic occuparitalfle 6).

The other artifact groups, though not as substamalso provide evidence of a regular
occupation of the site (Otto 1984; Cabak and Gro@0€6:62). Artifacts belonging to the arms,
activities, and tobacco groups reveal evidenceib$istence and recreational activities like
hunting and fishing, in addition to agriculturala&d activities (Tables 7, 8, 9). The clothing and
personal artifacts, which were unlikely to be disp of intentionally, suggest continual traffic
in portions of the historic occupation area anda@s possible evidence of the presence of
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individuals with different socioeconomic status€alfles 10, 11). Additionally, the furniture
artifacts like the brass furniture tacks and eswa plate seem to represent household furniture
that was not merely functional, but decorative afl Wable 12) (Figure 21).

TABLE 2
SHOVEL TEST ARTIFACTS, BY GROUP

Artifact Group | Count Weight (g) | Weight (%)

Activities -- 47.8 0.0
Architecture -- 28007.6 17.0
Arms 32 104 0.0
Clothing 6 3.1 0.0
Furniture 11 4.5 0.0
Kitchen -- 1202.5 0.7
Othef -- 36.9 0.0
Personal 3 0.4 0.0
Shelf -- 136481.6 82.3
Tobacco 17 32.9 0.0
Total 69 165827.7 100.0

Note: Some artifacts are weighed, but not coumeatie UWF Archaeology Lab. Groups that

contain artifacts without a recorded count havelaia entered in the “Count” column in the

tables and are not included in the count total.

8This group is not one of South’s (1977) artifaciups, but the artifacts associated with it do
not fit easily into any of the established greup

TABLE 3

ARCHITECTURE GROUP ARTIFACTS FROM SHOVEL TESTS
Artifact Type Count | Weight (g) | Weight (%)
Bracket, Iron 1 8.5 0.0
Brick Fragments, Handmade 5 556.8 2.0
Brick Fragments, >1/2” Indeterminate 103 3354.6 12.0
Brick Fragments, <1/2” Indeterminate -- 68.2 0.2
Clay, Fired -- 12.7 0.1
Glass, Window 2 3.6 0.0
Hook, Hardware 1 9.4 0.0
Nails, Cut 60 134.4 0.5
Nails, Indeterminate 114 142.6 0.5
Nails, Wrought 14 33.6 0.1
Screw 1 0.3 0.0
Spike, Iron 1 15.2 0.1
Tabby Brick Fragments 2 988.5 3.5
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TABLE 3 (CONTINUED)
ARCHITECTURE GROUP ARTIFACTS FROM SHOVEL TESTS

Artifact Type Count | Weight (g) | Weight (%)
Tabby Mortar, Finished + 218.4 0.8
Tabby Mortar, Unmodified - 20817.2 74.3
Tabby Plaster, Lathing Marked -- 582.5 2.1
Tabby Plaster, Whitewashed -- 1061.1 3.8
Total 304 28007.6 100.0
TABLE 4
KITCHEN GROUP ARTIFACTS FROM SHOVEL TESTS
Artifact Type Count | Weight (g) | Weight (%)
Bone, Unmodified - 263.9 21.9
Ceramics, Historic 188 428.9 35.7
Container Fragments, Iron -- 8.0 0.7
Cooking Pot Fragments, Iron 1 7.7 0.6
Glass, Case Bottle A 20.0 1.7
Glass, Drinking 1 0.1 0.0
Glass, Indeterminate 51 30.8 2.6
Glass, Other Bottle 14 28.0 2.3
Glass, Very Thin @ 1.7 0.1
Glass, Wine Bottle 72 396.8 33.0
Knife Blade, Iron 1 16.6 1.4
Total 338 1202.5 100.0

Inches
0 1 2
T T "R

1 2 3 4
Centimeters

FIGURE 20. Iron knife blade fragments recovered Bhovel test.
(Courtesy of the UWF Archaeology Institute, 2012.)
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TABLE 5

UNMODIFIED BONE FROM SHOVEL TESTS

Bone Type Weight (g)| Weight (%)
Amphibian, Indeterminate 3.3 1.3
Bird, Indeterminate 4.2 1.6
Bone, Indeterminate 96,8 36.7
Catfish 3.0 1.1
Cow 2.9 1.1
Deer 8.3 3.1
Drum/Sheepshead 30 1.1
Fish, Indeterminate 247 9.4
Mammal, Indeterminate 270 10.2
Mammal, Indeterminate Large 68.8 26.1
Mammal, Indeterminate Smal 2,6 1.0
Opossum 0.1 0.0
Pig 7.5 2.8
Reptile, Indeterminate 0.4 0.2
Rodent, Indeterminate 0/3 0.1
Stingray 0.3 0.1
Turtle 10.7 4.1
Total 263.9 100.0
TABLE 6
SHELL FROM SHOVEL TESTS
Shell Type Weight (g)| Weight (%)
Barnacle 20.9 0.0
Cockle 17.2 0.0
Conch 52.4 0.0
Crab 1.2 0.0
Gastropod, Indeterminate 60.2 0.0
Mercenaria (Clam) 8073.4 5.9
Oyster 90821.1 66.6
Scallop/Cockle, Indeterminate 9.4 0.0
Shell, Indeterminate 35986/0 26.4
Whelk 1439.8 1.1
Total 136481.6 100.0

Note: The shell was not included in the kitchenugrbecause some of it came from units
containing tabby and may have served an architggurpose; however, a significant portion of
the shell most likely relates to dietary practices.
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TABLE 7
ARMS GROUP ARTIFACTS FROM SHOVEL TESTS

Artifact Type Count | Weight (g)
Casing 2 0.2
Percussion Caps, Brass 2 0.3
Shot, Lead 28 9.9
Total 32 104
TABLE 8
ACTIVITIES GROUP ARTIFACTS FROM SHOVEL THS
Artifact Type Count Weight (g)
Barbed Wire Fragments 4 35.4
Chain 1 7.3
Fishing Weight, Lead 1 4.7
Horse Tack -- 0.4
Total 6 47.8
TABLE 9
TOBACCO GROUP ARTIFACTS FROM SHOVEL TESTS
Artifact Type Count | Weight (g)
Pipe Bowl Fragments, White Clay 9 8.0
Pipe Bowl and Stem Fragments, White Clay 2 10.8
Pipe Stems, White Clay 6 14.1
Total 17 32.9
TABLE 10
CLOTHING GROUP ARTIFACTS FROM SHOVEL TESTS
Artifact Type Count | Weight (g)
Bead, Clothing (Glass) 1 0.2
Buckle Fragment, Indetermindte 1 1.4
Button, Bone 1 0.1
Button, Brass 1 0.7
Hook and Eye, Clothing Il 0.1
Rivet 1 0.6
Total 6 3.1

Artifact may not belong in the clothing group, litstplacement in that group is the best guess
based on its most probable function.

115



TABLE 11
PERSONAL GROUP ARTIFACTS FROM SHOVEL TEST

Artifact Type Count | Weight (g)
Bead, Personal Adornment (Glass) 2 0.3
Jewelry Part 1 0.1
Total 3 0.4
TABLE 12
FURNITURE GROUP ARTIFACTS FROM SHOVEL TEST
Artifact Type Count | Weight (g)
Escutcheon Plate 1 3.2
Staple Fragments, Furniture 7 0.3
Tacks, Furniture 3 1.0
Total 11 4.5
A & B ‘ o
- Inch 3 Inch l
- e e
0 A 1] o |
Centimeters Centimeters

FIGURE 21. A) Brass clothing eye an@&) brass furniture tacks recovered in shovel tests.
(Courtesy of the UWF Archaeology Institute, 2012.)
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Historic Ceramics

Although the historic ceramic assemblage includesda spectrum of types that spanned
both early and later historic periods, pearlwareécl780-1840), in all of its various forms,
predominates in the Bourbon Field historic ceraassemblage (Table 13) (Figure 22). The 93
pearlware sherds outnumber both the earlier ceeamiith date ranges beginning in the colonial
period and the later ceramics with date rangesdkig into the postbellum era (Gaimster 1997,
Florida Museum of Natural History 2011) (Figure ZBhe only ceramics definitively associated
with the Spanish period are a glazed olive jardljeirca 1490-1900) and Ichtucknee Blue on
White majolica (circa 1600-1650), recovered in sidests in the study area’s easternmost
periphery. Creamware (circa 1762-1820) is the seoost common type of ceramic recovered
in northwest Bourbon Field; although, at 40 shetls,creamware assemblage is less than half

the size of the pearlware assemblage.

TABLE 13
HISTORIC CERAMIC ASSEMBLAGE FROM SHOVEL TESTS
Ceramic Type Count| Count | Weight | Weight
(%) (9) (%)
Coarse Earthenware, Indeterminate 1 05 0.6 0.1
Coarse Earthenware, Lead-Glazed 1 05 0.1 0.0
Creamware, Annular 1 05 1.0 0.2
Creamware, Hand-Painted 1 05 1.3 0.3
Creamware, Mocha 2 1.1 6.9 1.6
Creamware, Plain 36 19.1 43.7 10.2
Creamware, Relief-Molded 1 05 2.4 0.5
Creamware, Royal Edge 1 05 3.7 0.9
Delft, Plain 1 0.5 0.7 0.2
Majolica, Ichtucknee Blue on White 1 05 0.9 0.2
Olive Jar, Glazed 1 0.5 13.0 3.0
Pearlware, Annular > 2.7 10.1 2.4
Pearlware, Blue Hand-Painted 3 16 2.8 0.7
Pearlware, Hand-Painted 4 21 4.3 1.0
Pearlware, Molded 1 0.5 6.8 1.6
Pearlware, Molded-Edge 1 05 3.1 0.7
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TABLE 13 (CONTINUED)
HISTORIC CERAMIC ASSEMBLAGES FROM SHOVEL TESTS

Ceramic Type Count| Count | Weight | Weight

(%) (9) (%)
Pearlware, Plain 4p 22.3 84.6 19.7
Pearlware, Shell-Edged 5 2.7 17.8 4.2
Pearlware, Sponged 1 05 1.2 0.3
Pearlware, Sprig Earthentones Polychrome 316 2.0 0.5
Pearlware, Transfer-Printed 28 14.9 29.8 6.9
Porcelain, Over-Glazed Chinese 1 05 1.2 0.3
Porcelain, Plain 1 0.5 0.5 0.1
Redware, Lead-Glazed 12 64 15.8 3.7
Refined Earthenware, Indeterminate 3 16 6.4 15
Stoneware, Brown Salt-Glazed 3 16 52.9 12.3
Stoneware, Gray Salt-Glazed 4 2.1 67.0 15.6
Stoneware, Lead-Glazed 1 05 1.4 0.3
Whiteware, Hand-Painted 1 05 2.1 0.5
Whiteware, Plain 10 5.3 23.1 5.4
Whiteware, Transfer-Printed 10 5.3 20.0 4.7
Yellowware, Annular 2 1.1 0.8 0.2
Yellowware, Wormy Finger-Painted 1 05 0.9 0.2
Total 189| 100.0| 428.9 100.0

\,!_ ¥
N J
[nches ; Inches 2
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1 ] 0 1 3 5
Cenhmefers Cenhmeters

FIGURE 22. A) Annular pearlware cup sherd am) {ransfer-printed pearlware rim sherd
recovered in shovel tests. (Courtesy of the UWFAeplogy Institute, 2012.)
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Bourbon Field Shovel Tests: Primary Historic Ceramic Types
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FIGURE 23. Graph showing the frequencies of themary historic ceramic types recovered
in shovel tests.
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Practically all diagnostic historic ceramics weoarid in the first two excavation levels
of the shovel tests (0 to 40 cm below ground sejfaehich typically correlated with the same
upper dark gray stratum, and only two shovel testdained ceramics in Level 3 (40 to 60 cm
below ground surface) (Figure 24). One shovel (tE820N1040E) did contain a ceramic below
Level 3, but it was a single Spanish mission pentgolica sherd (circa 1600-1650). All of the
more numerous diagnostic historic ceramic typedieeand later, were found in Levels 1 and
either 2 or 3 throughout the study area (Table 14).

Shovel tests in the northern portion of the stugdaaclose to the Blackbeard Creek
shoreline held the highest concentrations of histmeramics (Figure 25). Even in places where
large numbers of ceramics were not found, modt@shovel tests contained at least one to four
historic sherds, providing evidence that the nartteea was where the most intensive historic
occupations occurred. In general, the consistaaviery of historic sherds in shovel tests ended
between 100 and 120 m from the shoreline and tbeethests containing historic ceramics
further south were much sparser. The diversityistbnc ceramics was also particularly high in
the northernmost portion of the occupation areaiacldded significant numbers of both earlier
and later ceramic types with date ranges spanhmd8th and 19th centuries. Most of the units
excavated in the northern region contained a coatioin of these earlier and later ceramics.

Using the Florida Museum of Natural History’s (20Thigital Type Collection and the
UWF archaeology lab’s unpublished Sapelo Islantbhisceramic guide (Harris [2010]), mean
ceramic dates were calculated for the ceramic aslsg, including one that utilized all
diagnostic sherds (MCD 1) and another that exclugedmics with especially long date ranges
of 200 years or more (MCD 2) (Table 15). Lead-gthmware (circa 1490-1900) and gray salt-
glazed stoneware (circa 1700-1900) were both takef the MCD 2 calculations. Not
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Distribution of Primary Historic Ceramics by
Excavation Level
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FIGURE 24. Graph showing the distribution of thestnoumerous historic ceramic types
recovered in shovel tests, by excavation levelddéhi stands for “Indeterminate” on the graph.
(The Spanish mission period olive jar and majo$ibards were not included in the graph.)

121



TABLE 14
CERAMICS RECOVERED IN SHOVEL TESTS, BY LEVEL

Level | Ceramic Type Count| Weight (g)
1 Coarse Earthenware, Lead-Glazed 1 0.1
Creamware 31 28.6
Pearlware 68 124.8
Porcelain 1 0.5
Redware, Lead-Glazed 9 9.4
Stoneware, Brown Salt-Glazed 2 13.4
Stoneware, Gray Salt-Glazed 3 9.0
Stoneware, Lead-Glazed 1 1.4
Whiteware 15 37.3
Yellowware 3 1.7
Total 134 226.2

2 Creamware 11 15.1
Pearlware 21 34.8
Porcelain 1 1.2
Redware, Lead-Glazed 3 6.4
Refined Earthenware, Indeterminate 2 4.9
Stoneware, Brown Salt-Glazed 1 39.1
Whiteware 2 1.1
Total 41 102.6

3 Olive Jar 1 13.0
Pearlware 1 2.4
Stoneware, Gray Salt-Glazed 1 58.0
Whiteware 1 0.1
Total 4 73.5

4 | Majolica 1 0.9
Total 1 0.9

Note: Ceramics recovered during photo-cleaningliniig multiple levels were not included in
the table.
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included in any of the mean ceramic date calcuiativere the olive jar and majolica sherds, as
well as the indeterminate coarse and refined eanthee sherds and the lead-glazed stoneware
sherd, all of which lacked well-defined date ranges

TABLE 15
MEAN CERAMIC DATES FOR THE SHOVEL TEST

CERAMIC ASSEMBLAGE
MCD 1 MCD 1 MCD 2 MCD 2
Sherd Count Sherd Count
181 1805.6 165 1814.4

With the two mean ceramic dates less than a demjaaie, they both suggest a similar
early occupation of Bourbon Field that feasibly Icolave begun in the late 1700s and continued
at least through the first few decades of the t@titury. The presence of whiteware (circa 1830-
present) in the ceramic assemblage could be assdeisth occupations that occurred as late as
the 20th century and it brings the cerateigninus post quelfTPQ) to 1964, the year by which
all Geechee residents had been relocated to théHdognock community on the south end of
Sapelo by Richard J. Reynolds, Jr. (Crook et 203287).

An analysis of the distribution of specific cerartypes provides evidence of a
continuous, relatively long-term occupation of #rire northern area, rather than staggered
occupations in various locations. In places wharesl tests contained high numbers of historic
sherds there was generally a combination of creamvpaarlware, and whiteware (Figures 26,
27, 28). The productive westernmost shovel tesischeamware, pearlware, and lead-glazed
redware, but no whiteware, suggesting that a $jigiarlier occupation may have occurred in the
western region. Although whiteware sherds weregmethroughout the rest of the northern area,
the pearlware and creamware sherds were far monenco. Thus, earlier ceramics predominate

throughout the northernmost portion of the occupaéirea.
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Additional mean ceramic dates were calculated ecsic regions within the study area
(Table 16). The entire historic occupation area digled into three separate segments, starting
the westernmost area and moving eastward (Figytera@ divisions between segments were
based roughly on the clusters of shovel tests ngh concentrations of historic ceramics. The
first segment (Segment 1) consisted of the wesharth of the occupation area (640E-740E).

The second segment (Segment 2) covered the canial consisting primarily of productive
shovel tests surrounding the above-ground tabbyiresr(760E-860E). The third segment
(Segment 3) corresponded to the eastern thirdeobtlicupation area where the historic artifacts
and ceramics are much sparser and spread out,ssungpihat the area was on the outskirts of
the intensive historic occupations (880E-1020E} tean ceramic dates for the three segments
resulted from calculations using all diagnosticaceics (MCD 1) and calculations that

eliminated ceramics with unusually long date rangf€00 years or more, which might skew the
results (MCD 2). The indeterminate coarse earthemwadeterminate refined earthenware, and
the lead-glazed stoneware sherds were not includady of the mean ceramic date calculations

because they lack clearly defined date ranges.

TABLE 16
MEAN CERAMIC DATES AND CERAMIC TPQ'S FOR SHOVEL TESS, BY AREA
Site Area MCD 1 MCD MCD 2 MCD TPQ
Sherd Count 1 Sherd Count 2
Segment 1 (640E-740E 104 1803.6 92 1815.1 1964
Segment 2 (760E-860E 92 1815.9 67 1819.6 1964
Segment 3 (880E-1020) 8 1787.6 7 1797.3 1840
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Using all diagnostic sherds, the mean ceramic datesl three segments are noticeably
different, with nearly 28 years separating Segni2esahd 3; however, with the elimination of
certain outlier ceramic types from the calculatigdhe difference becomes less significant. The
TPQ'’s for the historic ceramics recovered in edcin® three segments provide similar temporal
data. While the presence of whiteware (circa 18&%gnt) in Segments 1 and 2 results in the
same late TPQ of 1964, Segment 3 has a significaatlier TPQ of 1840 with the latest
ceramic type being transfer-printed pearlware é&ik¢80-1840).

High v. Low Status Artifacts

In addition to temporal data, the historic ceraassemblage provides clues for the
possible socioeconomic status of Bourbon Field's&r historic occupants. The most expensive
and high status ceramic type recovered in the shoely was porcelain, but it was recovered only
in two shovel tests, both of which were locatethie central half of the occupation area in the
vicinity of the above-ground tabby remains (Hum&@257; Miller 1980:32). Transfer-printed
pearlware and whiteware, two other higher statuansie types found in the occupation area,
were much more frequent than porcelain and werm@vezed all across the northernmost region
with no visible pattern or clusters (Figure 30) gt 1980:4, 1991:14). The transfer-printed
pearlware and whiteware sherds were actually th&t fnequent of all decorated historic wares
recovered in the entire study area.

Annularwares, which traditionally have been asdediavith slaves and lower status
individuals on southern plantation sites becaudbaif tendency to be cheaper, more utilitarian
vessels, were much less common than the transfaegrceramics (Miller 1980:3-4; Otto
1984). Found in the form of creamware, pearlwand, yellowware, the annularware sherds
were always recovered in shovel tests that alsdraadfer-printed ceramics, indicating that
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neither decorative type could be associated selélyindividuals of a particular high or low
socioeconomic status. The annular ceramics wergdfpamarily in the western region of the
study area, with only one annularware sherd re@alver the vicinity of the above-ground tabby
remains (Figure 31).

Plain creamware, pearlware, and whiteware, asagdtirown and gray salt-glazed
stoneware, which also were cheaper than the decbretined earthenwares and often served as
utilitarian wares rather than table wares, weraébtihroughout the entire historic occupation
area in no specific pattern (Hume 1970:100-101]av11980:3). Like the annularwares, these
utilitarian vessels were frequently recovered iov&h tests that also produced transfer-printed
ceramics.

As a result of dietary and status differences,eskawd planter assemblages frequently
have produced different vessel form data on sontpkmtation sites (Drucker 1981:64-66; Otto
1984:167; Adams and Boling 1989:77-80; Singleto811953). Most notably, bowl sherds and
cooking and storage vessels have been recovesrdas associated with slaves and slave
activities while plates, platters, tea cups, sajcand other serving vessels have been found in
areas associated with the planter families. Unfately, most of the historic ceramic sherds
were not large enough and did not have distinaiveugh features to definitively identify them
as plates, bowls, cups, or other vessel formsadh bnly 16 shovel tests had sherds with
identifiable vessel forms (Figure 32). Plates waeemost common identifiable vessel form,
followed by bowls and cups, which had identicagjfrencies. A tea pot sherd, a platter sherd, a

mug sherd, and a jug sherd were also recognizérgtineramic assemblage.
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Vessel Forms Identified in Bourbon Fielc
Shovel Tests
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FIGURE 32. Graph depicting the frequencies of #r@mic vessel forms found in shovel tests.
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Distribution analysis for the various vessel forgesierally proved inconclusive. Plate
sherds were scattered throughout the study aréanwitlear distribution pattern (Figure 33).

The bowl sherds had a less scattered distribukau(e 34). They occurred in shovel tests in the
westernmost portion of the historic occupation aned in shovel tests on either side (east and
west) of the above-ground tabby remains. The cepdshhad a similar distribution as the bowl
sherds, occurring in the western region of the patian area and relatively close to

(north and east of) the above-ground tabby remaimsgver, the cup sherds were never
recovered in the same shovel tests as the bowdslaad, in all but one shovel test, they were
recovered in the same shovel tests as plate s{fagise 35). In separate shovel tests, plate
sherds were also found in shovel tests containavg bnd jug sherds.

The small number of sherds with identifiable vé$sens resulted in similar problems
when CC Index calculations were attempted for iehc sherds recovered in the shovel tests
in the occupation area. Developed by George L.e{1980, 1991), the CC Index uses plain
creamware, which was consistently the cheapestnietgpe available during the 19th century,
as the basis for establishing the relative valuetioér 19th-century ceramics. Assigning plain
creamware (or cream colored “CC” ware) a set vafuk00, Miller has given other ceramic
types their own values based on how much more expethey were than plain creamware in
particular years during the 1800s. The specificgaldesignated for different ceramics depend
on the approximate dates of their production, tbesel form, the presence or absence of
decoration, and the type of decoration. A totali@@ex value can be calculated for each primary
vessel form--bowls, plates, and tea wares--in @hesceramic assemblage once a representative
date for the assemblage has been chosen. For tthed@calculations in the present
investigation, 1814 was chosen as the represeatadiar for historic occupations because it was
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the closest year available in Miller's index tabte most of the mean ceramic dates calculated
for Bourbon Field (Table 17). The year 1814 is a&se to the median of pearlware’s date

range, the most numerous of all historic ceranpesyrecovered in the shovel tests.

TABLE 17
1814 CC INDEX VALUES FOR SHOVEL TEST CERAMICS
Vessel Form CC Index
Bowl 1.40
Plate 2.38
Tea Ware 2.80

The results of the CC Index calcuations conformyfavell to the traditional associations
between different vessel forms and socioeconorattstwherein plates and tea wares are
associated with individuals of higher socioeconostatus due to their function as serving and
table ware and because they were often decoratecelatively expensive, while bowls and
cooking vessels are associated with individualewer socioeconomic status because of their
utilitarian function and lack of elaborate decavas. At 1.40, the CC Index value for the bowl
sherds found in the Bourbon Field shovel test®tsmuch higher than the value of plain
creamware (1.00), but the plate sherds, with d walae of 2.38, are more than double the value
of the plain creamware and the tea ware sher@s88@t are nearly three times the value of the
plain creamware. If there were more sherds withtiflable vessel forms, more significance
could be attributed to these CC Index values.

The distribution of other status-related artifagtss similarly ambiguous. Artifacts that
could have been associated with higher statusichails, such as jewelry parts, drinking glass
fragments, window glass, decorated metal buttams farniture artifacts were only recovered in
one or two shovel tests spread out through theritsbccupation area (Kelso 1984:205-206;

Adams and Boling 1989:93-94; Honerkamp et al. 2BD&8). In fact, it was rare that more than
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one of these high status artifacts was recoverdaeisame shovel test and less than half of the
shovel tests with historic artifacts had any higtiss artifacts at all. The only part of northwest
Bourbon Field with a significant number of hightetaartifacts was the area near the tabby
remains, which produced furniture artifacts, a king glass shard, and two window glass
shards--the only two recovered in shovel testsuffeé@6). Interestingly, no comparable
concentrations of definitively low status artifaetasted in the historic occupation area.
Architectural Artifacts and Historic Structures

The architectural artifacts recovered in shoveistéelp to further characterize the
historic occupations at Bourbon Field. The shoegstd excavated in the delineated historic
occupation area produced a considerable amountarety of architectural materials. Tabby
mortar and plaster, brick, and nails were the prynaachitectural artifacts recovered in the
survey excavations. The broad spectrum of inforomaéissociated with the architectural material
at Bourbon Field made detailed analysis of theetipr@mary architectural artifact types essential
to determining the site’s function and significamtging the historic period.

The largest category of architectural material®veced during the shovel test survey of
the occupation area was tabby mortar and plasédabyl, a version of concrete that is made from
oyster shell, lime, sand, and water, was a pogularitectural material used by planters on
Sapelo Island and was common all along the Geaaat (Coulter 1940; Sullivan 1990). Tabby
mortar was purely structural and often had a co@derre with large fragments of shell, while
tabby plaster typically had a finer, smoother textand was utilized both as the finishing on the
outside of structures and as covering for lathingwuctures with wooden elements
(Honerkamp et al. 2007:58). The distribution offbfirms of tabby suggests that there were at
least five structures in the historic occupatioseanf the site, including the structure associated
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with the above-ground tabby remains and the langpsigface concentration of tabby that was
discovered north of shovel test 1340N920E. Theiptespresence of three additional historic
structures is indicated by three clusters of shtask with relatively high amounts of tabby.
These three suspected structures are hereafteregbte as Structures 1, 2, and 3, beginning with
westernmost cluster of shovel tests and movingveadt(Figure 37). Each of these clusters
includes a shovel test that produced at least &QQ000 g of tabby mortar and, in most cases,
significant amounts of plaster. Since the threesshtest clusters span a significant area, it is
also possible that they each represent multiplegtres. The fourth structure (Structure 4) can
be pinpointed to a more specific location thatudels not only the above-ground tabby remains,
but also the adjacent shovel test (1420N780E) eatedwvest of the remains and within the
parameters of the dense subsurface tabby scatteusding the remains. The hypothesized fifth
structure (Structure 5) north of shovel test 1342089 could not be examined due to time
constraints and therefore is not included in theyais of Bourbon Field’s historic structures.
The three possible historic structures (Struct@r8% and above-ground tabby remains (Structure
4) may represent domestic structures, as they tpuglordinate with areas containing high
frequencies of historic ceramics “(Figure 25).” 'éhin most cases, the areas with high historic
sherd counts do not match the four areas with taghy concentrations perfectly, they do
overlap with and extend north of the suspectedhdesstructures and tabby remains.

Structures 1 through 4 are located in the nortpertion of the study area, but, based on
the shovel test data alone, there does not appdear & particularly significant pattern existing
between the four tabby concentrations. There magobee significance in the fact Structure 4 is

considerably farther away from the closest suspidaigoric structure than Structures 1, 2, and 3
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are from each other. Structures 1, 2 and 3 ateated in the northwestern-most corner of the
study area no more than 20 m apart, while Struetusdocated further east, approximately 60 m
from the nearest suspected structure (Structure 3).

Outside of Structures 1, 2, 3, and 4 small amoaofhtabby mortar (less than 200g) were
found in shovel tests throughout the northwesteea.eSimilar to the overall historic ceramic
distribution, a vast majority of the tabby was fdun a swath that paralleled the northwestern
shoreline, surrounding the three suspected strest@md the tabby remains and extending no
more than 100 m south of Blackbeard Creek. Sh@ats further south generally did not have
any tabby, and those that did were dispersed dativedy isolated from each other instead of
being concentrated in specific areas. The swathldfy-producing shovel tests was mostly
contained in the western half of the study areg@hg 80 m or so west of the northern edge of
the cleared field that covers most of the site.

While structural tabby mortar was the most comnaymfof tabby, shovel tests did
produce small amounts of bricks made from tabbywambus types of tabby plaster, including
finished and whitewashed tabby plaster, as wdihblsy plaster with lathing marks (Table 18)
(Figures 38, 39). Interestingly, rather than besogttered throughout the tabby-producing shovel
tests in the northwestern-most area, the modiabdy plaster and tabby bricks only appeared in
areas that have been pinpointed as possible luistotctures and in the shovel test adjacent to
the above ground remains (1420N780E) (Figure 4@)siked tabby plaster was found in
Structures 1 and 4, white-washed tabby plasterfatasd in Structures 1 and 2, and tabby plaster
with lathing marks was found in Structures 1, 2] dnin contrast to the various types of tabby

plaster, the tabby bricks and brick fragments veerlg found in Structure 4.
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TABLE 18

ARCHITECTURAL ARTIFACTS ASSOCIATED WITH FOUR®SSIBLE

STRUCTURES IN NORTHWEST BOURBON FIELD

Architectural Material Structure | Structure | Structure | Structure
1 2 3 4

Brick, Handmade (g) 0 0 0 127.1
Brick, Indeterminate (g) 274.9 361.4 138.1 315.8
Total Brick (g) 274.9 361.4 138.1 442.9
Tabby Brick (Q) 0 0 0 988.5
Tabby Mortar, Finished (g) 29)9 0 0 188.5
Tabby Mortar, Finished and 859.6 0 0 0
Marked (g)

Tabby Mortar, Unmodified (g) 6,289/5 1,308.1 1,099.5 11,503.9
Tabby Plaster, Lathing Marked (g) 329.9 164.5 0 88.1
Tabby Plaster, Whitewashed (g) 919.2 141.9 0 0
Total Tabby (g) 8,428.1 1,614.5 1,099.5 12,769.0
Nails and Nail Fragments (#) 18 13 10 28

Inches
T N

0 2 3 4 5
tentlmeters

FIGURE 38. Tabby brick fragments recovered in shtest 1420N780E.
(Courtesy of the UWF Archaeology Institute, 2012.)
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FIGURE 39. A) Tabby with lathing marks an@) whitewashed tabby recovered in shovel tests.
(Courtesy of the UWF Archaeology Institute, 2012.)
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As with tabby, the clay bricks and brick fragmergsovered in the shovel tests in the
study area were concentrated for the most pahtamorthwestern region (Figure 41). Most of
the clay brick was indeterminate, except for a Iemted amount of handmade brick and a few
brick tile fragments. While in general there wasslelay brick than tabby in the study area, it
was still a common find in the shovel tests. Theas only one shovel test with 500 to 1,000 g of
indeterminate brick, while the rest of the shoesks$ with indeterminate brick contained 400 g or
less. A majority of the shovel tests containingkiad between 10 and 200 g (18 out of the 28
shovel tests). Only five shovel tests had signiftaamounts of identifiable handmade brick, but
there was no more than 200 g of handmade bridkaset shovel tests.

There were two areas with several shovel testshtmi significant concentrations of brick
in them, but they were both relatively large araad did not seem to pinpoint the specific
locations of possible brick structures or archiieaitfeatures. One of the two areas with
significant concentrations of brick was in the veestregion not far from East Perimeter Road
and included a total of 13 shovel tests; howewely one of those shovel tests had a large
amount of brick (500 to 1,000 g) and it was periphg located. The other area loosely
surrounds the above-ground tabby remains and ieslathe shovel tests. The shovel test with
the most brick in that area, 1420N780E, was adjacethe tabby remains (Structure 4) and also
had the most tabby of all the shovel tests in tk®tic occupation area “(Table 18).” It did not
have enough brick in it to suggest the preseneelafge brick architectural feature, but it does
provide evidence that the former structure had sbro& elements. With the exception of the
shovel test adjacent to the tabby remains, mogteo$hovel tests in the surrounding area had
only 10 to 50 g of brick, which is too small an ambto associate with a particular structure or

architectural feature. Besides being in the samergé area, the distribution of brick only
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loosely corresponds to the distribution of tabblye Epecific areas containing shovel tests with
the largest amounts of brick overlap with but doeactly match the clusters of shovel tests
with significant concentrations of tabby (Structife3) “(Figure 37).” The only exception is the
shovel test adjacent to Structure 4.

The shovel tests in the historic occupation area pfoduced a large number of nails and
nail fragments, but their distribution did not falto a clear pattern (Figure 42). As with the
other architectural materials, most of the shoesis containing nails were located in the
northwestern area relatively close to the Blackth&reek shoreline; however, unlike the brick
and tabby, the nail distribution dips south in tleatral portion of the study area near the
suspected Geechee house site, and becomes quie spthe eastern half of the occupation
area. There were 32 shovel tests that producesl &ad nail fragments, a vast majority of which
only contained 1 to 10 nails total. The largest hanof nails and nail fragments found in a
single shovel tests was 28 and those were foutiteishovel test associated with the above-
ground tabby remains (Structure 4) “(Table 18).'t Gthe remaining shovel tests containing
nails and nail fragments, there are only two tliatipced more than 10 nails.

The concentration of nails found south of the tatghyains is most likely associated with
the former Geechee house that once existed irathat but the nails recovered in many of the
shovel tests east of the tabby remains do not gpored to any known structures or
concentrations of tabby or brick (Harris 2007; kaand Jarvis 2009, 2010). They may be the
remains of smaller, purely frame structures whiohsome practical purpose, were closer to the
cleared agricultural fields than the structurehwvatbby and brick elements. Alternately, the
proximity of those shovel tests to the northerneedfjthe cleared field may mean that the nails
and nail fragments in the southeastern area arelyratifact scatter resulting from plowing.
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Most of the 188 nails and nail fragments founthie study area were either cut or
indeterminate nails. The assemblage included 6@ailg, 14 wrought nails, and 114
indeterminate nails. Out of the 32 shovel testdaomg nails, 15 had identifiable cut nails and
only 8 had wrought nails. The cut nails tendedda@bncentrated in the far northwest portion of
the study area where there were significant talplolytaick concentrations (Figure 43) Shovel
tests containing cut nails and nail fragments egistimost solely in the western half of the study
area, with the exception of only a handful of sHagsts. The distribution of the shovel tests
with wrought nails and nail fragments was much moegular, and they were sparsely scattered
throughout the study area (Figure 44). The scattdigribution of a small number of wrought
nails is not enough to identify specific areas thaly have had earlier structures. In fact, the
sheer scarcity of the wrought nails suggests tiehistoric occupation of the site primarily
occurred after cut nails had been invented in {F0ne 1970:252-253).

Mean ceramic date calculations provided additicladh on the occupations associated
with the three possible structures. Structure 4 exatuded from this analysis because its
associated mean ceramic dates were obtained uaiadgrdm the trench excavations discussed in
the following chapter. With the goal of determinigether or not the suspected structures
represent different occupations or one continuagsijpation, mean ceramic dates were
generated from the small historic ceramic asseneislagcovered in the shovel tests associated
with Structures 1, 2, and 3 (Table 19). Shovekt@éS00N640E, 1480N640E, and 1500N660E
were used for Structure 1's mean ceramic date ledloos, while shovel tests 1460N660E,
1460N680E, and 1440N680E were used for Structamed2shovel tests 1460N720E and

1440N720E were used for Structure 3.
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TABLE 19
MEAN CERAMIC DATES AND CERAMIC TPQ'S FOR THREE PGHBLE
STRUCTURES IN NORTHWEST BOURBON FIELD

Structure MCD 1 MCD 1 MCD 2 MCD 2 | TPQ
Sherd Count Sherd Count
1 14 1789.2 13 1801.8 1840
2 33 1780.2 25 1822.9 1964
3 28 1790.3 23 1811.0 1964

Once again, two mean ceramic dates were calculatedwith all sherds that had clearly
defined date ranges (MCD 1) and one that excludsghdstic sherds with especially long date
ranges (MCD 2), primarily in the form of gray sglazed stoneware (circa 1700-1900) and lead-
glazed redware (circa 1490-1900) (Florida MuseurNatural History 2011). While the mean
ceramic dates generated from calculations usintpaltiagnostic sherds associated with each
suspected structure were all fairly early, the mesnamic dates that did not include the ceramics
with the longest date ranges were all later, fglimthin the first couple decades of the 1800s.
The TPQ’s associated with the ceramic assemblages even later. Structure 1 had a TPQ of
1840, while Structures 2 and 3 and the shovekidisicent to the tabby remains (Structure 4) had
a TPQ of 1964.

Historic Middens

While there were shovel tests containing signifiGanounts of historic artifacts
throughout the study area, actual middens (andlgessiddens) occurred in a much more
restricted area (Figure 45). Middens, or refuseodiép associated with human activities, often
help to delineate intensively occupied areas abhessites (Thomas 1999:361). In this analysis,
both the extent of historic deposits and the tyme rmumber of historic artifacts were considered
in identifying the presence of middens. As a rthe,middens identified by shovel tests in the

study area continued for at least two 20 cm leves, high artifact densities in each level, and
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included a variety of artifacts such as faunal malteceramics, glass, pipe stems and bowls,
buttons, furniture artifacts, arms-related art$aeind architectural debris. Shovel tests that
produced assemblages that met these qualificatiothsire therefore defined as middens only
occurred in a relatively small northwestern ardaif distribution started at the far northwest
corner and continued southeast about 180 m, digmoth no more than about 100 m from the
creek shoreline. It is a tighter and more lineatrdution than the distributions of any of the
specific historic artifact types discussed thuslbat it occurs in the same general northwest
region of the study area.

There are four shovel tests where middens weraitleély identified due to the size,
diversity, and extent of their historic assemblageklitionally, 10 shovel tests were defined as
“possible middens” because, by comparison, theydsgidiverse and/or smaller historic
assemblages than the four definite middens but kingtioric deposits were still larger, more
diverse and more extensive than the other shostd e the study area. They were most likely
middens that were used less frequently or for ashperiod of time. The distribution of the
middens and possible middens corresponds fairlsetyao the distribution of shovel tests with
high concentrations of tabby “(Figure 37).” All thfe definite middens occur in shovel tests that
are associated with either the above-ground tabimains or the three possible historic
structures. There are multiple possible middensedkin the areas with the highest tabby
concentrations. The similar distribution of higblg concentrations and middens or possible
middens provides further evidence that these angak the former location of historic structures
since middens tend to be associated with occupesbkand buildings.

The ceramic assemblages in most of the possibldenidnd midden shovel tests include
a variety of earlier and later ceramics rangingnfrreamware and brown salt-glazed stonewar
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to whiteware, which suggests a relatively longr@ccupation and use of the middens (Tables
20, 21). A few of the middens and possible middaonsyever, contain either a distinctly earlier
ceramic assemblage or a distinctly later cerangerablage, indicating the possibility of
different occupations through time. The middens poskible middens in the northwestern
corner of the study area near the slough to thé se=sn to have primarily earlier ceramics with
a predominance of creamwares and pearlwares anddowers of whitewares and other later
ceramics (1500N640E, 1480N640E, 1460N660E, andN@80E). In contrast, the midden in
the shovel test immediately adjacent to above-gitdahby remains (1420N780E) produced
only ceramics with date ranges spanning later peréods, such as whiteware and gray salt-

glazed stoneware.

TABLE 20

CERAMIC ASSEMBLAGES IN POSSIBLE MIDDEN SHOVEL TESTS
Shovel Test Ceramics Count Weight (g)
1500N640E Pearlware 4 12.8
Redware, Lead-Glazed 1 0.4

Total 5 13.2

1480N640E Creamware 4 3.1
1480N640E Pearlware 6 40.4
Total 10 43.5

1480N680E Creamware 2 3.0
Pearlware 1 4.4

Total 3 7.4

1460N697.5E Creamware 1 3.0
Pearlware 5 6.0

Stoneware, Brown-Salt-Glazed 1 5.5

Whiteware 1 0.1

Total 8 14.6

1440N719E Redware, Lead-Glazed 1 0.4
Total 1 0.4

1440N740E Creamware 2 1.3
Pearlware 3 1.9

Whiteware 1 6.7

Total 6 9.9
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TABLE 20 (CONTINUED)
CERAMIC ASSEMBLAGES IN POSSIBLE MIDDEN SHOVEL TESTS

Possible Midden | Ceramics Count| Weight (g)
1420N740E Creamware 1 0.1
Pearlware p 4.9
Total 3 5.0
1420N760E Pearlware 1 5.2
Whiteware 1 2.8
Total 2 8.0
1440N780E Creamware 6 8.2
Pearlware 1 1.2
Porcelain 1 1.2
Total 8 10.6
1440N800E Creamware 3 2.5
Pearlware 13 10.0
Whiteware 1 1.0
Total 17 13.5
TABLE 21
CERAMIC ASSEMBLAGES IN MIDDEN SHOVEL TESTS
Shovel Test| Ceramics Count Weight ()
1460N660E| Creamware 1 14
Pearlware 15 25.7
Redware, Lead-Glazed 1 5.7
Whiteware 3 3.4
Total 20 36.2
1460N680E| Creamware 1 0.3
Pearlware 3 1.3
Redware, Lead-Glazed 5 2.5
Stoneware, Gray Salt-Glazed 1 3.1
Yellowware 2 0.8
Total 12 8.0
1460N720E| Creamware 11 11.6
Pearlware 1 12.9
Redware, Redware 2 3.5
Stoneware, Brown Salt-Glazed 1 39.1
Stoneware, Gray Salt-Glazed 2 58.1
1460N720E| Whiteware i 8.8
Total 27 134.0
1420N780E| Stoneware, Gray Salt-Glazed 1 5.8
Whiteware 2 9.1
Total 3 14.9
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Summary and Discussion of Shovel Test Data

Based on the boundaries determined from the shesesurvey in the northwestern
portion of Bourbon Field, the historic occupantshadf site confined their domestic activities to a
relatively contained and perhaps conscientioustyseh area of roughly 31,00F nor 7.7 acres.
The concentration of historic artifacts extends lgmn 200 m south of the shoreline, and spans
only 400 m east-west at its widest point. Whiles thistoric occupation area takes up a relatively
small portion of the entire Bourbon Field sitasistill more extensive than had been assumed
previously. Significantly, the limited distributiasf historic artifacts in the northwest area
partially correlates with the patch of unploweddatepicted near the shoreline in the 1859 Coast
Survey map of Sapelo Sound, which was describ&hapter IV as a possible overseer and/or
slave occupation area during Randolph Spaldingisreeof the tract “(Figure 7).” Although the
primary historic deposits extend south and eat@tinplowed area on the map, the similar

location of less disturbed concentrations of histartifacts and the wooded northwestern area
shown on the map serves as the only direct coiwalaetween historic and archaeological
evidence specifically indicating occupations inttbart of the site. The distribution of historic
artifacts south of the unplowed area on the map paatyy result from the later occupations
associated with the probable postbellum Geechesédsite.

In general, the sparseness of the historical regssdciated with Bourbon Field seems to
indicate only agricultural utilization and limitediscontinuous occupations of the site prior to
the Civil War, but the substantial historic depeit the northwestern area signify a relatively
long-term, intensive occupation or possibly mu#tipliccessive occupations over a considerable
span of time. The limited area associated withhibaric components may simply be a
reflection of small-scale plantation operationgh&lgh environmental constraints may have
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limited the extent and scale of plantation ac@atoccurring there, the contained northwestern
occupation area was probably chosen intentionpdyhaps because of its close proximity to the
landing on the creek shoreline and its easy adoed® road connecting Bourbon Field to other
plantations and resources on the island, or faergthactical concerns. While the reasons for
historic utilization of this particular area may fy@eculative, it is certain that the northwestern
portion of Bourbon Field played a major role in filantation activities that occurred at the site.

Despite the important prehistoric and protohisteomponents found elsewhere in
Bourbon Field, historic artifacts and above-groteatures predominated in the northwestern
area. Among other things, the artifacts recovereohfshovel test excavations provided
information on the time periods associated withdite's historic occupations, the
socioeconomic status of the site’s historic occtpahe type and function of the historic
structures that formerly existed at the site, agntiain details about daily life and plantation
activities at Bourbon Field during the historicipéel In general, the frequency of architectural
and domestic artifacts in the shovel test assemldaggests that the site’s role as a satellite
agricultural tract through a large part of Sapela&ory did not prevent it from serving other
important functions.

Of the domestic items, the historic ceramic assag®ivas the most substantial, serving
as the primary source for temporal data associattbdoccupations of the site. Pearlware (circa
1780-1840) in all its various forms was, by fag thost common ceramic type recovered in
shovel test excavations, totaling to 93 of the 48&rds in the assemblage. The frequency of
pearlware combined with the low number of Spanisgsion period ceramics and those from the
British colonial period suggests that intensivedris occupation of Bourbon Field did not occur
until after the Revolutionary War; however, coldroacupation or use of the site cannot be
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eliminated entirely as creamware (circa 1762-182489 the second most numerous ceramic type
with a sherd count of 42. Whiteware (circa 1830spr&) lagged behind both pearlware and
creamware with a total of 21 sherds and other cesamith date ranges extending to later
periods, such as yellowware (circa 1840-1950) aag galt-glazed stoneware (circa 1700-1900)
were far less numerous. The frequency of creamesadepearlware sherds compared to
whiteware sherds and other later ceramics sugtiesttthe most the intensive historic
occupations of Bourbon Field most likely occurrempto the mid-19th century. While it is
possible that the numerous creamware sherds otéginéth colonial occupations at Bourbon
Field, the higher frequencies of pearlware sheuggest that the creamware sherds represent a
post-Revolutionary War occupation (or occupatiofgpre is significant overlap in the date
ranges commonly associated with pearlware and av@aenand their combined predominance in
Bourbon Field’s historic ceramic assemblage provisteong evidence for primarily late-18th-
century and early-19th-century occupations at Bonrbield.

The temporal information obtained from calculatioistng Stanley South’s (1977) Mean
Ceramic Date (MCD) Formula supports the theory khstbric occupations at Bourbon Field
peaked primarily before the late antebellum pe(mta 1840-1860). Both dates calculated for
the shovel test ceramic assemblage--1805.6 udidgaghostic ceramics and 1814.4 excluding
sherds with date ranges of 200 years or more--poweirds a decidedly early-19th-century
occupation. These mean ceramic dates may not vec eflection of occupation periods,
however, as the occurrence of certain ceramic tgpssciated with earlier dates like creamware
at historic sites can be related more to econoautofs than the precise date ranges assigned to
them (Miller 1980, 1991; Otto 1984). It is likelyet slaves and other lower status individuals
often had no choice but to use older, less fashienand therefore cheaper wares even after
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newer types were developed while their wealthiemterparts were more able to follow the
latest consumer trends, purchasing and using tvestemost expensive ceramic wares. Thus,
depending on the status of the occupants, therebmaytime lag between the actual dates of
occupation and the date ranges associated wittetlagnics they used. The mean ceramic dates
calculated from the shovel test ceramic assembtegehave been impacted by similar
economic factors and cannot entirely be takencs ¥@alue, but, when combined with the ratio of
pearlware and creamware sherds to whiteware shtglsdo provide a strong argument for less
intensive occupations in the latter half of thehl@entury.

Although the historic ceramic assemblage recoveed shovel test excavations is
certainly substantial and diverse enough to reptasere than one occupation, the distribution
of the different ceramic types makes it difficudtitlentify chronologically separate occupations.
The consistency of ceramic diversity across théheon region of the occupation area indicates
that the same parts of the site were used integdiveugh time, rather than certain regions
being occupied during different time periods. Imgel, the various ceramic types were found
within the same two uppermost 20 cm excavationlsewpanning the dark gray or brown strata
existing above sterile subsoil, revealing no ctdaonological pattern. Based on the stratigraphic
juxtaposition of earlier and later ceramics thromugfithe study area, it is possible that
occupations of Bourbon Field were relatively contins throughout the historic period. Of
course, disturbances from long-term plowing in éapgrtions of the northwestern area may also
have contributed to the similar distribution oflearand later ceramic types.

When northwest Bourbon Field was divided into theegments according to the west-to-
east distribution of ceramics, there was some atatio of chronologically separate occupation
areas. While the mean ceramic dates calculatetthéowestern segments (Segments 1 and 2) all
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fell within the first two decades of the 19th cegfithe mean ceramic dates associated with the
easternmost segment (Segment 3) fell within tree18th century. Though the difference in
mean ceramic dates is not especially large anslvathin periods of overlap between the date
ranges attributed to creamwares (circa 1762-182@)paarlwares (circa 1780-1840), Segment
3’s small ceramic assemblage also lacks later desaamd is the only one withtarminus post
quem(TPQ) in the 19th century rather than the 20thusniproviding additional evidence that
occupations in the eastern part of the historizipation area were limited to earlier time
periods. The significance of these findings reqiftather testing, however, since Segment 3
contained only eight diagnostic sherds.

The historic ceramics recovered in shovel testeakad little about the socioeconomic
statuses of Bourbon Field's former occupants. Basethe widespread distribution of both
utilitarian and table wares and ceramics that Heaen associated with higher and lower
socioeconomic statuses, the occurrence of speefemic types did not provide any indication
that there were areas restricted to occupantseftain status at Bourbon Field during the
historic period. The only exceptions to this ruleresthe dearth of annularwares and the
exclusive appearance of porcelain near the rectantabby remains, but both findings are based
only on a handful of sherds and their significaisc#nerefore uncertain.

Analysis of the ceramic sherds with identifiablessel forms produced even more
ambiguous information regarding socioeconomic stand revealed little about the function of
particular regions in the historic occupation a@aly a small number of sherds could be
identified according to vessel form and those feerds had a relatively scattered distribution
pattern. The bulk of identifiable vessel forms wpl&es, bowls, and cups. Bowl and plate
sherds were often found in the same shovel tests;up sherds were only found by themselves
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or with plate sherds. There may be significancénlimited distribution of cup sherds but there
are too few of them to draw conclusions. In geneha distributions of bowl, plate, and cup
sherds overlap, making it impossible to use vdssel data to delineate certain areas utilized by
occupants of particular status in the present tny&son. Calculations of CC Indices for the
plate, bowl, and tea ware sherds did correspomcditional connotations between specific
vessel forms and socioeconomic categories with $taving a relatively low index value,
plates have a medium-high value, and tea ware baviistinctly high value; however, the lack
of meaningful distributions of those vessel formsamt that no special significance could be
attributed to the values except to say that boffeupnd lower social statuses may be
represented in the historic Bourbon Field assenebl&mce plates, bowls, and cups were found
throughout the site, it is also possible that tifeigtnces in the former occupants’ statuses were
relatively small.

Other artifacts that may have status-related sante, such as jewelry, non-essential
clothing and furniture items, and glass table waeenot especially common, but occur mostly in
the vicinity of the rectangular tabby remains. T¢asicentration of possible high status artifacts
may suggest that the previous occupant of thetstriassociated with the remains was of
higher socioeconomic status than other occuparitseddite. Some of the shovel tests that make
up the “cluster” of higher status, relatively expme items are more than 20 m away from the
tabby remains and may represent outbuildings etllizy the occupants of the main structure, or
they may represent middens from other unassocsitedtures. In general, the shovel test data
suggests that there was not a dramatic differamtieel socioeconomic statuses of the historic
occupants of Bourbon Field or at least that thEedgdhces are not significant enough to detect
with survey data. With the usual stipulations reigay shovel test data, the distribution of high
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and low status artifacts recovered in the surveyeseat least as tentative evidence that Bourbon
Field was not home to large-scale, wealthy plaatel his many slaves, but was more likely
occupied by a middle-class individual, such as allsptanter, farmer or overseer, and a small
number of slaves.

The distribution of architectural artifacts genbralupports the theory that Bourbon Field
was the site of relatively modest plantation operst Concentrations of architectural artifacts in
the study area represent the remains of at laaspfissible structures, all within a contained
area. The relative quantities and distributionthose architectural artifacts provide information
on architectural preferences, economic statusttandpatial layout and organization of former
plantation(s) at Bourbon Field. Primarily, the atettural assemblage recovered in shovel tests
consisted of tabby mortar and plaster in variousfy as well as brick and nails. The
assemblage generally indicates that the plantatimctures were not made of solid tabby as was
often the case elsewhere on Sapelo, but rathertwengroduct of multiple construction
techniques and styles.

Detailed analysis of the distribution of tabby naorand plaster, the most common
architectural materials found in the shovel tesBaurbon Field, produced new insight into site
function and organization. Tabby’'s predominance regrithe architectural material recovered in
the historic occupation area serves as evidentehtbdormer occupants followed local
architectural trends, even if, either for econome@sons or because of personal preference, they
used different construction techniques. The comaged distribution of shovel tests containing
tabby in the northwestern-most area indicatesrtizat of Bourbon Field’s historic structures, or
at least its historic structures with tabby ardititeal features, were located in this relatively
small area. The finding of tabby throughout theremtorthwestern region of the study area also
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suggests that there may have been more than #hstfivctures indicated by the shovel test data,
the above-ground remains, and the subsurface @innentrations detected by probing. With 20
m intervals between shovel tests, significant catregions of tabby could have easily been
missed during the survey and the shovel tests comnggtabby certainly encompass a large
enough area to house more than five structurésalso possible that by themselves each of the
clusters of shovel tests with large amounts of yabterpreted in this investigation as Structures
1, 2, 3, and 4 actually contained the remnantsudfipte structures. The possibility of additional
structures is also supported by the discovery dfipt@ distinct rises in the topography near the
creek shoreline, including the large subsurfaceentration of tabby (Structure 5) discovered
near the landing in the vicinity of the 920E lias, well as a few other less distinct rises close to
the 760E, 780E, and 800E lines which, when coredngroduced evidence of oyster shell and
tabby. These rises may represent the highly deteed remnants of other tabby structures.
While the four suspected structures included tlowshtest data analysis do seem to be
located in a contained area possibly chosen fqratentially advantageous proximity to the
water’s edge (to the north), the landing (to thet)p@and the road (to the west), there is no clear
pattern in their organization except that Structyreepresented by the tabby remains, is
somewhat isolated from Structures 1, 2, and 3¢omést. There is, however, a similar
distribution between the areas associated witlidlnesuspected structures and general historic
ceramic concentrations. The close proximity ofaheas with high frequencies of historic
ceramics and the areas with high tabby concentrai®especially significant because it
indicates that domestic activities occurred inuloinity of the proposed historic structures,
making it possible that the buildings with tabbgraknts were planter, overseer, or slave homes
and may have included a detached kitchen. Sincaabi®y remains are the only above-ground
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architectural ruins that still exist at the siteldhere is an extremely large concentration of yabb
in and around the remains, it is likely that theg part of the largest and most substantial
structure at the site. Its possible larger sizelmoed with the greater distance between it and the
other suspected structures suggests that the sgeaiaed with the tabby remains may have
been occupied by a person or family of higher sté#tan the other occupants of the site, such as
a planter or overseer. The connection betweerathigytremains and higher status individuals
cannot be determined conclusively using only sudegg, but the possibility provides a
hypothesis that warrants further investigation.

Beyond interpretations of site organization, theouws types of modified tabby mortar
and plaster provide specific information on arattiieal trends at Bourbon Field. The finished
tabby mortar and whitewashed tabby plaster werk famd in two of the four areas associated
with historic structures: Finished tabby mortar wesovered in Structures 1 and 2, while
whitewashed tabby plaster was found in Structurasdl4. Their distribution suggests that
whitewashing and finishing were construction dstapplied to different types of structures most
likely for practical purposes, rather than beingdiaesthetically to denote the higher status of
individuals occupying a particular structure. Talpgster with lathing marks showed up in the
same suspected historic structure sites as trehéditabby mortar and whitewashed tabby
plaster (Structures 1, 2, and 4). The relativelyststent finding of tabby plaster with lathing
marks serves as evidence that the historic strest@atr Bourbon Field commonly had wood
components. In fact, according to the shovel tatd,dvhile the four areas associated with
historic structures all have dense tabby conceatratnone of them have enough tabby mortar

concentrated in a small area to indicate thatah@ér structures were made wholly of tabby. It
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is probable that the former structures were prilpérame buildings with tabby elements, which
would also explain the scarcity of above-groundtatuins at Bourbon Field.

In contrast to the various types of tabby plagtex,tabby bricks and brick fragments
were only found in the shovel test adjacent Stmectly The presence of tabby bricks at
plantation sites is unusual on Sapelo, as mosteo$tanding plantation ruins have either formed
tabby construction or are made from sawed bloclsobd tabby (Honerkamp et al. 2007;
Honerkamp 2008). The recovery of tabby bricks mdhly part of Bourbon Field with above-
ground tabby ruins is therefore noteworthy. Theksimay have been part of a distinctive
architectural feature (or features) that separttatparticular structure from the other buildings
at the site and it is possible that the tabby Isritlay have had status-related significance. In any
case, it appears that the historic structures atliBm Field may have had architectural
similarities, but there were still important diféerces in their tabby components.

Clay bricks and brick fragments were less comman the assorted types of tabby, but
they had a similar distribution concentrated innlbethwestern region of the study area. The
largest amounts of brick were recovered in themntigiof Structure 4 and in the western area
near East Perimeter Road and the other three gedgpsicuctures; however, there was not
enough brick found in either of those two locationgn any other part of the study area to
suggest that there was ever a historic brick strecat the site. Instead it seems likely that the
brick was used in specific elements of the forntercsures such as the chimneys or foundations
and even with those particular architectural feegushovel test data indicates that tabby was the
preferred material. Further archaeological invediog and a tighter survey grid could prove
otherwise, of course. It is also possible thatkbfiom the historic structures at Bourbon Field
was borrowed and used in the construction of bngjslielsewhere on Sapelo, as has been done
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with architectural material at other plantatioresion the island (Honerkamp 2008; Honerkamp
and Bean 2009, 2010).

The distribution of nails and nail fragments diffestightly from that of the tabby and
brick, extending south of the rectangular tabbyam® into the area associated with the former
Geechee house. Using only survey data, the anomdistribution of nails and nails fragments
cannot be assigned any particular significancepbeya correlation with the probable Geechee
house site. The widespread scattering of shoved teigh 10 or less nails and nail fragments in
the study area does not help to pinpoint speciBaawhere there may have been frame
structures or architectural features, but it deesysto affirm that the northwestern area was
occupied and utilized intensively for parts of thstoric period and it supports the possibility of
there being multiple structures in the northwester of the site. The scattered distribution may
also be partly the result of long-term plowing tigh the 19th century. In any case, the
significant number of nails recovered in shovet eesavations supports the hypothesis that the
historic buildings at Bourbon Field had significaviioden elements and may have been largely
frame structures.

Tabby may not have been the only architectural nztesed at the site, but, with a more
defined distribution pattern than clay brick ands)jat seems to be the best indicator of historic
structures discovered thus far at Bourbon Fieldth®smost reliable evidence of additional
structure sites, the three western tabby concemtisa{Structures 1, 2, and 3) and their associated
ceramic assemblages potentially provide specifigptaral data for historic occupations.
Generally, the mean ceramic dates generated fréoulatons using all the diagnostic sherds
associated with each suspected structure werdisagrtly earlier than other mean ceramic dates
produced from shovel test data at Bourbon Fiele: ddtes all fell around the mid-1790s,

170



suggesting an early occupation not long after teeoRitionary War. The earlier mean ceramic
dates may represent a preliminary phase of ocaupatiBourbon Field that may have begun
with the French Sapelo Company members’ ownersh§apelo Island in the 1790s, but it is
unlikely that the occupations were limited to threriehmen’s relatively brief tenure (Thomas
1989a). The mean ceramic dates that did not indluieleeramics with the longest date ranges
were all later, falling within the first couple dees of the 1800s. Those mean ceramic dates do
not contrast markedly with the other mean ceraratesigenerated by shovel test data and they
are associated with a time period in Sapelo’s hystdhere plantation activities were developing
across the island. These later dates do differ #anh other by one or two decades, however,
and they produce different ceramic TPQ’s. Strucfyrégne westernmost possible structure had a
significantly earlier mean ceramic date fallingsgdo the year 1800 and, with no whiteware,
had a TPQ of 1840 instead of 1964. These diffei®noald be interpreted as evidence that
Structure 1 was part of an earlier occupation en1ith century, or that it was not used as long
as the other suspected structures. Even if there shght variations in occupation dates, when
both sets of mean ceramic dates for each posdibletise are taken into account, as well as the
diversity of earlier and later ceramics associatgd each of the possible structures, it seems
likely that all three areas were utilized for aatelely continuous period time that spanned at
least the first decades of the 1800s and possabdy.|

While the distribution of middens and possible neidslin the study area is tighter and
more linear than the distributions of any of theafic historic artifact types, it does extend over
the same general northwest portion of the study, a@ding further proof of intensive
occupations in that location. Several of the middand possible middens were discovered in the
vicinity of the four possible structures, addingaence to the theory that those particular areas

171



with high tabby concentrations represent dometticire sites. There are two areas where the
midden and possible midden assemblages have tellyptistinct ceramic assemblages. The
northwestern corner of the study area tended te haddens and possible middens with earlier
ceramics like pearlware and creamware, which cateslwith the slightly earlier mean ceramic
dates and TPQ associated with Structure 1 andatedichat the area was in use or occupied
relatively early, possibly decreasing in importaincéhe later historic period. The midden
adjacent to the rectangular tabby remains had pityriater ceramics with date ranges extending
into the 20th century, such as whiteware and gattygkazed stoneware, indicating a later
occupation date and collapse than the other suspstiuctures. The remainder of the historic
middens and possible middens contain diverse cerassemblages and are representative of a
fairly lengthy and continuous historic occupatioonh the latter half of the 18th century through
the first half of the 19th century.

Collectively, the data recovered from shovel testa@ations provided the following
broad, but previously undetermined characterizatimfrthe historic occupations at Bourbon
Field. According to the survey data, the northwestaost region of the study area, roughly
bounded by the shoreline, the landing, East Peeintébad, and the slough, was a focal point for
domestic activities. Occupations of this part & site most likely peaked in intensity between
the last decades of the 18th century and the 1840850s. Although the occupations probably
spanned a relatively lengthy time period, the @aoh and domestic activities occurring there
were limited in extent and scale. Based on thenalskegye recovered in shovel test excavations,
the plantation efforts at Bourbon Field were bestadibed as modest and small-scale, involving
a limited number of people who had few clearly tifeable material differences in
socioeconomic status.
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CHAPTER VI
TRENCH 10 EXCAVATIONS: DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

Tabby remains commonly mark the former sites ahfation activities on Sapelo Island
and serve as obvious relics of the antebellumBwarbon Field’'s tabby remains are not as
substantial as those found elsewhere on the istanidhey are still indicative of broader cultural
and economic trends associated with plantatiorSapelo and a closer examination of them
provides important information about Bourbon Fisltbrmer occupants.

The Tabby Remains

The investigation of the site’s only above-grouablty ruins revealed a number of
structural details that serve as clues for themaigunction of the remains. The remains are
located well into the tree line, relatively closetthe Blackbeard Creek shoreline, but not as close
as some of the other deposits found in the histmaupation area. Based on the consistent
stratigraphy and shallowness of the historic dépasithe surrounding areas, it appears that the
original structure was located outside of the distd context of the plowed field. Thus, the
former occupants chose a location that was conudpisituated between the landing along the
creek and marsh shoreline and the agriculturalsigbroviding easy access to both. According to
measurements taken with a total station, the padirmensions of the above-ground tabby
remains are as follows: 2.275 m (north wall), 0.83feast wall), 2.296 m (south wall), and
1.192 m (west wall) (Figure 46).

The tabby remains most likely represent an architatfeature that was originally
rectangular, but now the northern and southernsvedlthe western half of the tabby form bow
out, making the remains asymmetrical. The irregsitepe is probably the result of the
disintegration of the remains both from naturalsemuand human disturbances, including
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looting. Looting has occurred on plantation sitisgwhere on the island and, as the only above-
ground structural remains at Bourbon Field, théyaiins may have been an attractive spot for
looters (Norma Harris 2010, pers. comm.). Less tie@hof the above-ground remains still exist
as solid and easily discernible walls and only tmmers on the eastern side of the tabby form
are still evident from the ground surface. The abground features thus reveal very little about
the structure’s original form.

Trench 10 excavations exposed the bottom portidhefemains that exist below the
ground surface, providing more significant struatumformation. Below ground, the walls of the
rectangular tabby form are fairly intact, partictyahe central portion of the southern wall
(Figures 47, 48). The trench excavations revediatithe rectangular tabby form is actually
quite shallow and falls short of the depth requiiadsignificant structural foundations.
Measured from the exposed outside edges of the fabim, the northern wall is approximately
17 cm from top to bottom and the southern walligraximately 21.7 cm. The bottom of the
tabby form is uneven, as if the wet tabby was padaiiesctly onto the tabby rubble that lies
below it instead of being placed there after idesed. The shallowness and unevenness of the
tabby form suggests that it was either restinghenground surface or was only a couple inches
below it when that part of the former structure wasstructed. In either case, the tabby remains
could not have functioned as the primary supparafty tall or heavy architectural feature.
Lathing marks are evident on the outside of theéhson and southern walls of the tabby form,
indicating either that the tabby was poured inteoaden form to set at the time of the
rectangular feature’s construction or that thereeweooden components applied to the tabby
before it was completely dry. The excavations a¢s@aled that the outside surface of the tabby
was not smooth and had no evidence of whitewasté shill in the tabby was coarsely broken
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FIGURE 47. South outie wall of the rectangulbb;af exposed in Unit 6, Trench 10.
(Courtesy of the UWF Archaeology Institute, 2010.)

FIGURE 48. North outside wall of the rectangulzirtxyiform exposed in Unit 4, Trench 10
with the extent of the deteriorated wall outlinadiack.
(Courtesy of the UWF Archaeology Institute, 2010.)
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up and there were pockets of almost whole shelf,iathe tabby form been made as quickly as
possible and with little concern for appearances hitural deposits in and around the tabby
remains reveal many more details about the fortnectsire(s).

Stratigraphy

The stratigraphy in Trench 10 differed significgrftiom that of the shovel tests
excavated elsewhere in the study area. Trench tlibimugh a unique rise in the topography that
surrounded the above-ground tabby remains. Thergbaea typically had dense tabby mortar
and plaster concentrations and sometimes contanoee tabby than soil, particularly in the
central portion of the trench, closest to the negtdar tabby form. The cultural deposits began at
the surface and often continued 60 cm below thargtsurface, although the densest tabby
concentrations generally ended by 30 or 40 cm bé&@wground surface. In the northern portion
of Trench 10 outside of the above-ground remaimeyetwas a burned layer located at the
bottom of the dense tabby concentration approxima@to 30 cm below the ground surface
and between 5 and 10 cm thick (Figure 49). Thedxlitayer contained burned tabby, ceramics,
and other artifacts, as well as large amounts afreld seeds (Figure 50). Although the type of
seeds could not be identified specifically, thdyhald the same appearance, indicating that the
burned layer resulted from one particular burnipg@de that involved a tree or other large plant
located near the former structure. The burned layggnded almost 6 m from the northern edge
of the tabby remains.

Between the tabby concentrations, the burned layer disturbances from the structure’s
collapse and possible looting or unrecorded exdavst Trench 10’s stratigraphy was more
complicated than the shovel tests’ and is not ygsiheralized; however, there were some
shared stratigraphic elements in many of the umhs.first two strata, which included the root
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FIGURE 49. Trench 10, Unit 4 east wall profile wittre burned layer indicated.
(Courtesy of the UWF Archaeology Institute, 2010.)
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FIGURE 50. Charred seeds from the burned laydrembrthern units of Trench 10.
(Courtesy of the UWF Archaeology Institute, 2012.)
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mat and the densest tabby concentrations typicatiged from the Munsell designation of
10YR4/1 dark gray semi-compact fine-grain sand@¥R3/1 very dark gray semi-compact fine-
grain sand. In the northern units of Trench 10 ihened layer was 10YR2/1 black semi-
compact fine-grain sand. The units in the soutlpemion of the trench had intact and articulated
architectural remains that occurred within the secstratum and, with the exception of the slot
trench in Unit 6, excavations did not proceed thi lower strata. Excavations did continue into
sterile subsoll in the slot trench, the northeritgyrand Unit 10 inside the tabby remains. As with
the shovel tests, the subsoil was 10YR7/1 lighy gemi-compact very fine-grain sand and
generally began between 50 and 60 cm below thengrsurface. Excavations in Units 2 and 4
in the northern portion of the trench encountehedhitardpan spodic layer in a few areas below
the subsoil, which was 10YR4/2 dark grayish browmpact fine-grain sand. The strata in
between the dense tabby concentrations and theisuased, but was most commonly some
combination of 10YR5/1 or 10YRG6/1 gray and 10YRdé&tk gray semi-compact fine-grain
sand, often qualifying as leaching zones from thygen, darker strata.
Historic Artifact Assemblage and South’s ArtifacbGps

The distribution of historic artifacts was relaliveonsistent across Trench 10. With the
exception of Unit 10 inside the rectangular abokeaigd tabby remains, the density of historic
artifacts was quite similar in each of the otheresetrench units. In general, the units all had
significant amounts of ceramics, glass, metalauotd, tabby mortar and plaster, oyster and other
shell, and faunal material and they continued tproeluctive for at least half a meter below the
ground surface, becoming sterile in the seventigith 10 cm level (Level 7 or Level 8).
Frequently the units had multiple consecutive Iswath especially diverse and substantial
historic assemblages.

179



When placed in Stanley South’s (1977) function-ddsstoric artifact groups, the
diversity of the Trench 10 assemblage becomes glage and the artifacts produced by the
eight trench units serve as evidence of an intehsiccupied domestic space (Table 22). The
Trench 10 assemblage includes artifacts thattiit &l of South’s artifact groups, as well as
some artifacts that had to be placed in additioatdgories. Architectural artifacts predominate
in the assemblage and provide compelling evideheceudtiple substantial structures (Table 23).
Artifacts associated with domestic activities alsake up a significant part of the assemblage.
These artifacts include a variety of ceramics dadgy as well as multiple kitchen utensils and
cooking items, such as cooking pot fragments apaolsaible fork fragment (Table 24) (Figure
51). There is a diversity of faunal material ramgirom pigs and cows to fish and wild game
(Table 25). The assemblage also included large ataai oyster shell and, to a slightly lesser
extent, other types of shell, which almost certaoriginate in part from the collapsed tabby
architectural features, but also may be evidenaesbafood was an important dietary component

for Bourbon Field’s historic occupants (Table 26).

TABLE 22

TRENCH 10 ARTIFACTS, BY GROUP
Artifact Group | Count | Weight (g) | Weight (%)
Activities 2 48.3 0.0
Architecture -- 100218.2 81.5
Arms 31 370.7 0.3
Clothing 20 9.7 0.0
Flora® -- 186.5 0.2
Furniture 8 2.6 0.0
Kitchen -- 1982.9 1.6
Other? -- 22.3 0.0
Personal 5 2.0 0.0
Shell?® -- 20171.8 16.4
Tobacco 7 5.9 0.0
Total 73 123021.1 100.0

&This group is not one of South’s (1977) artifacups, but the artifacts associated with it do
not fit easily into any of the established graups

180



TABLE 23
ARCHITECTURE GROUP ARTIFACTS FROM TRENCH 10

Artifact Type Count | Weight (g) | Weight (%)
Bracket, Iron 1 28.7 0.0
Brick Fragments, Handmade 5 1253.4 1.3
Brick Fragments, >1/2” Indeterminate b7 1504.1 1.5
Brick Fragments, <1/2” Indeterminate - 135.3 0.1
Brick Tile Fragments 2 92.3 0.1
Clay, Unmodified -- 0.4 0.0
Glass, Window 1 0.4 0.0
Hook, Hardware 2 7.7 0.0
Nails, Cut 153 353.1 0.3
Nails, Indeterminate 272 245.9 0.3
Nails, Wrought 1 1.3 0.0
Spike, Iron 1 8.7 0.0
Tabby Brick Fragments 11 6214.0 6.2
Tabby Mortar, Finished -+ 8526.2 8.5
Tabby Mortar, Marked -t 85.5 0.1
Tabby Mortar, Unmodified -t 77659.5 77.5
Tabby Plaster, Lathing Marked -- 3159.5 3.2
Tabby Plaster, Whitewashed -- 942.2 0.9
Total 516 100218.2 100.0
TABLE 24
KITCHEN GROUP ARTIFACTS FROM TRENCH 10
Artifact Type Count | Weight (g) | Weight (%)
Bone, Cut/Sawed + 4.1 0.2
Bone, Unmodified - 55.1 2.8
Ceramics, Historic 188 879.9 44.4
Container Fragments, Irén -- 208.5 10.5
Cooking Pot Fragments, Iron 3 136.3 6.9
Fork Fragment, Iron 1 1.6 0.1
Glass, Case Bottfe 7 5.8 0.3
Glass, Drinking 1 0.4 0.0
Glass, Indeterminafe 38 13.9 0.7
Glass, Other Bottle 6 13.7 0.7
Glass, Very Thifi 3 0.5 0.0
Glass, Wine Bottle 49 167.3 8.4
Peach Pit, Charred 1 0.2 0.0
Stove Part, Iron 1 495.6 25.0
Total 298 1982.9 100.0

Artifact may not belong in the kitchen group, bistplacement in that group is the best guess
based on its most probable function.
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FIGURE 51. Iron cooking pot fragment recovered ranich 10.
(Courtesy of the UWF Archaeology Institute, 2012.)

TABLE 25

UNMODIFIED BONE FROM TRENCH 10
Bone Type Weight (g)| Weight (%)
Bird, Indeterminate 2.1 3.8
Bone, Indeterminate 171 31.0
Catfish 0.6 1.1
Cow 0.2 0.4
Fish, Indeterminate 5.6 10.2
Mammal, Indeterminate 9.2 16.7
Mammal, Indeterminate Large 13.2 23.9
Mammal, Indeterminate Small 0|9 1.6
Pig 2.4 4.4
Reptile, Indeterminate 0.7 1.3
Rodent, Indeterminate 0/1 0.2
Sheepshead/Drum 03 0.5
Turtle 2.7 4.9
Total 55.1 100.0
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TABLE 26

SHELL FROM TRENCH 10

Shell Type Weight (g)| Weight (%)
Barnacle 29.0 0.1
Coquina 0.3 0.0
Gastropod, Indeterminate 7.4 0.0
Mercenaria (Clam) 553.9 2.8
Oyster 19564.9 97.0
Scallop/Cockle, Indeterminate 3.8 0.0
Shell, Indeterminate 2.9 0.0
Whelk 9.6 0.1
Total 20171.8 100.0

The seven furniture tacks and the furniture staplee as additional evidence of a
domestic structure, especially because there aagtifacts in the assemblage indicative of a
barn or outbuilding, such as farming tools or maehy related artifacts (Table 27). Although it

is possible that the artifacts in the activitiesugy were associated with farming activities, their

original function remains unclear (Table 28).

TABLE 27
FURNITURE GROUP ARTIFACTS FROM TRENCH 10
Artifact Type Count | Weight (g)
Staples, Furniture 1 0.1
Tacks, Furniture 7 2.5
Total 8 2.6
TABLE 28
ACTIVITIES GROUP ARTIFACTS FROM TRENCH 10
Artifact Type |Count | Weight (g)
Strap, Iron 1 47.7
Wire 1 0.6
Total 2 48.3

The numerous items belonging to the tobacco, patsolothing, and arms groups
recovered in Trench 10 provide significant evideota heavily utilized domestic space (Tables

29-32). In particular, many of the clothing andgmaral items were unlikely to be intentionally
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discarded than other types of artifacts and prgbaddulted from frequent human traffic in the

area associated with the tabby remains (Figure 52).

TABLE 29
TOBACCO GROUP ARTIFACTS FROM TRENCH 10
Artifact Type Count | Weight (g)
Pipe Bowl Fragments, White Clay 6 3.7
Pipe Stems, White Clay 1 2.2
Total 7 5.9
TABLE 30
PERSONAL GROUP ARTIFACTS FROM TRENCH 10
Artifact Type Count | Weight (g)
Jewelry Part, Indeterminate 1 0.1
Latch (from a diary, jewelry box, or 1 15
similar object)
Necklace Chain Fragments 3 0.4
Total 5 2.0
TABLE 31
CLOTHING GROUP ARTIFACTS FROM TRENCH 10
Artifact Type Count | Weight (g)
Buttons, Bone 11 3.4
Buttons, Brass 3 5.4
Buttons, Porcelain L 0.5
Grommet 1 0.1
Hook and Eye, Clothing 1 0.1
Hook and Eye, Shoe 1 0.1
Straight Pin Fragments 2 0.1
Total 20 9.7
TABLE 32
ARMS GROUP ARTIFACTS FROM TRENCH 10
Artifact Type Count | Weight (g)
Gun Barrel 1 356.5
Percussion Cap, Brass 3 0.3
Shot, Lead 27 13.9
Total 31 370.7
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FIGURE 52. A) Bone button andB) porcelain button recovered in Trench 10.
(Courtesy of the UWF Archaeology Institute, 2012.)
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The Trench 10 assemblage included a number of motkyartifacts, not found in any of
the shovel test excavations that provide additioesils about the former occupants of the
structures. In Unit 4, contiguous with the northettside edge of the rectangular tabby form, a
fragment of a gun barrel was recovered (Figure B58.solid iron, with the exception of a small
brass ring that surrounds a hole on the side db#nesl and includes part of the attachment to
the gun stock. X-rays of the gun barrel revealdidl $@n in the breech end, indicating that the
gun was originally muzzle-loading (Figure 54). Tthameter of the barrel is approximately 0.5
in. Its diameter size and the fact that it appeatze from a muzzle-loading gun suggests that the
gun barrel once belonged to a musket. Muskets us¥d from the 18th century through the
Civil War, although they became less common withdbvelopment of rifles in the mid-19th
century (Lord 1963).

In the first level of Unit 10, inside the rectangutabby form, the recovery of an iron
stove part provided later temporal data for thenfer structure(s) (Figure 55). The stove part was
a curved piece of solid iron that had evidenceedfpaint and part of a maker’'s mark that read
“B.R. Hawley.” Iron stoves were first used in thealg 18th century, becoming more and more
common though the 19th century (Groft 1984:11-T8g stove part’'s good condition indicates
that it was probably from a later time period, polgseven dating to the postbellum Geechee era
since it was recovered only a few centimeters belmground surface and in a possibly
disturbed context. Examinations of Sears catalags the 1870s and 1890s, however, did not
produce any evidence of the manufacturer “B.R. legivind no specific date can be assigned to

the stove part at this point.
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FIGURE 53. Gun barrel fragment, post-conservatiecgvered in Unit 4, Trench 10.
(Courtesy of the UWF Anthropology Department Comwagon Lab, 2011.)
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FIGURE 54. X-ray of gun barrel fragment showingddaion at the breech end of the barrel.
(Courtesy of UWF Anthropology Department Consevatiab, 2011.)
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FIGURE 55. Iron stove part with the maker’s markcirption of “B.R. Hawley,” post-
conservation, found in Unit 10, Trench 10. (Cowtesthe UWF Anthropology
Department Conservation Lab, 2011.)
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An earlier date range is associated with the tvferdint types of brass buttons recovered
in Trench 10 (Figure 56). The first type is a tapper alloy disc that was commonly used on
coats in the second half of the 18th century, beécgdarger in diameter over time. They were
used through the early 19th century, but declimegglopularity soon thereafter (Hume 1970:90-
92). A single flat copper alloy button was foundte first level of Unit 10 in the same
guestionable context as the stove part. The setypedvas a hollow two-piece brass button with
a stamped decoration. Two identical buttons oftype were found in separate units in Trench
10: one from Unit 10 and the other was recoverddnit 6. They resemble the hollow cast brass
buttons that became popular in the early 18th cgnhwt the hollow two-piece decorated brass
buttons continued in various forms through the twaf of the 19th century, so it could originate
with the antebellum period (Hume 1970:89-91). Foumtthree different parts of Trench 10, both
button types indicate that an earlier date forftlmer structure(s) is possible.

Historic Ceramics

Trench 10 produced a variety of historic ceramldse most common ceramic type out of
the 189 sherds was gray salt-glazed stoneware, im#jority of those sherds seemed to be from
the same large vessel, most likely a large jugamage jar (Table 33) (Figure 57). Thus, the high
frequency of gray salt-glazed stoneware sherds woiesecessarily mean that it was the
preferred and most heavily utilized ceramic typsddiin the former structure(s). The second
most common ceramic type was pearlware in its uarforms, most frequently of the plain and
transfer-printed varieties. The high number of pveare sherds is similar to the shovel test
ceramic assemblage; however, in Trench 10, storssnae far more numerous than any of the
non-pearlware refined earthenwares, and unlikehiogel tests ceramic data, the number of
whiteware sherds exceeds the number of creamwardssfFigure 58).
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FIGURE 56. Brass buttons recovered in Trench Apa(flat copper alloy disc button and
(B) a hollow two-piece brass button with a stampezbdaion.
(Courtesy of the UWF Archaeology Institute, 2012.)
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TABLE 33

TRENCH 10 HISTORIC CERAMIC ASSEMBLAGE

Ceramic Type Count| Count | Weight | Weight

(%) (9) (%)
Creamware, Plain § 3.2 51 0.6
Indeterminate, Alkaline-Glazed 1 05 0.5 0.0
Indeterminate, Lead-Glazed 1 05 2.4 0.3
Pearlware, Annular 5 2.7 10.5 1.2
Pearlware, Indeterminate 1 05 1.3 0.2
Pearlware, Plain 16 8.5 37.1 4.2
Pearlware, Shell-Edged 1 05 1.7 0.2
Pearlware, Sprig Earthentone Polychrome 2 11 1.3 0.2
Pearlware, Transfer-Printed 17 9.1 7.5 0.8
Pearlware, Wormy Finger-Painted 1 05 0.5 0.0
Porcelain, Bone China 1 0.5 15 0.2
Redware, Lead-Glazed 1 05 0.3 0.0
Refined Earthenware, Indeterminate 5 27 24.6 2.8
Refined Earthenware, Transfer-Printed 1 05 0.2 0.0
Stoneware, Albany Slip 11 5.9 4.2 0.5
Stoneware, Brown Salt-Glazed Stoneware 2111.2 239.7 27.2
Stoneware, Gray Salt-Glazed Stoneware 57 30.3 443.3 50.4
Stoneware, Indeterminate 29 155 40.1 4.6
Stoneware, Lead-Glazed 1 05 3.2 0.4
Whiteware, Annular 1 0.5 0.1 0.0
Whiteware, Edge-Molded il 0.5 7.6 0.9
Whiteware, Plain 5 2.7 42.5 4.8
Whiteware, Transfer-Printed 3 1.6 4.7 0.5
Total 188| 100.0 879.9 100.0
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FIGURE 57. A sample of the numerous gray salt-glasteneware sherds, most likely from the
same large vessel, recovered in Trench 10. (Couadfethe UWF Archaeology Institute, 2012.)
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FIGURE 58. Graph showing the frequencies of thenary historic ceramic types recovered in
Trench 10.
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One of the historic ceramic sherds recovered irt Boif Trench 10 is particularly
intriguing. It is a sizable brown salt-glazed stwaee sherd with the majority of a large maker's
mark (Figure 59). The maker’s mark consists ofyiz&td large bird-of-prey, most likely an
eagle, with a crown on its head and a heart imtiaielle of its chest. Inside the heart are the
letters “ER.” A ring containing the letters “G. EL.” encircles the bird and it is probable that
there were more letters following the “L,” befoleetvessel broke. The sherd is thick and seems
to be from a utilitarian vessel of some sort, sasta mug or storage jug. Unfortunately, no other
sherds from that vessel were recovered and no c@raakers could be identified that used
“ER” or “G. E. I. L.” in their marks. Often Britisimade historic ceramics have marks associated
with the king or queen ruling at the time of theianufacture, such as GR for King George and
VR for Queen Victoria, but there is no British kingqueen with E as a first initial that
corresponds to historic period occupations on Saftéhme 1970:114). Since no words in the
English language begin with the letters “G.E.l.Lthé ceramic may have been made outside of
Britain, possibly in Germany where there was susfcgéstoneware industry. Historic brown
salt-glazed stonewares from Britain have an eatg dange of 1690 to 1775, but stonewares
imported from Germany have date ranges that exXtentdthe colonial period to 1900 (Gaimster
1997). Until the details of its manufacture candentified, the ceramic can provide limited
temporal data for the structure.

Mean ceramic date (MCD) calculations provide mgrectfic temporal data for the
structure(s) represented by the tabby remains.chréf’s mean ceramic dates resulted from
three different calculations. The first utilized dibagnostic ceramics (MCD 1) and the second

excluded the ceramics with unusually long date earaf 200 years or more, as had been done
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FIGURE 59. Brown salt-glazed stoneware sherd widrge maker’'s mark recovered in Unit 8,
Trench 10. (Courtesy of the UWF Archaeology Ins#f2012.)
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with the shovel test ceramic data (MCD 2). Thedlmalculation only eliminated gray salt-glazed
stoneware since a large number of the gray satiedlatoneware sherds in the trench seemed to
come from the same large vessel (MCD 3) (Table Bd4¢. 38 sherds that lacked well-defined
date ranges, including indeterminate lead-glazetkterminate alkaline-glazed, indeterminate
refined earthenware, and indeterminate stonewassnies, were excluded from all of the mean
ceramic date calculations. The ceramic assembld@&3 post-dated historic occupations of the
former structure(s) due to the presence of whitewerca 1830-present).
TABLE 34
TRENCH 10'S MEAN CERAMIC DATES AND CERAMIC TPQ

MCD 1 MCD MCD 2 MCD MCD 3 MCD | TPQ

Sherd Count 1 Sherd Count 2 Sherd Count 3
150 1808.9 92 1808.2 93 1809.4| 1964

High v. Low Status Artifacts

Historic ceramics and other artifacts recovered@rench 10 supplied limited evidence of
the socioeconomic status of the occupants of i structure(s). While there were few
ceramic sherds with identifiable vessel forms, t@napt was made to determine CC Index
values for the Trench 10 ceramic data (Table 35)N¢ML980, 1991). As with the CC Indices
determined for the shovel test ceramic assemblffe] was chosen as the representative year
for historic occupations because it was the clogest available in Miller’s index tables to the
mean ceramic dates calculated for the Trench lh#sage. The year 1814 is also relatively
close to the medians of both gray salt-glazed stanes (circa 1700-1900) and pearlware’s
(circa 1780-1840) date ranges, the two most nunsesball historic ceramic types recovered in

Trench 10.
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TABLE 35
1814 CC INDEX VALUES FOR TRENCH 10 AND SHOVEL TEST

CERAMICS

Vessel Form | Trench 10 CC Index Shovel Test CC Index
Bowl 2.40 1.40

Plate 1.17 2.38

Tea Ware 3.67 2.80

Notable differences exist between the CC Indices@ated with Trench 10 and those
determined for the shovel test assemblage. Then@€xlvalue determined for the bowl sherds
recovered in the trench is significantly highenthlae 1.00 assigned to plain creamware and is
almost double the value determined for the bowésddhrecovered in the shovel tests. For the
plate sherds recovered in Trench 10, the CC Indéxevis not much higher than the 1.00 for
plain creamware and is much lower than the valsgaed to shovel test plate sherds. In
contrast, the CC Index value for tea ware sherdsdan Trench 10 is the highest value
calculated for any of the vessel forms recoverethéntrench or in the shovel tests. It is more
than 3.5 times the value for plain creamware arsiistantially higher than the CC Index value
calculated for the tea ware sherds from the shiegts.

Although there were several artifacts recoveretirench 10 that could be associated
with a particularly higher or lower social stattlere was no particular pattern in their
distribution. Throughout the trench and in varitexgels, there were multiple types of higher
status artifacts, including transfer-printed pearevand whiteware sherds, a plain porcelain
sherd, a drinking glass shard, very thin glassdshérat may have been from glass table ware,
brass buttons, a porcelain button, jewelry pausyifure tacks, a gun barrel, a stove part, and
window glass (Hume 1970:257; Miller 1980:4,32; Kel®984:205-206; Cabak and Groover
2006:68,77-79). The units adjacent to the abovewgtdabby form, Units 4 and 6, had the most

high status artifacts, but every unit had at lea®w of those relatively expensive, luxury items.
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There were also, however, a significant numberoofigaratively cheap, utilitarian type artifacts
that have been considered lower status includimglafrequency of gray and brown salt-glazed
stoneware, Albany slip stoneware, and indetermistameeware sherds, as well as several
annular, plain, and shell-edged refined earthenwsfaeeds, which have been associated with
slave occupation areas on other plantation sitesn@1970:100-101; Miller 1980:3-4; Otto
1984).

Artifact Distributions

While each unit in Trench 10 had a substantidicattassemblage, the distribution of
artifacts was not uniform. Excavations in the uatdgcent to the rectangular tabby remains,
Units 4 and 6, revealed not only that the tabbynfaras shallower than expected, but that it was
constructed directly on top of a significant amoohtabby debris and other artifacts (Figure 60).
Because the density of architectural debris andraittifacts below the tabby form indicates that
the tabby rubble represents two different structuttee vertical distribution of artifacts was
examined in detail, both in reference to excavaléwels and natural strata.

Based on their elevation relative to the tabbyamegke, the arbitrary excavation levels
can, theoretically, be divided and linked to eitthe first or the second structure. In this analysi
Levels 1 and 2 represent the occupation of the negsint structure associated with the intact
above-ground tabby remains because the two leeelsrglly contain material recovered above
the bottom of the rectangular tabby form. Level@uded material that may represent both
structures, as the bottom of the tabby form vaireglevation between the bottom of Level 2 and
Level 3, and thus is not grouped with any otheelevi_evels 4 through 7, existing below the
tabby form, represent the previous structure. Emobping of excavations levels (Levels 1-2,
Level 3, and Levels 4-7) was divided into Stanleyt®’s (1977) artifact groups to examine the
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FIGURE 60. North wall of the slot trench excvit6 of Trench 10, which shows the
dense tabby rubble concentrations existing bel@btsitom of the rectangular tabby form.
(Courtesy of the UWF Archaeology Institute, 2010.)
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distribution of specific types of artifacts and exae the function of the former structures (Table
36). Units 10, 2, and 11 were excluded from thalygsis because Unit 10 seems to represent a
separate filling episode and may be heavily digtdrénd Units 2 and 11 included some
combined levels that were excavated at the saneeamd could not be divided into the upper,
middle, and lower level groupings. Artifacts frofmngbo-cleaning proveniences that spanned the
upper, middle, and lower level groupings were asduded.

TABLE 36

ARTIFACTS RECOVERED IN TRENCH 10'S UPPER, MIDDLEND LOWER
LEVELS, BY GROUP

Levels 1-2 Level 3 Levels 4-7
Artifact Group | Count | Weight(g) | Count | Weight(g) | Count | Weight(qg)
Activities 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 48.3
Architecture -- 14491.2 -- 17830.3 -- 17592.6
Arms 4 357.6 1 0.4 7 2.5
Clothing 5 1.1 7 1.2 3 1.0
Flora -- 27.9 -- 11.0 -- 28.4
Furniture 0 0.0 3 1.0 2 0.9
Kitchen -- 190.7 -- 470.6 -- 758.8
Other -- 2.0 -- 3.6 -- 0.0
Personal 1 0.1 3 0.4 0 0.0
Shell - 4172.9 -- 3947.9 -- 6470.0
Tobacco 0 0.0 1 2.2 3 2.6
Total 10 19243.5 15 22268.6 17 24905.1

Comparisons between the assemblages of Level&édve| 3, and Levels 4-7 in Trench
10 revealed that the number of artifacts genematlyeased with depth. While it is true that the
significant difference in the number of levels ach grouping may partially account for the
disparities in artifact amounts, Levels 6 and thmlower level grouping often included the top
of the subsoil stratum and had very few artifa€taus, the upper and lower level groupings are
relatively comparable. In all three groupings, @éinehitecture, shell, and kitchen groups
respectively contained the largest amounts ofeatisf Levels 1-2 lacked artifacts from the

activities, furniture, and tobacco groups, but ptibduced evidence of an intensely occupied
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and/or heavily trafficked area, including variolstking, personal, and arms-related items.
Levels 4-7 did not have any personal or other gratifacts, but contained items belonging to
all remaining artifact groups. They produced thly @ctivities-related artifacts in the entire
Trench 10 assemblage--a wire and an iron strapL&kiels 4-7 assemblage is indicative of a
domestic space and includes a particularly largewsnrinof architectural items and shell,
providing evidence of a structure pre-dating theptarectangle. Level 3's assemblage seems to
hold more in common with the assemblage from Le#elsthan Levels 1-2, except for its
smaller amounts of shell and kitchen artifactslatk of activities artifacts, and the presence of
multiple personal items.

To better assess any differences in function betwlee hypothesized earlier and later
structures, percentages were calculated for eattreddrtifact groups in the upper, middle, and
lower level groupings based on their weight (T&3¢ These calculations provided insight into
the general makeup of each grouping’'s assemblagediess of its relative total size. In general,
the upper, middle, and lower level groupings haerg similar composition. The vast majority
of each assemblage consisted of architecturahetsif followed by shell with a large disparity
existing between the two groups. Kitchen artifantske up a similar percentage of the
assemblage in each grouping, which is much smiiiétrthe architecture and shell groups, but is
still the third largest percentage in all but thevels 1-2 grouping. In Levels 1-2, the arms group
is slightly larger than the kitchen group due te tacovery of the gun barrel fragment. The
remaining artifact groups in the upper, middle, kovader levels make up only a negligible

percentage of the assemblages.
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TABLE 37
RELATIVE COMPOSITION OF THE ASSEMBLAGES RECOVEREN |
THE UPPER, MIDDLE, AND LOWER LEVELS OF TRENCH 10,8

PERCENTAGE OF WEIGHT

Levels 1-2 Level 3 Levels 4-7
Artifact Group |Weight (%) | Weigh (%) | Weight (%)
Activities 0.0 0.0 0.2
Architecture 75.3 80.1 70.6
Arms 1.9 0.0 0.0
Clothing 0.0 0.0 0.0
Flora 0.1 0.1 0.1
Furniture 0.0 0.0 0.0
Kitchen 1.0 2.1 3.1
Other 0.0 0.0 0.0
Personal 0.¢ 0.0 0.0
Shell 21.7 17.7 26.0
Tobacco 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Mean ceramic dates calculated for the upper lgiiefy, middle level (3), and lower
levels (4-7) in Trench 10 provided tentative tengbolata for occupations of the two structures
(Table 38). Units 2 and 11 were excluded from theean ceramic date calculations because, as
mentioned previously, they included some combiesels that were excavated at the same time.
Like the other Trench 10 mean ceramic date detextioins, three types of mean ceramic date
calculations were conducted for each of the levelgings: one that utilized all diagnostic
ceramics (MCD 1), another that excluded the ceramvith unusually long date ranges of 200
years or more (MCD 2), and a third that only eliatéd gray salt-glazed stoneware (MCD 3).
Any ceramics that lacked a well-defined date rapgenarily the indeterminate refined
earthenwares and indeterminate stonewares, wermeuiedf all three mean ceramic date
calculations. In some cases, the only ceramic wiffiea ceramic date range of 200 years or
more was the gray salt-glazed stoneware (circa-1B00), which meant that MCD 2 was not

calculated. The presence of whiteware (circa 18@8gmt) in all three level groupings resulted
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in the same TPQ of 1964, which contributed litde¢he discernment of earlier and later

structures.

TABLE 38

MEAN CERAMIC DATES FOR THE UPPER, MIDDLE, AND LOWE LEVELS IN

TRENCH 10
Levels MCD 1 MCD MCD 2 MCD MCD 3 MCD

Sherd Count 1 Sherd Count 2 Sherd Count 3

1-2 11 1787.2 -- -- 8 1782.4
3 40 1806.8 -- -- 29 1809.4
4-7 80 1805.8 43 1804.8 44 1802.3

The low number of diagnostic sherds in Levels 1&8/mave affected the accuracy of the
mean ceramic dates associated with their combieshtc assemblage, which would account
for the illogical result of earlier mean ceramitetadetermined for the upper levels and later
dates determined for the lower levels. When Leyeldch in large part includes artifacts from
above the bottom of the rectangular tabby fornynsped into the upper level grouping, the
mean ceramic dates associated with the upper aret levels make more sense from a
stratigraphic perspective, resulting in slightlyliest dates for the lower levels and later dates fo
the upper levels (Table 39). Of course, the acquodthese revised dates may be questionable
as well due to Level 3's intermediate position kedw the hypothesized earlier and later tabby
remains.

TABLE 39

MEAN CERAMIC DATES FOR ALTERNATE UPPER AND LOWERRVEL
GROUPINGS IN TRENCH 10

Levels MCD 1 MCD MCD 2 MCD MCD 3 MCD
Sherd Count 1 Sherd Count 2 Sherd Count 3

1-3 59 1810.9 -- -- 40 1811.3

4-7 80 1805.8 43 1804.8 44 1802.3

An analysis of the artifact distributions across thfferent strata excavated in Trench 10

provides additional data useful for interpretatiofghe tabby remains. There are differences
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across Trench 10 in the stratigraphy and assocatédct deposits. The units in the northern
portion of Trench 10 outside of the rectangulabtatorm (Units 2, 4, and 11) continued until
sterile without encountering solid or articulataflty remains (Figure 61). In the northern units
the upper dark gray stratum located beneath thtermabcontained a vast majority of the cultural
deposits. It extended from the lower portion of thigby form to 5 to 10 cm below the bottom of
the tabby form. The entire stratum is basicallypacentration of tabby rubble, which gradually
decreases in thickness as it progresses north mamaythe tabby form. The portions of the
stratum above and below the bottom of the tablbw fare not distinguishable from each other
and it is difficult to determine if it representsittiple structures. Just below the gray stratum is
the burned layer, which contained the same typdsiansity of historic artifacts, except for the
relatively large amounts of charcoal and charredi s€he historic artifact distribution
essentially ends after the burned layer, whereetlsea leaching zone followed by the sterile
subsoil stratum.

The stratigraphic distribution of ceramics did hetp to distinguish between the earlier
and later structures. A vast majority of the histaeramics was recovered in the same dark gray
upper stratum of the units that also contained eotrations of tabby rubble and could not be
divided according to their stratagraphic contextséme cases a dark gray stratum, typically
spanning 20 to 30 cm from the ground surface, cbaldistinguished from the very dark gray
stratum below it, occurring somewhere between 3D5hcm below ground surface; however,
both strata contained a variety of earlier and le¢gamics ranging from brown salt-glazed
stonewares (circa 1690-1775) and creamwares (t#62-1820) to whitewares (circa 1830-

present) and Albany slip stoneware (circa 1800-1986érris [2010]; Florida Museum of
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FIGURE 61 The west waII of Un|t 4, which represealtyplcal post _excavation profile in the
northern portion of Trench 10. (Courtesy of the UEhaeology Institute, 2010.)
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Natural History 2011). Immediately below the darkygand very dark gray strata was a leaching
zone that contained few ceramics, followed by Kenibsoil.

In the southern portion of Trench 10 outside oftdt#by form only certain parts of the
stratigraphy were exposed during unit excavati@esides the 50 x 25 cm slot trench adjacent to
the tabby form in Unit 6, the southern units reradim the same upper dark gray stratum that
contained historic artifacts and tabby rubble & tiorthern portion of the trench. Within the dark
gray stratum, the southern units revealed artiedlarchitectural features less than 25 cm below
the ground surface in the area adjacent to theytadyin (Unit 6) and between 10 and 20 cm
below the ground surface in the slightly lower eligan units further south (Units 7, 8, and 9).

The most significant of the subsurface architet¢tigi@ains was the edge of a large,
relatively flat slab of solid tabby that was expm&® Unit 6 and the northern portion of Unit 7.
The portion of the tabby slab in those units wagz@axmately 90 cm long and spanned 45 cm at
its widest point, but it clearly extend beyond tiarow scope of the trench and its actual size is
unknown. Although the solid tabby slab was deteatied in places and did not have a
particularly smooth surface or edges, it was inéactugh to determine that it had once been a
flat surface associated with the former structovest likely a tabby wall of some kind. The top
surface of the tabby slab was encountered at appately the same depth as the bottom of the
tabby form in Unit 6, and cannot be definitivel\sasiated with an older previous structure. It is
likely that both the rectangular tabby form and tidigby slab were from the same architecture
feature of the most recent structure.

South of the tabby slab were very dense conceotrmbtf tabby rubble that decreased in
intensity as they progressed southward, finally\stgpin the southern end of Trench 10 in Unit
9, less than 5 m from the rectangular tabby foriguie 62). These tabby concentrations were
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FIGURE 62. Southern portion of Trench 10 with teese tabby rubble and architectural debris
exposed. (Courtesy of the UWF Archaeology Instjt@@10.)
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much denser than those in the northern half ofrédrech, so much so that they were not removed
during excavations. They were approximately theesalavation as the tabby slab, and may have
originally been part of the same tabby wall or offfeg architectural feature.

The slot trench in Unit 6 provided the only stredighic evidence in the southern portion
of the trench of consecutive building episodes. 3lbetrench revealed dense concentrations of
various forms of tabby mortar and plaster and ay&tell, as well as a number of other historic
artifacts such as ceramics, glass, brick, naild,eone, all recovered below the bottom of the
tabby form. In the northern profile of Unit 6, thi®t trench clearly reveals that the tabby form is
resting directly on top of a dense layer of tahliylaie “(Figure 60).” In fact, more than 10 cm
below the bottom of the tabby form, there was sadense concentration of tabby that only half
of the slot trench was excavated down to the tap@subsoil stratum to minimize the removal
of large amounts of tabby.

The stratigraphy in Unit 10 inside the rectangtéddby form was completely different
from the rest of the Trench 10 excavations. Unit@fsisted of layer upon layer of architectural
material, mostly in the form of tabby mortar, p&astand brick fragments with few other non-
architectural artifacts (Table 40) (Figure 63).sBktremely dense concentration of tabby did
not end until after the seventh 10 cm level. Althlowvith so few temporally diagnostic artifacts
it is difficult to interpret conclusively, the unuel and extensive distribution of architectural
artifacts in Unit 10 suggests that a filling episaday have occurred after the major occupations
of the area around the tabby remains, which woatdant for the unit’s unique contents and
depth of historic deposits. In this hypothesizdth§y episode, the architectural debris from the
former structure(s) was used as the “filler” fdia@e that was dug either by looters or for some
other purpose. The interior of the tabby form exgobs Unit 10 serves as additional evidence
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TABLE 40

UNIT 10 ARTIFACT ASSEMBLAGE, BY GROUP

Artifact Group |Artifact Type Count Weight (g)
Architecture Brick Fragments, Handmade 5 472.6
Brick, Indeterminate - 532.8
Brick Tile 1 83.4
Hook, Hardware 1 2.9
Nails and Nail Fragments 35 95.7
Tabby Brick Fragments 10 5424.0
Tabby Mortar, Unmodified -t 20723.2
Tabby Mortar, Finished + 6251.5
Tabby Mortar, Marked - 85.5
Tabby Plaster, Lathing Marked -- 2152.2
Tabby Plaster, Whitewashed - 585.0
Total 72 36408.8
Arms Percussion Cap, Brass 1 0.1
Shot, Lead 12 5.9
Total 13 6.0
Clothing Buttons, Bone 2 1.4
Buttons, Brass 2 4.7
Total 4 6.1
Flora Nuts, Charred - 0.2
Seeds, Charred - 9.9
Wood, Carbonized -+ 23.1
Total -- 33.2
Furniture Staple Fragments 1 0.1
Total 1 0.1
Kitchen Bone, Cut/Sawed + 4.1
Bone, Unmodified - 12.8
Ceramics 8 23.6
Container Fragments, Iron -- 2.2
Glass, Indeterminate 5 0.6
Glass, Very Thin 3 0.5
Glass, Wine Bottle (0 7.4
Peach Pit, Charred 1 0.2
Stove Part, Iron 1 495.6
Total 24 547.0
Other Cinders -- 3.9
Stone, Non-Cultural - 5.6
Total -- 9.5
Shell Barnacles - 2.1
Indeterminate - 0.3
Mercenaria (Clam) - 33.8
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TABLE 40 (CONTINUED)
UNIT 10 HISTORIC ARTIFACT ASSEMBLAGE, BY GROUP

Artifact Group |Artifact Type Count Weight (g)
Shell Oyster - 3619.9

Total -- 3656.1
Artifact Total 114 40666.8

¥

A

FIGURE 63. South wall profile of Unit 10 showm@ttiense architectural rubble and possible
evidence of a modern filling episode. (Courtesyhaf UWF Archaeology Institute, 2010.)
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of a later disturbance, as it is in a far worseditoon than the parts of the tabby form exposed in
Units 4 and 6 and does not exist as a solid watiast places.

Besides the possibility of multiple consecutivelthinig episodes, the general
assemblages recovered in different parts of Tréctevealed other important information
about the occupations of the former structure(sjmg@arisons between the assemblages found in
the northern and southern units of Trench 10, dsasdJnit 10 using South’s (1977) artifact
groups vielded significant differences (Tables4R), In general, the southern portion of the
trench produced significantly more kitchen-relatedhs than the northern portion, including
more than six times as many historic ceramics andtimes more glass (Table 43)

Additionally, the southern units contained spediichen artifacts such as a drinking glass
shard, iron cooking pot fragments, and a possile fragment that are not present in the
northern units. The southern units also had sicgifily more shell and bone. The southern and
northern units did contain similar amounts of at@ttural material, but the northern units
produced more furniture, arms, clothing, and peadems than the southern units and had
considerably more flora artifacts in the form oftmanized seeds and carbonized wood,
providing further evidence of a burning episod¢hi@ northern area (Table 44).

TABLE 41

ARTIFACT ASSEMBLAGES RECOVERED IN THE NORTHERN, CHRAL
(UNIT 10), AND SOUTHERN UNITS OF TRENCH 10, BY GR®U

Northern Units Southern Units Unit 10
Artifact Group | Count | Weight (g) | Count | Weight (g) | Count | Weight (g)
Activities 0 0 2 48.3 0 0
Architecture -- 23814.1 -- 39995.3 -- 36408.8
Arms 6 359.7 12 5.0 13 6.0
Clothing 12 1.7 4 1.9 4 6.1
Flora -- 124.7 -- 28.8 -- 33.0
Furniture 6 2.3 1 0.2 1 0.1
Kitchen -- 278.9 -- 1157.0 -- 547.0
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TABLE 41 (CONTINUED)
ARTIFACT ASSEMBLAGES RECOVERED IN THE NORTHERN, CHRAL
(UNIT 10), AND SOUTHERN UNITS OF TRENCH 10, BY GR®U

Northern Units Southern Units Unit 10
Artifact Group | Count | Weight (g) | Count | Weight (g) | Count | Weight (g)
Other -- 9.8 -- 3.0 -- 9.5
Personal 5 2.0 0 0 0 0
Shell - 3800.4 -- 12715.3 -- 3656.1
Tobacco 6 4.9 1 1.0 0 0
Total 35 28398.5 20 53955.8 18 40666.8
TABLE 42

COMPARISON OF THE ASSEMBLAGES RECOVERED IN THE NORERN,
CENTRAL (UNIT 10), AND SOUTHERN UNITS OF TRENCH 18Y
PERCENTAGE OF WEIGHT

Northern Units | Southern Units Unit 10
Artifact Group Weight (%) Weight (%) Weight (%)
Activities 0.0 0.1 0.0
Architecture 83.9 74.1 89.5
Arms 1.3 0.0 0.0
Clothing 0.0 0.0 0.0
Flora 0.4 0.1 0.1
Furniture 0.0 0.0 0.0
Kitchen 1.0 2.1 1.4
Other 0.0 0.0 0.0
Personal 0.¢ 0.0 0.0
Shell 13.4 23.6 9.0
Tobacco 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
TABLE 43

KITCHEN GROUP ARTIFACTS RECOVERED IN THE NORTHERKEENTRAL
(UNIT 10), AND SOUTHERN UNITS OF TRENCH 10

Northern Units Southern Units Unit 10

Artifact Type Count | Weight Count | Weight Count | Weight

(9) (9) (9)
Bone, Cut/Sawed -+ 0 -- 0 -- 4.1
Bone, Unmodified - 175 -- 24.8 -- 12.8
Ceramics 22 135.8 158 720.5 8 23.6
Container Fragments, Iron - 60.4 -- 145.9 -- 2.2
Cooking Pot Fragments 0 0.0 3 136.3 0 0.0
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TABLE 43 (CONTINUED)
KITCHEN GROUP ARTIFACTS RECOVERED IN THE NORTHERKEENTRAL
(UNIT 10), AND SOUTHERN UNITS OF TRENCH 10

Northern Units Southern Units Unit 10
Artifact Type Count | Weight Count | Weight | Count | Weight
(9) (9) (9)
Fork Fragments 0 0.0 1 1.6 0 0.0
Glass, Case Bottle 1 0.1 6 5.7 0 0.0
Glass, Drinking 0 0.0 1 0.4 0 0.0
Glass, Indeterminate 8 1.5 25 11.8 5 0.6
Glass, Other Bottle 2 4.5 4 9.2 0 0.0
Glass, Very Thin C 0.0 0 0.0 3 0.5
Glass, Wine Bottle 9 59.1 34 100.8 6 7.4
Peach Pit, Charred 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.2
Stove Part, Iron 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 495.6
Total 42 278.9 232| 1157.0 24 547.0
TABLE 44
ARCHITECTURE GROUP ARTIFACTS RECOVERED FROM THE ROHERN,
CENTRAL (UNIT 10), AND SOUTHERN UNITS OF TRENCH 10
Northern Units Southern Units Unit 10
Artifact Type Count | Weight | Count | Weight | Count | Weight
(9) (9) (9)
Bracket, Iron 0 0.0 1 28.7 0 0.0
Brick Fragments, Handmade 1 3554 1 425.4 5 472.6
Brick Fragments, -- 764.2 - 342.4 -- 532.8
Indeterminate
Brick Tile 0 0.0 1 8.9 1 83.4
Clay, Unmodified -- 0.4 -- 0.0 -- 0.0
Glass, Window C 0.0 1 0.4 0 0.0
Hook, Hardware 0 0.0 1 4.8 1 2.9
Nails and Nail Fragments 225 303.2 146 201.4 55 95.7
Spike, Iron 1 8.7 0 0.0 0 0.0
Tabby Brick Fragments 0) 0.0 1 790.0 10| 5424.0
Tabby Mortar, Finished + 13134 -- 961.3 --| 62515
Tabby Mortar, Marked -t 0.0 -- 0.0 -- 85.5
Tabby Mortar, Unmodified -t 20510.1 -- | 36426.2 -- | 20723.2
Tabby Plaster, Lathing 463.3 -- 544.0 -- 2152.2
Marked
Tabby Plaster, Whitewashe( -- 954 -- 261.8 -- 585.0
Total 227| 23814.1 152| 39995.3 72| 36408.8
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Inside of the rectangular tabby form, the contemtgnit 10 differed significantly from
the rest of the trench. Unit 10 produced only elghtoric ceramics, which represented a mere
5% of the total ceramic assemblage recovered incir@0. The unit’s other kitchen-related
artifacts were also low in number and diversitygtéad, architectural artifacts predominated in
the assemblage. In addition to a significant amof@imiils and clay brick, Unit 10 had an
extremely large quantity of tabby, with nearly dlmuthe amount of tabby mortar as either the
three northern units or the four southern unitst W@ alone produced more than two times the
combined weight of clay brick and the various formhsabby than both the northern and
southern portions of Trench 10 and it containedbadlone fragment of the identified tabby
bricks found in the trench. The other artifact freqcies in Unit 10 are less noteworthy. It
produced quite a few lead shot, approximately #meesnumber as all four of Trench 10’s
southern units, but, except for four buttons, ¢kked clothing items and contained no artifacts
belonging in the personal, tobacco, or activitiesugs.

To facilitate interpretations of the architecturaiction of the tabby in and around the
above-ground remains, a detailed analysis of tsiblution of tabby throughout the Trench 10
was conducted. For each unit, the analysis inclideéssessment of the total amounts of tabby,
the depth of the tabby deposits, and the levels thig most tabby, as well as the unit’s
percentage of the total amount of tabby recovaredliof Trench 10 (Table 45). All told,
96,586.9 g of all forms of tabby mortar and plastere recovered in Trench 10. The northern
units of the trench had a total of 22,382.2 g bfains of tabby mortar and plaster, making up
23.2% of the total tabby assemblage in the treRajufe 64). Unit 10 inside the remains
contained 35,221.4 g of tabby, representing 36.58#l tabby in Trench 10. The southern units
produced 38,983.3 g of tabby, totaling to 40.3% @nch 10’s total tabby assemblage.
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TABLE 45
DISTRIBUTION OF TABBY IN TRENCH 10

Unit# | Amount of | % of All Tabby | Levels with the
Tabby (g) in Trench 10 Most Tabby
11 5265.6 5.5 3,4
2 4718.9 4.9 2,3, 4
4 12397.7 12.8 2,3
10 35221.4 36.5 3,4,506
6 20117.3 20.8 2,3,4,5,6
7 6731.6 7.0 3
8 4080.0 4.2 4
9 8054.4 8.3 5
Total 96586.9 100.0 -

Trench 10 Tabby Distribution by Area

23.2%

@ Northern Units
B Unit 10
O Southern Unit

\*2J

U)

FIGURE 64. Pie chart depicting the northern, sautheand central units’ contributions to the
total amount of tabby recovered in Trench 10.

214



Summary and Discussion of Trench 10 Data

The data recovered in the Trench 10 excavationdges evidence of multiple building
episodes, and allows for preliminary interpretasgiof the former structures in terms of function,
architectural attributes, time period of use, ayptof occupancy. The trench excavations
centered upon the rectangular tabby form, the mn$jtu structural element that remained of the
historic buildings, and revealed important detaltsut that particular feature. Although it was
originally thought to be the foundations of a talshymney or a similar substantial structural
element, the rectangular form was surprisinglylsikglextending no more than 20 cm below the
ground surface. The bottom of the form was quiteven and rested upon a dense layer of tabby
rubble, giving the impression that the tabby wasrpd directly on a rough ground surface that
covered the remains of another structure. The t@bblf had a fairly coarse appearance with
impressions from wood lathing and no evidence atewashing. In general, the combination of
the tabby form’s relatively small size, limited depand rough appearance suggests that it
represents an architectural feature belongingnmdest, practical structure that differed
significantly from the large, multiple-story, eleganansions used by the more prominent
planters on Sapelo Island.

The tabby form’s position on top of other structweamains indicates that the building
associated with the form may have been construsterter to replace a previous structure that
existed in the same location. The reasons behinsteating one structure on top of the remains
of another are unclear, especially since the resnafithe previous structure include large tabby
fragments and do not seem to create a level suoiaeehich to build. It is certainly feasible that
the burned layer in the northern part of TrenchmBy have originated from a fire that destroyed
the previous structure and necessitated the spmewruction of a replacement structure in the
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same location; however, the connection betweebuheed layer and the remains of two
structures in the same location is by no meansiceat this stage of research and requires
further investigation.

While architectural materials made up the largestign of the assemblage recovered in
Trench 10, there was considerable evidence of aegldmestic or household activities.
Although it is possible that at least one of therfer structures could have been a kitchen with
all of the ceramics, glass, and cooking utensileartis present in the assemblage, it seems more
likely that they were houses given the large nunab@ersonal and clothing artifacts, as well as
the significant presence of artifacts in the arntobacco, and activities categories, which, in
general, suggest daily living as opposed to a &traavith a specialized function. The jewelry
and clothing items may be evidence of a femalegmes, another indication that the structure
had a domestic function.

Ceramics were predominant among Trench 10’s kitebkted artifacts and they
revealed some important details about the formmacttres. Besides the numerous gray salt-
glazed stoneware sherds that largely seemed tmatggfrom the same broken vessel, pearlware
(circa 1780-1840) was the most common ceramic tgpaling to 43 of the 188 historic sherds.
The high number of pearlware sherds correlateswithl the prevalence of pearlware elsewhere
in the study area and points towards a fairly eaclyupation that peaked prior to the 1850s. The
trench ceramic assemblage differs from the sh@stlassemblage, however, in the higher
frequency of brown salt-glazed stoneware sherdsgdi690-1775), and fairly low numbers of
creamwares (circa 1762-1830) and whitewares (di83®-present). Indeterminate stoneware
and Albany slip stoneware (circa 1800-1986) wese abmmon finds in Trench 10, but were not
recovered in any of the shovel tests in the studg.alhe different mean ceramic dates
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calculated for Trench 10 with and without the geajt glazed stoneware (circa 1700-1900) and
lead-glazed redware (circa 1490-1900) sherds wepising similar, falling around 1808 or
1809. They indicate an early 19th century occupatichich generally corresponds to the same
time period indicated by the shovel test ceramta;daowever, the presence of some later
ceramics like whiteware and Albany slip stonewaitted in the late cerantierminus post
quem(TPQ) of 1964 and suggests that the most recanttate could have been occupied or at
least utilized later, possibly into the postbellara.

Trench 10’s mixture of earlier and later ceramiaduded a combination of expensive
table wares and cheaper, utilitarian wares. Trgelaariety of utilitarian stonewares present in
the ceramic assemblage suggests that cooking addsforage occurred in or around the
structures, which seems to indicate either thegmess of a detached kitchen or a house where
practical concerns were often prioritized abovdheds features in food-related activities. In
addition to the various stonewares, there werealsoge number of transfer-printed sherds,
which were actually the most common type of deentaéfined earthenware ceramics recovered
in Trench 10. As mentioned previously, transfernf@il ceramics are often associated with
higher status individuals because they were mopersive than other types and were often used
as serving vessels, which contrasts sharply francheaper, utilitarian stonewares (Miller 1980;
Otto 1984). Although the frequency of transfer-prthsherds in the trench could be interpreted
as evidence of higher status occupants of thetates; transfer-printed ceramics are fairly
common throughout the entire study and thereforeal@eem to provide status-related
significance.

The CC Index values calculated for Trench 10’smméca generally suggest an
intermediate socioeconomic status for the occupafrttse former structures associated with the
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tabby remains. The index values determined fobthel and plate sherds recovered in both the
shovel test and trench excavations were withirstree fairly low range, between 1.00 and 2.40,
but, unlike the shovel test CC Index values, Treh@ls plate sherds actually had a lower index
value than the bowl sherds. Only in the teawarexndilues was there any indication of possible
status differences. The Trench 10 tea ware hagnafisently higher CC Index value than the
shovel tests’ tea ware. These CC Index values seemply that the occupants of the structures
associated with the tabby remains could afford éigjuality, more expensive tea wares than the
site’s other occupants and may have had a sligitlyated socioeconomic status, but, since
there were few sherds with identifiable vessel ®rauch a conclusion is tentative at best until
further data can be collected.

The trench’s ceramic assemblage indicates a fandgtest standard of living, but some of
the other artifacts provide evidence of occupantss higher incomes. With the exception of the
bone buttons, the personal and clothing itemsenTilench 10 assemblage tended to be non-
essential, luxury-type items and therefore seenerikely to have been the belongings of a
planter or overseer’s family rather than of a steamily. The artifacts associated with jewelry,
glass serving ware, and tacks and staples fromisgeined furniture, are less commonly
associated with slaves’ domestic activities, arghsst that the former structures were not slave
cabins, and may have been occupied by higher stativsduals (Kelso 1984:205-206;

Singleton 1991:153; Cabak and Groover 2006:68,37948 Trench 10 assemblage also
included the largest amount of architectural matéound anywhere in the study area and the
tabby remains therefore seem to represent the snbstantial historic structures at the site,
another indication of higher status occupants. 8asethe combination of artifacts found in the
trench, it is likely that the occupants of the femstructures were part of the middle class, and
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could afford some nicer, more expensive items anaesluxury items, but had certain financial
constraints.

While the Trench 10 assemblage is indicative of garatively higher status occupants,
the differences between it and the shovel teshasisge are by no means large and may
diminish even further when more data is collectetuiture investigations. Together, the
similarities in historic components across the gtaigka, the limited extent and size of the
assemblages recovered in the trench and shovaxeavations, and the low number of possible
structural remains seem unlikely to be associatéa tiwe occupation of a wealthy, large-scale
planter and his numerous slaves. Instead, thecddiected in the trench and shovel test
excavations are representative of a smaller plantaite with comparably fewer occupants and
a less pronounced discrepancy between the socioetorstatuses of its occupants.

Exploring the vertical and horizontal distributiohartifacts across the trench provided
further insight into the history, function, and laitectural elements of the structures associated
with the tabby remains. The analysis and compamgdhe assemblages recovered in the upper,
middle, and lower excavation levels of the trenediffirmed that the remains of a previous
structure exist below the rectangular tabby form @@t multiple successive building episodes
may have occurred in the same location. The arsafgsiealed that the assemblage below the
tabby form continued for 20 to 30 cm through Lelvelr 6 and included a significant variety of
artifacts. The upper levels (Levels 1-2) abovelib#tom of the tabby form had a smaller
assemblage than the middle level (Level 3) or loeeels (Levels 4-7), but, in general, all three
assemblages were very similar. In each the arcbrecshell, and kitchen groups, respectively,
made up the largest portions of the total assemeblBige analogous composition of the upper,
middle, and lower level assemblages, which includ@tierous kitchen-related artifacts and
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some combination of items falling into the persowghdthing, activities, furniture, or tobacco
groups indicate that both structures served a airdibmestic function, most likely as a house.
Furthermore, all three assemblages included the slarae primary architectural materials--
tabby mortar and plaster, brick, and nails--withbyaalways predominant, suggesting that the
structures may have shared at least some constmuglgments.

Comparisons between the mean ceramic dates cadutatupper, middle, and lower
levels proved inconclusive. The mean ceramic dadgésrmined for the upper levels fell right
around the 1780s and were actually notably eahiem the dates determined for the middle and
lower levels, most likely as a result of the lownmrher of diagnostic sherds. The mean ceramic
dates associated with the middle and lower levefelawithin the first decade of the 19th
century, resembling the mean ceramic dates caédifar Trench 10 as a whole and for the
shovel tests. When Level 3 was grouped with Letedad 2, the mean ceramic dates of the
upper and lower levels became quite similar anldrfed chronological order. The dates for
Levels 1-3 came to 1810 and 1811, just a few yiades than the dates associated with Levels 4-
7, which were in the 1802 to 1805 range. These, leggised mean ceramic dates suggest that
the two structures were built and occupied conseglytsometime around the early 19th century
with no significant temporal gaps between the oatiops of each structure. It is important to
remember, however, that Level 3 straddled the botibthe tabby form and may have contained
ceramics associated with both structures, makimgpesisons between the mean ceramic dates
of Levels 1-3 and Levels 4-7 less meaningful. Relgas of whether the levels were divided into
two or three categories, each grouping always aoedasome combination of ceramics with
both earlier and later date ranges, which alsacatds successive, rather than staggered
construction and occupation of the structures. diliersity of ceramics and the various mean
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ceramic dates certainly indicate that the areaceest®al with the tabby remains was a preferred
spot for domestic activities for a considerablenspitime in the early 1800s.

Despite similarities between the collective assewps of the upper, middle, and lower
levels, the results of excavations in the nortteerd southern portions of the trench and inside
the rectangular tabby form produced very differesults. Based on this comparison between
the northern and southern units it is likely tthreg horth side of the rectangular tabby form
represents the interior of the former structur@sesented by the tabby remains. The southern
units had midden-like numbers of artifacts, manthein associated with domestic activities,
such as ceramics, glass, and faunal material, wduald easily have been trash. This type of
midden material most likely would have been disposfeoutside of the structure, possible near a
window or door (South 1977:47-50). In contrast, tyyyes of artifacts that were more numerous
in the northern units are items that could havdyasd inconspicuously ended up on a dirt
floor or between the cracks of a wood floor of guiarly occupied building. The jewelry,
buttons, and clothing parts could have resulteshfi@quent human traffic inside the structure
and the furniture items could have come from furimgs inside the structure. The clothing,
personal, and furniture items also tended to beemaluable and thus were less likely to be
intentionally thrown away. Although they are cotygal, these interior and exterior designations
warrant further research in future investigatiohthe tabby remains.

Unit 10’s assemblage was quite different, congygsginmarily of architectural material,
and showing signs of a disturbed context. If UBitlassemblage was found in its original
context, its contents suggest that the interidghefrectangular tabby form was the site of at least
one substantial architectural feature and did mottion as an occupied space in or around the
structure. The fact that Unit 10’s primary artifagbe was tabby and that it contained more tabby
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than was found in any other single unit in Trenbhdombined with its comparatively small
domestic assemblage makes any other interpretsgéi@m improbable. It is more likely,

however, that the contents of Unit 10 originatexhfra disturbed context. While it is possible
that the interior area of the rectangular tabbynfaras unintentionally filled with the debris of

the tabby architectural features of the formercitrte when it collapsed, the unusual density and
depth of the tabby debris in Unit 10 seems to conthat an intentional filling episode took

place after the structure had already collapsed.

Although Unit 10 produced a larger quantity of tpbihe southern part of Trench 10
contained the only articulated subsurface tabbyaresy which consisted of a large slab of
relatively flat tabby and an extremely dense cotregion of large tabby fragments. The location
of the slab of tabby adjacent to the tabby form #uedincreasingly fragmented tabby remains
beyond it in the southernmost units of the tremchdated that both the slab and the dense tabby
rubble were once attached to the tabby form aneé wart of the same wall fall in which the
lower portions of the wall remained more intactduese they had less distance to fall during the
structure’s collapse. This theory could be testét further excavations near the tabby rectangle
in future investigations at Bourbon Field. In amge, it is clear that the tabby portion of the
latest structure mostly collapsed to the soutlacathat may helpful in isolating the different
structural remains in future investigations. Thetimern portion of Trench 10 also contained a
substantial amount of tabby, but it consisted faidy shallow, disarticulated layer of rubble and
smaller fragments, spanning above and below thefadf the tabby form. The layer most
likely includes architectural material from theustiure associated with the rectangular tabby

form and the previous structure, but it is diffictd distinguish between the two.
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While significant quantities of tabby mortar andgier were recovered in all regions of
Trench 10, the total amount and the extent ofiggidution indicates that the historic structures
associated with the remains were not made wholtglaby, but were most likely frame
structures with certain tabby elements. The emtimech produced 96,586.9 g of tabby, a
substantial sum, but not enough to account forgelpart of a tabby building. The presence of
dense tabby concentrations in a variety of levetess the trench, ranging from Levels 1 to 6
once again supports the theory there were othédibgiepisodes in the same spot as the above-
ground remains. When the total amount of tabbyran€h 10 is considered to be part of multiple
structures, it becomes even less likely that anthefstructures were made primarily of tabby.
The recovery of a large number of cut and indeteatei nails in Levels 1 through 6 throughout
the trench as well as the presence of tabby wikiing marks in various levels in all but one unit
suggests that the previous structures may havefleae buildings or at least had significant
wooden components. There is also brick in everyianiarious levels, although not in nearly as
substantial quantities as the tabby, which sugdbkatshere were brick architectural features in
the former structures as well.

Unfortunately, the analysis of the tabby recovere@irench 10 did not bring much
clarity as to the former function of the rectangu&bby form. Prior to excavations, the tabby
form was assumed to be the foundations of a tablmgrey, but its shallowness indicated that
the form may have served as foundations for adebstantial architectural feature. Furthermore,
a clear boundary for the articulated tabby rubllgosed in the southern portion of Trench 10
was identified in Unit 9 less than 5 m from thetbeun edge of the tabby form. If the tabby
debris in the southern units and the tabby fornframa the same architectural feature as has
been hypothesized previously, then that featurs doéappear to be especially extensive. Based
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on this new information, the best educated gueasth&function of the tabby form is that it was
originally the foundation of a relatively small,pportive architectural feature such as a staircase
or a pier. Historic structures on Sapelo, partidulthose located near bodies of water, were
often built on piers as a precaution against flogdiSpalding 1914; Honerkamp 2008). The
structure at Bourbon Field associated with the ydblm, also may have been built on piers, in
which case the rectangular tabby form could haws ltkee bottom of staircase that provided
access to the structure or the bottom of one ofrtbee substantial piers. A more definitive
interpretation of the tabby form will require fuetharchaeological research beyond the scope of
the present investigation.

Although several questions about the tabby remanaisassociated structures could not
be fully addressed in the present preliminary itigasion, the Trench 10 excavations certainly
helped to characterize the occupations occurrii@patbon Field while plantation activities
predominated on Sapelo. The trench data illustrdtesdnodest nature of the occupations, as the
tabby remains most likely represent the largesbhisresidences at the site and yet the
associated artifact assemblage showed more eviddémeactical considerations than ostentation
or luxury. Additionally, the differences in matdraulture between those structures represented
by the remains and the other occupied areas welgfenited. According to these findings, it
seems likely that Bourbon Field was a low profémall-scale plantation site with primarily
middle- and lower-class occupants, an interpratatiat correlates well with the historical
record and provides an interesting perspectivedonparisons with the more prestigious

plantation sites on Sapelo.
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CHAPTER VIII
SAPELO ISLAND’S PLANTATION LANDSCAPE: A COMPARISON BETWEEN
BOURBON FIELD AND THREE NEIGHBORING PLANTATIONS

During the 18th and 19th centuries, Sapelo Islaasl home to numerous plantations with
varying degrees of prominence and prosperity. Fiheetbest known of these plantations are the
Spalding Plantation, Chocolate Plantation, and Higmt. All three have been the subject of
archaeological and historical research and figuoenmently in the island’s early American and
antebellum past (Thomas 1989a; Sullivan 1990; Cedak. 2003; Honerkamp et al. 2007;
Honerkamp 2008; Honerkamp and Bean 2009). The #iteg all share similarities with
Bourbon Field in their 18th- and 19th-century ocatigns, as two or more of the tracts were
often owned either by the same plantation ownerghatives, or by business partners at
different points during the historic period; howeweespite similarities in their histories, as well
as their shared environment, similar agricultucdivaties, and their proximity to one another, the
three plantation differed significantly in theirespfic chronologies, intensity of historic
occupations, acreage, productivity, slave poputesiae, and level of economic success. The
uniqueness of each plantation provides multiplenaes for comparisons with the historically
lesser known Bourbon Field, and serves as evidiératehe broad generalizations and
stereotypes associated with 18th- and 19th-cestouthern plantations are often more
misleading than informative.
The Spalding Plantation
Background

The Spalding Plantation, owned by Thomas Spalduag, Sapelo’s largest and most
successful plantation (Coulter 1940; Honerkamp Baan 2009). In many ways, the Spalding
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Plantation fit the stereotype of a southern antebeplantation, as it contained considerable
amounts of land, produced large quantities of casps, relied upon the labor of hundreds of
slaves, and included a stately mansion that seasetde home for the plantation owner and his
family (Figure 65) (Vanishing Georgia Photograp@muilection 1915-1934; Coulter 1940:43-44;
Sullivan 1990:98-99). Between 1802 and 1851, Spgldcquired all of Sapelo except for a 650
acre tract on the northeast portion of the islasdyell as numerous coastal Georgia mainland
tracts (Sullivan 1990:95). After Spalding passedywm 1851, the Spalding Plantation’s success
continued until the start of the Civil War undee ttnanagement of his son, Randolph (Sullivan
1990:134-137). Ownership of the south end portioth® plantation returned to the Spalding
family in the postbellum era and agricultural ati®s continued there through the late 19th
century (Sullivan 1990:370; Humphries 1991:xiv-kgnerkamp and Bean 2009:4).

In the 20th century, many areas associated wéltsthalding Plantation were heavily
disturbed by the activities of Howard Coffin anctRard J. Reynolds, Jr. (Crook et al. 2003:27,
37). Both men developed various portions of thaengd| using the resources and land for
numerous financial and leisure-related pursuit®iTactivities affected above-ground resources
and subsurface archaeological deposits alike,qodatily in the southern portion of Sapelo
(Honerkamp and Bean 2009:8). Among other developsnéme ruins of Spalding’s former
tabby mansion were demolished and built over byfi@dReynolds made his own additions to
the new mansion and had many other structures beltenearby, including a dairy and a barn,
which later became a laboratory and dormitory caxpbr the University of Georgia Marine

Institute Program (Crook et al. 2003:39; Honerkaangd Bean 2009: 5).
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FIGURE 65. Drawing of Spalding’s tabby mansion &if@44. (Public Domain: Courtesy of the

Georgia State Archives, Vanishing Georgia Photdgma@ollection, 1915-1934.)
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Archaeological Research and Findings

Archaeological investigations associated with thal@ng Plantation have focused
primarily on slave settlements, since Coffin's &w®ynolds’s 20th-century activities and
development on Sapelo destroyed the remains ofiBgéd south end mansion and have heavily
disturbed the areas around it. The only excavaonslucted at a non-slave site occurred in an
area on the south end of the island known as L@y, where Spalding had built a tabby
sugar works between 1806 and 1813 “(Figure 5)"I{&r 1990:111). Spalding, always a
supporter of diversity in crop production, was finst planter in Georgia to grow and produce
sugar as cash crop, and has been dubbed “the tdttier Georgia sugar industry” (Coulter
1940:111). Spalding’s sugar works included an amtagmill house and a boiling and curing
house. In 1976, the University of West Georgiadfiglews mapped the ruins of the mill house
and excavated two units inside the remains (Crook@Grady 1977). The excavations
produced only architectural artifacts that wereadgged in the postbellum era or later, indicating
that the area was used for trash disposal.

Archaeological investigations have also been cotadlin four areas associated with
Spalding slave settlement sites: New Barn CreekaiBer, Hanging Bull, and the South End
“(Figure 5)” (Crook 2008; Honerkamp and Bean 2Q0®10). Three of these sites--Hanging
Bull, Behavior, and New Barn Creek--were investghlby Ray Crook of University of West
Georgia (UWG). New Barn Creek and Behavior werdiaktd slave settlements located near
the Long Tabby sugar works site, and a good distancthwest of Spalding’s mansion. Hanging
Bull was a separate south end settlement siteethsited about 2 km north of Behavior and
eventually became part of a plantation tract thgtidng gave to his daughter Catherine and her
husband Michael J. Kenan in 1842 (Crook 2008:7%el8aon H.S. DuVal's 1857 map of Sapelo
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Island for the U.S. Coastal Survey, Crook (200849 observed that the three slave settlements
follow a similar pattern of “broad dispersal witharpredefined area, suggesting that the general
boundaries for the slave settlement may have besstibed by Spalding” and that, most likely,
the cabins within those areas “were constructddadations that provided the most contiguous
acreage for each residence.” Even if Spalding didgive his slaves much direct supervision, he
still managed to maintain some element of contvelr aheir daily lives.

Investigations at Hanging Bull were limited toedpstrian survey of the site by a UWG
field crew after timber harvesting had disturbeel éinea in 1993 (Crook 2008:8). Crook and his
crew mapped the Hanging Bull site and conductefhsarcollections in the disturbed areas and
the nearby roadbed. They found and recorded nureetoell features and an old artesian well.
Although few artifacts could be dated precisely $lrface collection indicated a 19th-century
occupation, with whiteware and bottle glass belmgrhost common artifacts recovered. The
assemblage also included some tabby mortar fragnmaaiitating the possibility of slave cabins,
but their association with former structures caubd be confirmed as the cabins depicted on the
1857 DuVal map.

The archaeological investigations at New Barn Keeel Behavior were more extensive
and included excavations of two presumed slavencalins. The slave cabins correspond
reasonably well with structures shown on the 185¥& map, since the UWG field crew found
the first cabin, or “Cabin No. 1,” near the locatiof a structure depicted on the map in the
south-central section of Behavior and the secobthcar “Cabin No. 2,” at or very near the
southernmost structure depicted at New Barn CrBel/&l 1857; Crook 2008:10-14). UWG
excavated Cabin No. 1 at Behavior in two sepave¢ek-long field sessions in 1994 and 1997,
exposing the wall-rubble outline of the structunel #he north and west adjacent areas.
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Excavations revealed that the structure was qumitlsat about 2.3 m long by 1.7 m wide, with
the long axis oriented northwest to southeastshad tabby with grape vine impressions
recovered in the excavations suggest that thetateiwas of tabby “wattle and daub”
construction. The mean ceramic date for Cabin Nemd.surrounding areas was 1851.58, but the
structure may date to an earlier time period, agptarlware was concentrated around the wall
rubble and the whiteware was found more to thehnairthe structure in association with a
number of cut nails that may be from a later frastmacture. Notable artifacts included kaolin
pipe stems and bowl fragments, gunflints and |déed, &n axe, a hoe, a hammer head, a two-
prong fork, buttons of shell, wood, glass, and $rassmall glass hair brooch, bottle-glass
fragments, small blue faceted glass beads, twamkdéad pennies, and diverse faunal remains.
Cabin No. 2 associated with the New Barn Creekeseéint was excavated as part of a
brief two week UWG investigation in 1999 (Crook 3016-22). The cabin was discovered
during a pedestrian survey of the newly tilleddiat New Barn Creek, in the northern portion of
the field. The surface collection in the field pvoed a large assemblage of artifacts with a mean
ceramic date of 1838.51. Cabin No. 2 was very simid Cabin No. 1, only slightly larger. It
measured about 4.7 m long and 2.5 m wide, and Imaxitheasterly facing doorway located
midway along one of its long walls. The cabin disaol tabby fragments with grape vine
impressions and seemed to have a similar tabbytleratd daub” construction, although some
of Cabin No. 2’s tabby “daub” had evidence of wivéshing on the finished side. The
excavations of Cabin No. 2 revealed the preseneaather structure that was “constructed
within the footprint of the earlier and smaller Wlatand tabby daub cabin” (Crook 2008:20).
Based on the numerous postholes, it appearedtteebemains of a frame structure erected on
pilings. It was larger than Cabin No. 2 at 4.7 ndevby 9.5 m long, and was oriented parallel to
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the nearby High Point Road. The “wattle and dauhicsure was apparently razed before the
construction of the frame structure, as thereaby “daub” fragments at the bottom of the
postholes. The mean ceramic date for New Barn Gegelivations was 1832.75 with whiteware
being the most common ceramic type. Other notatifaets included kaolin pipe stem and bowl
fragments, small blue and green faceted glass baddsgye fish hook, axe and hoe fragments,
cut nails and building hardware, cast iron and shestal fragments, bricks and fragments, glass
and metal buttons, bottle glass, and slate flakes.

The dispersed settlement plan evident in locatadrtsanging Bull, New Barn Creek, and
Behavior gave Spalding’s slaves considerable amgrn&@rook 2008:23). The slaves’
significant degree of independence is demonstiat€hbin No. 1's diversity of faunal remains,
which provides evidence that they were hunting \gehe, fishing, collecting oysters, and
raising some livestock. Numerous other artifactsitbin association with the two cabins in the
Behavior and New Barn Creek area such as gunfimisfish hooks and items like glass beads
and brooches that most likely had to be purchasedsaiggests a high level of self-sufficiency
and autonomy.

Investigations of the fourth Spalding Plantaticawsl settlement, located on the south end
of Sapelo close to the site of Spalding’s mansiacurred in 2008 and 2009 as part of the
University of Tennessee Chattanooga’s (UTC) sunfrakel school led by Nick Honerkamp
(Honerkamp and Bean 2009, 2010). Although therearabove-ground remains associated with
this slave community, the 1857 DuVal map of Sap&knd shows a cluster of slave cabins
about 300 m north of Spalding’s main house, as ash line of cabins about the same distance
to the northeast, and a single cabin close to thie mouse which was presumably the residence
of a house slave or servant (DuVal 1857; HonerkangpBean 2009:2). The cabins are
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numbered one through fourteen on the map. Ray G3op&rimposed the south end section of
the DuVal map onto a modern Google Earth© imaghesouth end, providing Honerkamp and
the UTC crew with a defined area in which to surfayevidence of the former cabins. The
layered DuVal map and Google Earth© image servatleabasis for the 2008 survey grid
(Honerkamp and Bean 2009:6).

As the first archaeological survey conducted mttinity of Spalding’s south end house
site, Honerkamp and the UTC field crew hoped tdhgaarcheological data associated with the
slave settlement(s) depicted in the DuVal map deoto add to the assemblages recovered from
other Spalding slave communities elsewhere ondlaed and contribute to interpretations of
slave life and culture on Sapelo (Honerkamp anchBE289:1,24). Unfortunately, the 2008
survey excavations failed to produce the covetedasmological evidence of slave cabins until
the final days of the project. The UTC crew excada81 50 x 50 cm square shovel tests,
including one shovel test that was expanded irftarax 1 m square unit to better examine a
possible feature (Honerkamp and Bean 2009:6-8)otturiately, a majority of shovel tests
produced few if any historic artifacts and mosthedf surveyed project area proved fruitless in the
search for antebellum components. It seemed tkeatdhstruction of roads and other modern
developments during the 20th century had oblitelate at least disturbed beyond recognition,
the antebellum deposits associated with slave @tous (Honerkamp and Bean 2009:8-9).

In the final days of the project, several smafimed earthenware sherds were discovered
on the ground surface south of the survey grichiar@a not previously associated with any of
the slave cabins depicted in the 1857 DuVal mam@deamp and Bean 2009:10-11). Ten
shovel tests were excavated in this southern ar@dheey proved far more fruitful than their
predecessors. In the final ten shovel tests, th€ tféw found a variety of whitewares,
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pearlwares, and creamwares, as well as alkalireedlatoneware, totaling to 61% of the entire
historic ceramic assemblage from the 2008 surven@rkamp and Bean 2009:11). The ten
shovel tests also produced a majority of the caetaglass and cut nails for the entire survey
assemblage, as well as a number of personal, etptand arms artifacts, including three
buttons, a copper hook and eye, a burned bonelaath fragment, a French gunflint, and white
clay pipe bowl and stem (Honerkamp and Bean 2009:14

The fact that the productive shovel tests didaootelate with the slave cabins on
Crook’s original superimposed Google Earth© mapseduHonerkamp to question Crook’s
alignment of the DuVal map with the modern landscaphe final ten shovel tests produced the
midden-like assemblages that were expected fos @gsociated with former slave cabins and
the historic artifact assemblages seemed to fall@ninear pattern of those shovel tests.
Furthermore, while no structural features werealisced, a large number of cut nails were
recovered, providing possible evidence of the fraingctures expected for slave cabins on
Sapelo during the late antebellum period (HonerkangpBean 2009:15). The mean ceramic
date for the final ten shovel tests was 1849.8¢cwlbrresponds fairly well to the date of the
DuVal map. Inspired by the combined evidence favelcabins in the southern portion of the
site, Honerkamp and Bean (2009:12) adjusted tigamalent of the DuVal map with modern
landscape so that the south end of the 2008 sgmegoincides with the line of slave cabins in
the 1857 map. The adjustment correlated well withrtatural landscape and the coastlines, but
resulted in the rather glaring error of a 50 m dipancy in the location of Spalding’s south end
mansion.

The unexpected results of the 2008 survey inspti@ukerkamp to return to Sapelo’s
south end in the summer of 2009 with another UB&Ifschool crew. The goals of the 2009
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archaeological investigation of Spalding’s soutH slave settlement were twofold: 1) to define
spatial and temporal parameters for the intactagalogical record of the south end, and 2) to
try to identify the presence of frame structuresttitiely associated with slave occupations
during the antebellum period (Honerkamp and Bed®26). While tabby was a common
building material on Sapelo during most of the batleim period for both planters and slaves
alike, the preference for slave cabins seems te bhifted, for undocumented reasons, from
tabby to frame structures in the later antebell@magal, an architectural trend which continued in
postbellum Geechee homes (Sullivan 1990; Honerkaetnap 2007; Crook 2008:20; Honerkamp
and Bean 2010:11). Since DuVal's map suggestditeagouth end slave settlement existed
during the later antebellum period, most likelyidgrSpalding’s son Randolph’s ownership,
Honerkamp expected to find evidence of frame stinestin the 2009 excavations.

The UTC field crew excavated 80 50 x 50 cm shtastls, two of which were expanded
to 1 m x 1 m units because of features (HonerkamapBeean 2010:5-7). These shovel test were
far more productive than those excavated in 2008y Tecovered a variety of antebellum period
artifacts, including 326 historic ceramic sherdsangfer-printed whiteware was the most
common ceramic type and the mean ceramic datbéosgsemblage was 1846.2, which roughly
correlates to the same time period as the DuVal @ap of the 1 m x 1 m units revealed two
historic postholes and produced red, clear, and b&ads, several lead shot and percussion caps,
a lead fishing weight, and plain and decorated evidire and pearlware sherds. A yellow tinted
glass bead was also recovered nearby.

The shovel tests also produced two definable #aqy distributions of nails that are
likely associated with former frame structures (Bidsamp and Bean 2010:7-8). A vast majority
of the nails were cut, reinforcing the likelihoddhat the assemblage represents an antebellum
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occupation. The two historic postholes were foundhe edge of one of the concentrated nail
distributions, providing further evidence of thegence of frame structures. As Honerkamp and
Bean (2010:8) note, if the deposits really do repne¢ frame slave cabins, “thesieould in
general be an inverse spatial distribution betwsprare nails and domestic refuse, assuming
[there were] wood floors in the frame buildingstth@uld preclude primary deposition.” The
data from the shovel tests did show a general gihhoot perfect, inverse relationship between
the nails and other architectural and midden malterBased on these findings, it seems that the
2009 survey excavations revealed the “faint sigreatuof at least two possible frame slave
cabins that can be correlated roughly to the 185VdDmap and that seem to represent a
dramatic change in slave housing on Sapelo (Hongrkend Bean 2010:8).
Chocolate Plantation
Background

Chocolate Plantation (9MC96) is located on thetarescoast of northern Sapelo Island
on the Mud River. The site contains Sapelo’s mrttresive and substantial above-ground tabby
ruins in existence today, including the remainghefmain house, outbuildings, nine slave
cabins, a two-part structure with a drive-througlthe middle which could represent a former
cotton barn, and a two-story barn that was restordéige early 20th century (Crook et al.
2003:12; Honerkamp et al. 2007:7-10). While histaccupations of the site may have left
behind a more visible mark on the landscape, Clade®lantation is a multi-component site and
served as a significant occupation site duringpttedistoric period.

As it appears today, the Chocolate Plantationcsitesists of two cleared fields located on
either side of a tree-lined driveway with tabbynsilocated in both fields. The field extending
south from the driveway, often referred to as L&ayv Field, was almost a mile long and
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covered 80 acres in the antebellum period, busim® been hemmed in significantly by the tree
line (Honerkamp et al. 2007:10). Long Row Field teams most of the site’s tabby ruins,
including the main house, nine dupex-style slav®rsaand three or four outbuildings (Figures
66, 67). The main house is located close to thetcoaginally facing the Mud River. The
outbuildings are clustered near the house, buslthes cabins are located further away, forming
two parallel rows that run southeast to northwéstending north is another field with no known
place name that also covered 80 acres in the dhtebperiod (Honerkamp et al. 2007:10). A
two-part structure hypothesized to be a cotton malocated on the edge of this northern field
close to the driveway (Figure 68). Two other stuoes exist at the site: the two-story restored
tabby barn located along the Mud River shorelinthatend of the driveway and, just east of the
barn, a Sears home assembled at the site somegimedn 1929 and 1940 (Honerkamp et al.
2007:18). The Sears home is the only structurkeasite that is not made of solid tabby.

Archaeological data suggests that occupationseo€tiocolate Plantation site spanned
prehistoric, protohistoric, and historic periodsntnuing into the 20th century (Honerkamp et
al. 2007). Historic occupation of Chocolate Plantatnost likely began during the British
colonial period when Mary Musgrove, Thomas Bosontlyand Isaac Levy owned Sapelo
(Yonge and DeBrahm 1760; Honerkamp et al. 200F®m 1760 until 1800, Sapelo changed
hands relatively frequently and, although the Clettedract may have been included in the early
plantation activities, the various owners typicdiNyed elsewhere on the island (Thomas
1989a:39; Crook et al. 2003:11; Honerkamp et &0.728).

In 1801, business partners Richard Leake and Ed@aatbreck purchased Chocolate
and the south end of Sapelo came under the owpearsfihomas Spalding (Crook et al.
2003:12). When Leake died in 1802, Spalding becaor@wner of the Chocolate tract in
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FIGE 67. Slave cabi ruins at Chocolate Plantatio
(Courtesy of the UWF Archaeology Institute, 2006.)
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FIGURE 68. Possible cotton barn ruins at Chocdbdatation Honerkam et al. 207:9).

238



his stead. Swarbreck eventually moved to Chocdétiatation and, between 1815 and 1819,
built the tabby slave cabins, the main house, hadutbuildings that exist as ruins at the site
today (Sullivan 1990:87; Honerkamp et al. 2007:6Skyarbreck most likely grew Sea Island
cotton and sugar cane on the Chocolate tract wabar force of at least 70 to 100 slaves. From
1827 through the remainder of the antebellum petlweldevelopment of large-scale agricultural
activities continued at Chocolate Plantation asé\where on the north end of Sapelo during the
tenures of Dr. Charles Rogers and Randolph Spal@aljvan 1990:88-89; Crook et al
2003:16). Rogers added the two-story tabby bathaédhocolate property, which was later
restored and is in much better condition than iteessother antebellum tabby structures.

After the Civil War, even when the Spalding fanmggained ownership of Sapelo,
Chocolate Plantation was never used as a formahagreent residence again (Sullivan
1990:368). Instead, Geechee families who were,anyntases, former Spalding slaves lived at
Chocolate Plantation as homesteaders and tenamtfsduring the postbellum period as the
north end changed from one owner to the next (H@mp et al. 2007:13-14). Of these Geechee
occupations, the Jacob Green family lived the Ishgea the Chocolate tract, residing in a
refurbished slave cabin from the postbellum petiwdugh the early 20th century.

Archaeological Research and Findings

Between 1974 and 1976, University of West Georgl/(5) field crews supervised by
Lewis Larson and Ray Crook conducted preliminaxgstigations at Chocolate Plantation
(Honerkamp et al. 2007:20-21). In 1974, the UWGwestablished a permanent grid system
and benchmark and Ray Crook created a topographigalof the entire site that included the
locations of tabby ruins, standing structures, @iiér important features. Crook also made plan
drawings of some of the tabby structures. UWG crexeavated a 5 ft wide trench and multiple
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5 x 5 ft square units throughout the site betwéerfield seasons of 1975 and 1976. They also
exposed and recorded the presence of a poured flaobyn one of slave cabin ruins. The
excavations produced a substantial assemblagestofilci artifacts that included a variety of
ceramics dating primarily to the post-colonial geation periods, as well as brick fragments,
pipe stem and bowl fragments, and the rather uhdisdleof a small blonde French-style
gunflint (Honerkamp et al. 2007:21,77-81).

In the summer of 2006, Nick Honerkamp of the Ursitgrof Tennessee Chattanooga
(UTC) took a small field school to Sapelo to condart extensive shovel test survey of
Chocolate Plantation (Honerkamp et al. 2007). TR€ Wleld school excavated 117 50 x 50 cm
square shovel tests throughout the entire sitadagpany excavations within known structural
remains. Additionally, remote sensing was conduttddo areas of the site that had produced
historic features in the shovel tests using Grodedetrating Radar (GPR) equipment. There was
not time to ground-truth the intriguing anomaliengrated by the remote sensing, but the GPR
data may guide future research efforts at Chocolate

The 2006 UTC survey of Chocolate Plantation waseexely productive and provided
evidence of literally thousands of years of cult@aupations at the site (Honerkamp et al.
2007:49). The field school collected a large assagaof artifacts representing prehistoric and
protohistoric Native Americans, as well as the loeign historic period occupations. For the
historic period, the archaeological survey datavioled definitive evidence for substantial and
long-term antebellum and postbellum occupationSludcolate Plantation, but only tentative
evidence for a brief colonial occupation of the sut of the total 247 identifiable historic
ceramic sherds recovered during the survey, whitesvand, to a lesser extent, pearlwares
predominated in the assemblage with sherd courtd baind 40, respectively (Honerkamp et al.
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2007:39-40). The large numbers of these post-cal@eramics combined with the recovery of
various and numerous types of 19th-century arsfaath as cut nails, tabby mortar, buttons, and
beads serves as evidence that the most intensiv®agr-term historic occupations of the
Chocolate tract occurred during the 19th centuhys Tonclusion correlates well with the
available historical record of Chocolate Plantation

Because the ruins of several historic tabby stinest still exist on Chocolate Plantation’s
modern day landscape, clear delineation of plaatgvity areas and slave activity areas was
possible. Although there was undoubtedly some apdretween the activity areas of the planter
family and slaves, in his analysis, Honerkamp cdodsely designate the northern area around
the main house and the smaller outbuildings aggh@imarily the planter family activity area,
while defining the slave activity area as the a@ath of the main house encompassing the two
rows of slave cabins (Honerkamp et al. 2007:40%die a clear spatial delineation of planter
and slave domestic areas, the differences betvireceramic assemblages were minimal. The
UTC crew recovered almost equal percentages afttli@rian type wares and annularwares
commonly associated with antebellum slave sitéberceramic assemblages of both areas, with
a difference of no more than 3%. Similarly, compamis between the other artifact types found
in the planter and slave areas yielded few notdwatistinctions. The only type of artifact that
ended up being suggestive of status differencesavantectural. Tabby plaster, which was often
used on the outside surfaces of structures totgem a smoother, finished appearance, was
concentrated in significant amounts near the mausé and the special-use outbuildings but not
near any of the slave cabins. The same was tragnoiow glass, with only a handful of shards
recovered in the slave activity area. Geecheehistdry says that slave cabins on Sapelo
typically had wooden shutters instead of glas®i@wtindows, which would explain this
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archaeological pattern (Honerkamp et al. 2007:88)ile further testing would be necessary to
confirm the idea, Honerkamp hypothesizes that tadthster and window glass may have served
as status markers at Chocolate Plantation duria@uitebellum period.

The 2006 survey also produced several diagnositbialg, personal, and activity-related
artifacts. The UTC crew found two plain brass bogtdwo bone button fragments, and a shell
button fragment (Honerkamp et al. 2007:41-42). htwee button fragments were found in close
proximity to slave cabin ruins, indicating that yheere worn and even perhaps made by slaves
at Chocolate. According to Noel Hume (1970:90)4hell button has a date range of 1827 to
1865 and was probably a fairly expensive itemirgty, it was recovered near the foundations
of the main house. The 2006 assemblage also inthidee glass beads, a glazed clay pipestem
recovered near the two-story restored tabby bapoeyeelain doll arm found just north of the
main house, and a sad iron found south of the mauise near one of the outbuildings
(Honerkamp et al. 2007:41,44-45). The recoverhesé unusual and often diagnostic personal,
clothing, and activities-related artifacts gave 2006 survey assemblage a more personal and
humanizing perspective, providing insight into tay-to-day lives of the people who lived and
worked at Chocolate Plantation.

High Point
Background

High Point (9MC66) is located on the northerndfiBapelo Island, bordered by the
marshlands of Sapelo Sound to the north and the River to the west. Unlike Chocolate
Plantation, High Point is not a cleared field, lther a wooded area with dense vegetation in
many places, including almost impenetrable clustésaw palmettos. The adjacent Mud River
provided access to the Georgia mainland and, argptd historical sources, a portion High
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Point’'s western shoreline served as a landingréatet and the movement of goods to and from
Sapelo during at least part of the 19th centuryngiaries 1991; Honerkamp 2008:3). The
northern edge of High Point, on the other handdatirect access to navigable waterways, and,
thus, saw less activity in the 18th and 19th ceesur

While plantation activities were attempted atgkte throughout the historic period,
operations were not as extensive or as succegdflija Point as they were at Chocolate
Plantation or the Spalding Plantation (Sullivan@39onerkamp et al. 2007; Honerkamp 2008).
Although the remnants of numerous historic striegiexist at High Point, the site’s tabby ruins
are not as substantial as those at Chocolatewatidthe exception of the main house, the
functions of most of these former buildings weré¢ meadily apparent prior to survey
excavations. The site is bordered and divided mesplaces by High Point Road. The most
substantial tabby ruins exist in the eastern Hatlhe site, only a few feet from the road (Figure
69). These ruins represent the main house fronobtiee historic occupations of the site. They
consist of two series of tabby foundation blockd #re tabby rubble piles of two interior
chimneys. The inside series of blocks form the eafgbe house, and, according to Honerkamp
(2008:15), “The outer series of blocks, measuripgraximately 52 ft. square, comprise the edge
of a veranda that surrounded the main house p(op86 ft. on each side).” Differing from the
structures at Chocolate Plantation, this housem@st likely a frame structure that sat above the
ground on the tabby foundation blocks (Honerkampg208)

Evidence of other structures exists in numeroaations at the site, including the modest
tabby foundation and chimney ruins of a buildingdited southwest of the main house across
High Point Road. These ruins may represent a detbkitichen or other support structure
associated with the main house (Honerkamp 200871 .rest of the tabby ruins are spread out
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FIGURE 69. Tabby block foundations of the plantatmuse a High Poin.
(Photo by author, May 2007.)
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in the western part of the site and consist afmmoe than one or two highly eroded tabby blocks
or tabby corner posts. These tabby blocks and cuasts are most likely the remnants of
structural foundations. Based on archaeologicalencge, Honerkamp (2008:25-28) suspects that
they represent separate and possibly earlier otiomgahan the occupation of the main house.
As these tabby ruins seem to represent fairly sstialttures and, in general, seem to show “a
suspicious alignment,” Honerkamp (2008:31) hypattessfurther that at least some of the
former structures may have been a line of slavensassociated with plantation activities at

High Point.

High Point and Bourbon Field share a very sintiigtory and the two tracts were often
owned jointly by the same planters. High Point'misarhat sporadic occupations began at least
as early as the colonial period (Honerkamp 2008:B¢. finding of a few olive jar sherds on
High Point’s western coastline and the notatiohrnges & limes” in the location of High
Point on a 1760 map of the island made by Surve@aseral Henry Yonge and William
DeBrahm serve as possible evidence that the trastslized in the late 16th and 17th centuries
during the Spanish mission period (Yonge and DeBrafi60). While activities associated with
the mid-18th-century Musgrove-Bosomworth-Levy ovai@p of Sapelo may have occurred at
High Point, the first certain historic occupatiditize tract occurred in 1762, when Patrick
Mackay bought the island and developed a plantadtiere. From 1789 to 1814, the High Point
plantation was under French ownership, beginning thie French Sapelo Company and ending
with Jean de Berard Mocquet Montalet (Picot de t&dlst 1796:5; Thomas 1989a:38-39;
Sullivan 1990:85). Following the French occupatiohshe tract, High Point, like Bourbon
Field, went through a series of absentee land awttsnerkamp 2008:8-9). Francis Hopkins,
Montalet’s executor, purchased the tract sometiateden 1819 and 1821, but, because he
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already Belleville Plantation on the mainland, leger lived there. From 1827 through the
1850s, High Point became an agricultural tracttierlarger plantation enterprise owned first by
Dr. Charles Rogers and then by Randolph Spalding.

John N. A. Griswold purchased the north end pryparl866 and either built or
refurbished a house at High Point (Humphries 188inerkamp 2008:10). He attempted to grow
cotton on the tract and elsewhere on the northlemdyas unsuccessful and eventually rented
out the land to Archibald McKinley and his wife.t&f Griswold sold his Sapelo holdings in
1873, High Point, along with the other north eratts, transferred hands fairly frequently until
coming under the ownership of Howard Coffin in 1912

Archaeological Research and Findings

Nick Honerkamp returned to Sapelo during the sunwh@007 with another small UTC
field school to conduct a site-wide shovel tesvsyrof High Point. Because the spatial details of
the historic occupations of High Point are sigrfidy less visible on the modern landscape than
is the case at Chocolate Plantation, the researals gn 2007 included some very different
concerns. In addition to gaining a basic understandf the types of archaeological resources
that exist at High Point and their significance ndckamp and his UTC crew hoped to discover
the true extent of the historic archaeological rdat the site, defining the site location more
precisely than anyone else had been able to doouily (Honerkamp 2008:1).

In pursuit of these multi-faceted research obyesti the UTC field crew excavated 100
50 x 50 cm square shovel tests, beginning neam#ir house ruins next to High Point Road and
covering areas to the east and west and on eitteeptthe road (Honerkamp 2008:13-14). In

addition to the 100 shovel tests, the UTC crew eatsad a 1.5 x 1.5.m unit bisecting a
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depression located southwest of the main house (Hianerkamp 2008:20-23). The depression
had been hypothesized to be a filled well assotiadén the tabby ruins.

The UTC crew excavated several shovel tests adjacehe main house ruins, hoping to
determine a general time period for the historicupation of this structure. According to
Honerkamp (2008:15), “No ceramic types predatingevare were found in units adjacent to
this feature, and in fact the overall density affacts associated with this structure was rather
light.” These results were somewhat surprising beeaas the most prominent and substantial
tabby ruins at High Point, the main house tradallynhas been associated with the late 18th-
century and early 19th-century French occupatidnbeosite (Sullivan 1990:823). The recovery
of only late historic ceramics and no French artgasuggests that the ruins are actually
associated with the short-lived postbellum plantafictivities of John N. A. Griswold
(Honerkamp 2008:15). The cut tabby block foundatisarve as additional evidence for a later
construction and occupation of the main house. B®hchee oral history and historical records
from the postbellum era suggest that tabby froremldnused structures was sometimes recycled
in the 19th century to make new structures (Hungsht991:42-43; Honerkamp 2008:17-18). It
therefore seems likely that the tabby blocks ahHrgint were cut from tabby ruins or
abandoned structures elsewhere on the island amskeckin the late 19th century.

The 1.5 x 1.5 m unit excavated in the depressear the hypothesized Griswold house
ruins confirmed its former function as a hand-dwedl\(Honerkamp 2008:20-21). The
assemblage from the well suggested that it wasceged with the presumed Griswold house
ruins. All of the ceramics were distinctly late tvhone predating whiteware (circa 1830-
present) and several of the other artifacts, ssalryacell battery fragments, could be dated to
the later decades of the 19th-century.
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Numerous tabby fragments, blocks, and corner podisating the presence of former
structures were discovered through the coursergkglexcavations at High Point (Figure 70).
The rectangular foundation across the road fronhgwold house ruins, which had been
previously identified and mapped by UWG’s Ray Croabnsists of only four right angle tabby
corners, three low-to-the-ground tabby block fragtadetween the corners, and a low mound of
tabby rubble in the center, presumably represemtiogimney. Based on its proximity to the
Griswold house ruins, the two structures’ matclongntations, and the similar cut tabby
fragments, the former structure is believed to dathe Griswold occupation and may represent
a detached kitchen; however, the area around dymed no temporally diagnostic artifacts or
kitchen midden materials and these interpretatafrise structure were neither confirmed nor
disproved by the survey excavations (Honerkamp 2@)8

The UTC crew found the remainder of the tabbyrfragts and corner posts in areas a
significant distance west of the Griswold ruingjigating that they represent different and
possibly earlier occupations of the site (Honerk&©@8:24-28). Recorded for the first time
during the survey, in general each of the tabbgrfrants and corner posts were isolated with no
clear-cut evidence for the remainder of the stmacthey represented. Based on the scarcity of
large tabby fragments, it is likely that the stuues were frame buildings with tabby
foundations, differing from the poured tabby stuies found at Chocolate Plantation. Near one
of the tabby fragments, a sizable French-styleeharolored blade gunflint was recovered,
providing tantalizing, if not irrefutable, evidenoéthe former French occupations. Shovel tests
and surface collections near three of the othdnjtdtagments produced earlier ceramics than
those recovered near the Griswold house ruingjdanaf pearlware, slip-decorated earthenware,
and a single delft sherd. These earlier ceramic®e s evidence of High Point’s known colonial
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corner post identified during 88897 UTC survey excavations at
High Point (Honerkamp 2008:25).

FIGURE 70. Tabby
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and early American period occupations, althoughréiqular location for the Mackay or French
Sapelo Company occupations could not be delineated.

The total artifact assemblage from the 2007 syraklgough generally smaller than the
assemblage from the 2006 Chocolate Plantationnathbly fewer historic ceramics, was
nonetheless productive, including several notewoathid diagnostic finds (Honerkamp
2008:33). As with the Chocolate Plantation asseg#&ylavhiteware (circa 1830-present) was the
most common historic ceramic recovered at High Rout significantly more pearlware (circa
1780-1840) sherds were found at High Point tha@hatcolate Plantation (Honerkamp 2008:34).
Honerkamp suggests that this difference in histoeramic assemblages is probably a direct
reflection of the punctuated and less successéuitation activities at High Point and the earlier
beginnings of those occupations. In contrast, atdGlate Plantation continuous and intensive
occupations were maintained through the later afitet period.

The survey produced several notable artifactdudieg five French faience sherds in
shovel tests west of the Griswold house (Honerkaf(8:42-43). These sherds have a
manganese brown glaze on the exterior and mody liete to the late 18th and early 19th
century. This date range conveniently correspontisall three of High Point’'s French
occupations. Other significant historic artifactsluded a wholly intact dark olive green wine
bottle with a cup based mold, a green glass fadetad, a glass tumbler fragment, an iron knife
tang, an iron hoe fragment, an iron door hingees®\brass furniture tacks, and various white
clay pipe stem and pipe bowl fragments (Honerkaf(B234-36). While the latter items do not
point to a specific date range for High Point oatign, they do provide evidence of the details

of every day life of the site’s occupants during filantation era on Sapelo.
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Bourbon Field and Sapelo Island’s Plantation Larajse

Because, in their various histories, they repreadmwoad spectrum of plantation types,
the Spalding Plantation, Chocolate Plantation, Higgth Point sites present particularly useful
and informative avenues for comparisons with Boarbild. Comparing the historical and
archaeological data from the different historicuguations of these three sites with those of the
less historically known Bourbon Field helps to defthe types of plantation activities that
occurred at the site and assess Bourbon Fieldtepkar place within the local culture and
economy of Sapelo Island.

From a historical perspective, Bourbon Field sh#nesnost similarities with High Point.
More often than not, from the colonial period thghuhe postbellum era, Bourbon Field and
High Point belonged to the same landowners (That888a, 1989b; Sullivan 1990; Honerkamp
2008). They both served as the site of multiplefaon enterprises, and neither, as an
individual tract, attained the ideal levels of pioence or wealth exemplified at the Spalding
Plantation and, to a lesser extent, at Chocolaet&ion. Although the histories of Bourbon
Field and High Point have much in common, High Psiill had a more prestigious role to play
in the historical record. Because “High Point” deyped as a place-name in the early historic
period, the site can be clearly linked to spedifaividuals who played a significant role in the
history of Sapelo (DuBignon 1804; Sullivan 19908%431). By contrast, the original name, if
there was one, of Bourbon Field is unknown andstteecan only be indirectly or peripherally
linked to Sapelo’s well-known historical figures.

Bourbon Field also shares a significant historamainection to Chocolate Plantation.
Through a large part of the antebellum period, BoarField served as an agricultural tract
contributing to the success of planters living loa €hocolate tract and helping to make the north
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end plantation operations some of Sapelo’s largedtmost prominent agricultural enterprises
(Sullivan 1990:88; Crook et al. 2003:16).While Cblate Plantation and Bourbon Field had
several landowners in common, they never functidhedsame way during their joint-tenure.
Chocolate Plantation filled a much more prestigiand well-documented role than simply
serving as a satellite tract because it was theshmamse for successful plantation operations on
the north end of Sapelo, complete with a mansioth®e planter’s family, various substantial
structures required for large-scale plantatiorvéas, two sizable agricultural fields, and the
largest concentration of resident slaves on thatgfahe island. Bourbon Field’s lower profile
and dependent status as a satellite agricultwia fhrough the later antebellum period meant
that it relatively invisible in the historical rembwhile it was connected to Chocolate Plantation.
Bourbon Field’s position among the other threeeBaplantation sites as the most
historically indistinguishable tract makes its aeblogical resources particularly valuable. Its
near invisibility in the historical record also nmsahat archaeological comparisons between the
four sites have the potential to reveal a greak nheae about how plantation activities at
Bourbon Field factored into the cultural and ecoiwirends on Sapelo than the historical
analysis. As has been discussed in previous sectmchaeological surveys and/or limited unit
excavations have been conducted at all four satd®yugh investigations of the Spalding
Plantation were limited primarily to slave commugst In general, the four sites produced many
of the same types of historic artifacts, but theeee key differences in the size and specific
composition of their assemblages. Survey datalsssexciated with UTC’s excavations at
Chocolate Plantation, High Point, and the southadritle island provided the primary material
for comparisons with the survey data from Bourb@id-as they were easily accessible and
represented fairly analogous assemblages in tefseaple size and field methods. The UWG
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surface collections and excavations at Hanging, Bdhavior, and New Barn Creek are
discussed as well, but in less detail. Becausedhgarisons are largely based on survey data, it
is important to note that the results are tentadivé may be disproved with additional research.
Comparisons of survey assemblages from Bourbdd,Fdocolate Plantation, High
Point, and Spalding’s south end slave communityeaked that the four sites had similar types
of artifacts associated with domestic activitiespiee their different functions throughout the
historic period (Table 46). Bourbon Field’s kitchessemblage shares the most similarities with
High Point, both in quantity and composition. Imts of size, the kitchen-related assemblages
for Bourbon Field and High Point seem to hold aenimediate position between the large-scale
Chocolate Plantation site and the slave commumy Spalding’s south end mansion. The
surface collections and unit excavations at thegianBull, Behavior, and New Barn Creek
slave sites produced similar types of artifactsluding a two-pronged fork, various ceramics,
bottle glass, and a diversity of faunal remaino@8r2008:8,13-14,23). The smaller size of the
assemblages seems be the primary difference betiteben-related material culture at the
slave sites and the general plantation sites.
TABLE 46
KITCHEN GROUP ARTIFACTS FROM SURVEY UNITS AT BOURBOFIELD,

CHOCOLATE PLANTATION, HIGH POINT, AND SPALDING’S SOTH END
SLAVE SITE

Artifact Bourbon Field Chocolate High Point South Enc”
Type Plantation®

Count | Weight | Count| Weight | Count | Weight | Count | Weight

(9) 9) (9) 9)

Bone, -- 263.9 -- 939.0 -- 247.0 -- 35.9
Unmodified
Ceramics, 188 428.9 258 -- 146 -- 74 --
Historic
Container 90 444.8 241 -- 73 -- 63 --
Glass
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TABLE 46 (CONTINUED)

KITCHEN GROUP ARTIFACTS FROM SURVEY UNITS AT BOURBOFIELD,
CHOCOLATE PLANTATION, HIGH POINT, AND SPALDING’S SOTH END
SLAVE SITE

Artifact Bourbon Field Chocolate High Point South Enc”
Type Plantation®

Count | Weight | Count | Weight | Count | Weight | Count | Weight

(9) (9) (9) (9)

Drinking 1 0.1 0 -- 1 -- 0 --
Glass
Kitchen 2 32.3 1 -- 2 -- 0 --
Ware
Total 281 1170.0 500 939.0 222 247.0 137 35.9

Note: For the Chocolate Plantation, High Point, Sodth End data, weights were not included
in the reports for most of the kitchen artifactsl éimerefore could not be included in the table.
@0nly the UTC 2006 survey data is included for Ghate Plantation.
P UTC's report for the 2009 survey at Spalding’steaend slave site is still in progress and
analysis is ongoing, so the data in the tabfeoim the 2008 survey only.

Sources: Honerkamp et al. (2007:38-39); Honerka2fp&:33); Honerkamp and Bean
(2009:14).

The ceramic assemblages associated with Bourlsdd, Eihocolate Plantation, High
Point, and the Spalding slave communities had nnucbmmon, but comparisons did reveal a
few significant differences (Table 47). Sherd cauot each specific type of ceramic were
available for the 2007, 2008, and 2010 UWF excawatat Bourbon Field, the 1975 and 1976
UWG and 2006 UTC excavations at Chocolate Plantatiee 2007 UTC excavations at High
Point, the 2008 and 2009 UTC excavations at théhsend slave site, and the 1994, 1997 and
1999 UWG surface collections and excavations agBiei and New Barn Creek
(Honerkamp et al. 2007:39-40; Crook 2008:15,18F&#Herkamp 2008:34; Honerkamp and
Bean 2010:6). The total sherd counts for thess sitien included the combined ceramic data
from survey and larger unit and trench excavatiéfaging Bull's ceramic assemblage was not

included in the detailed comparisons because resgmted only a small surface collection

(Crook 2008:8).

254



qacl

0'00T [€09 [000T [1T6 [0°00T [92¢ [0°00T [¥TZ |0°00T [v2S [0°00T |1.¢ [eloL
00 0 2¢ Z €0 T 00 0 90 € 80 ¢ BIeMMO||B A
L'€9 |v8¢ |ve8 |s. [e0. |1e2 |00S [l0T [TT9 |oze |[Zz8 e aIeMalyM
vy L2 |zZ¢ Z 8T 9 £¢ S g9 |vE |92z S8 paze|9-]es ‘a/emauols
00 0 17 T 9'0 Z 00 0 Z0 T v'e oI 18410 ‘@1emauols
00 0 00 0 00 0 S0 T 00 0 L', 6¢ aleulwlalepu| ‘@Iemauols
00 0 00 0 00 0 0L |sT |90 € v'Z 6 1310 ‘aremusyues paulay
00 0 00 0 9'0 Z 00 0 GT 8 v'e €1 paze|9-pea ‘aiempay
0T 9 00 0 8T 9 v 6 12 IT |80 E ure|aaiod
vve [LvT |T2T 1T |g¢6T |£9 |86 12 |62T |v6 |19¢ 9¢T alemjead
00 0 00 0 00 0 00 0 00 0 €0 T fef aAIlO
00 0 00 0 00 0 00 0 00 0 €0 |1 eoljole
00 0 00 0 00 0 S0 T 00 0 00 o plapoer
00 0 00 0 00 0 00 0 12 IT |S0 ¢ aleulwIalapu|
00 0 00 0 00 0 £e S 00 0 00 D aouareH
00 0 00 0 00 0 0T Z 00 0 00 D ale/\ sI9||3
Z0 T 00 0 G0 T 00 0 Z0 T €0 T ylea
€9 |8e |00 0 90 Z 89T |9¢ [8¢€ |0z |[r2T @v alemweal)d
00 0 00 0 e [1T |9G 2T |og [91 |g0 ¢ alemuayue] asieo)
00 0 00 0 €0 T 00 0 ¥'0 Z 00 D arep\ Ainqisy
) [ [ |[@& [ |[# [ |[® [ |[#® | |[®

NEEYTe) uonejueld | plei4

uleg mapN loineyag pu3 yinos uiod ybiH  |e1ejo0o0yd uoginog adAl Jalwela)d

JOVINIDOHId LINNOQYIHS ANV LNNOD AYIHS A9 'SALIS IAVIS NOILVLINVY1d
ONIATVdS JFHL ANV 'LNIOd HOIH ‘NOILVLINV1d B/ 10D0HD ‘d13Id NOgdNOd WOYd SIADVIIINISSY JINVEIO

Ly 31avl




The plantation sites all produced diverse histogiamic assemblages with different
ratios of earlier and later ceramics, but Bourb@idewas the only site in which pearlware (circa
1780-1840) was the most numerous ceramic typeeXbavations at other plantations sites
consistently generated more whiteware (circa 18@8ent) than any other ceramic. The more
numerous whiteware sherds at the Spalding Plantatave sites, High Point, and Chocolate
Plantation can be linked either to intensive octiopa during the late antebellum period,
intensive postbellum occupations or some combinaticdhe two. Long-term Geechee
occupations did occur at Bourbon Field in the pelstin era and later 19th century, but, with the
high frequencies of pearlwares, they are over-sivadan the historic ceramic assemblage by
post-Revolutionary War and early 19th-century oedigms. By itself, the higher frequency of
pearlware at Bourbon Field does not necessarihstade to an earlier occupation, since
pearlware is still one of the most common ceraypes recovered in all of the other plantation
sites; however, there are additional differenceseramic data that do seem to set occupations at
Bourbon Field apart from the rest of the plantasdas. After pearlware, salt-glazed stoneware--
a combination of brown (circa 1690-1775) and gi@ascé 1700-1900)--represents the second-
most common type of ceramic, followed by creamwanea 1762-1830), and sherd counts for
both types surpass those recovered at the othetdSalantation sites. Furthermore, the number
of whiteware sherds recovered at Bourbon Fieldasnétically lower than any of the other sites.
The combination of these distinct characteristiggests that the most intensive occupations at
Bourbon Field peaked significantly earlier than tlteupations at Chocolate Plantation, High
Point, and the various slave sites associatedtivglspalding Plantation.

The mean ceramic dates associated with the diffglantation sites paint a similar
picture (Table 48). While the assemblages fromvtr@us excavations at High Point, Chocolate
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Plantation, and the Spalding Plantation slave sildsad mean ceramic dates that fell in the
1840s or 1850s, the combined assemblage from sandyrench excavations in northwest
Bourbon Field resulted in the significantly earlieean ceramic date of approximately 1805. The
strong similarity between the mean ceramic datesaated with Chocolate Plantation, High
Point, and the three Spalding slave communitiesas&ourbon Field’s earlier date particularly
striking and provides evidence that Sapelo’s prinmacupations were concentrated elsewhere
during the later antebellum period. It is likelatiBourbon Field’s role as a satellite agricultural
tract for larger plantation operations occurringeghere on the north end between the late-

1820s and the 1850s resulted in less full-timedesds at the site.

TABLE 48
MEAN CERAMIC DATES ASSOCIATED WITH SAPELO PLANTATON SITES
Bourbon | Chocolate | High Point | South End | Behavior | New Barn
Field Plantation Creek®
1804.9 1857.6 1843.9 1846.2 1851.64 1856.0

2The mean ceramic date for New Barn Creek was cakdiffrom the combined ceramic
assemblage recovered from the controlled sudaltection and the excavation of Cabin #2.

While clear differences existed between Bourbaidrand the other plantation sites in
ceramic assemblages and the associated tempoaabdatysis of the status-related artifacts
produced fairly ambiguous results. Porcelain, tlistnexpensive ceramic type represented in the
ceramic assemblages, was present at Bourbon BElktatolate Plantation, High Point, and the
south end tract, but not at Behavior or New BareeRr‘(Table 47).” Bourbon Field had only
three sherds, fewer than all of the other siteh witrcelain, but since porcelain sherds were not
especially common on any of the sites and wereda@irslave sites and larger-scale plantation
sites alike, little significance can be attributedheir frequency. Other artifacts recovered duyirin
survey excavations that may have belonged to higx@oeconomic status individuals included

porcelain and shell buttons, jewelry items, and@lain doll arm (Table 49). These items were
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dispersed across all four sites in no definitiveaantrations and revealed little about their
relative socioeconomic statuses or economic promegedespite significant differences in
occupations and utilization.

TABLE 49

CLOTHING AND PERSONAL GROUP ARTIFACTS FROM SURVEYNITS AT

BOURBON FIELD, CHOCOLATE PLANTATION, HIGH POINTAND SPALDING’S
SOUTH END SLAVE SITE

Artifact Bourbon Field Chocolate High Point South Enc”
Type Plantation®

Count | Weight | Count | Weight | Count | Weight | Count | Weight

(9) (@) (@) (@)

Beads, 3 0.5 3 -- 1 -- 0 --
Glass
Buckles 1 1.4 0 -- 0 -- 1 --
Buttons, 1 0.1 2 -- 0 -- 1 --
Bone
Buttons, 1 0.7 2 -- 1 -- 1 --
Brass
Buttons, 0 0.0 0 -- 0 -- 1 --
Porcelain
Buttons, 0 0.0 1 -- 0 -- 0 --
Shell
Button, 0 0.0 1 -- 0 -- 1 --
Suspender
Clothing 2 0.7 0 -- 1 -- 1 --
Fasteners
Doll Arm, 0 0.0 1 -- 0 -- 0 --
Porcelain
Jewelry 1 0.1 0 - 0 -- 0 -
Part
Tooth- 0 0.0 0 -- 0 -- 1 --
brush Frag
Total 9 3.5 10 -- 3 -- 7 --

Note: For the Chocolate Plantation, High Point, Sodth End data, weights were not included

in the reports for any of the personal or clothantjfacts and therefore could not be included in

the table. Totals only include the available ccumd weight data.

@ Only the UTC 2006 survey data is included for Ghate Plantation.

P UTC'’s report for the 2009 survey at Spalding'steoend slave site is still in progress and
analysis is ongoing, so the data in the tabfeoim the 2008 survey only.

Sources: Honerkamp et al. (2007:38-39); Honerkazfp&:33); Honerkamp and Bean

(2009:14).
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More obvious differences exist in the spatial orgation and architectural components
of the four plantations. There was certainly nmdtad spatial layout for the Sapelo plantations
and each had unique features and functionalityh@eological data indicates that Bourbon Field
had a very specific and contained area designateitié most intensive domestic activities,
located between the Blackbeard Creek shorelinegmorth and the agricultural field to the
south. The domestic structures of all occupanemtpts and slaves alike, were mostly confined
to this relatively small area and the agricultdig@d was the largest and most prominent feature
on the landscape. The entire site comprised okthee functional areas: The principal
contained domestic area and the single large dtymalfield, primarily used for the production
of Sea Island cotton (Humphries 1991:85,87,119).

The Spalding Plantation and Chocolate Plantatitiardd from Bourbon Field in size,
organization, and function. The Spalding Plantattaiuded the entire south end of the island,
organized into a number of agricultural fields @hal/es communities, with a large area devoted
to Spalding’s elegant mansion and associated darsgsictures. Only one of the numerous
slave communities was located near Spalding’s maurse, while the rest were dispersed over
the south end of the island (Honerkamp and Bea®,28@10).The Spalding south end tract was
used for a variety of plantation activities inclagiSea Island cotton production, and the
production of a number of other staple crops. Thotmnsiderably smaller than the Spalding
Plantation, Chocolate was the second largest pglantaact on Sapelo. It had a sizable, central
domestic area with the planter house and othetatian structures. Large agricultural fields,
primarily for growing Sea Island cotton, extendedhbnorth and south of the tract, but the slave
cabins were located inside and adjacent to theatian’s central domestic area, allowing for
close surveillance (United States Coast Survey 1868erkamp et al. 2007).
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High Point was a much smaller plantation tract,thiee Bourbon Field, primarily
consisted of a limited occupation area near théhean coastline and an agricultural field to the
south (United States Coast Survey 1859; Honerkadfg)2 Unlike Bourbon Field, however, the
occupied portion of High Point functioned as a pdamesidence at various times for larger-scale
agricultural activities that extended to other tsaan the island, rather than serving only as a
small-scale plantation or satellite agriculturalkctr(Thomas 1989a, 1989b; Sullivan 1990:80-
82,84-85; Humphries 1991; Keber 2002a).

The delineation and separation of planter and shatigity or occupation areas was much
easier in archaeological investigations of the &pgl Plantation and Chocolate Plantation sites
than at the smaller High Point and Bourbon FieléssiThe location of the planter's main house
is well-documented at the Spalding Plantation anibw marked by the Reynolds Mansion,
which has stood in its place since the first hathe 20th century. The locations of the Spalding
Plantation slave communities are also well-docuetband are still used by the Geechee
residents as place-names today (Crook et al. 2B8@¥yhocolate Plantation, the substantial
tabby ruins clearly mark the locations of the mamuse and associated out-buildings, as well as
the slave cabins. The clear differentiation betweaanter and slave occupation areas at the
Spalding Plantation and Chocolate Plantation siteans that artifact assemblages recovered in
archaeological investigations can be specificatigdd to slave activities and planter activities
and their respective cultural and socioeconomid¢eeds can be taken into account during
analysis.

At the Bourbon Field and High Point sites, howetlee, shortage of clearly identifiable
structural remains and the lack of historical redsaiocumenting the plantations’ organization
make the demarcation of slave and overseer orgylactupation areas nearly impossible. Both
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sites produced possible evidence of separate slzigation areas, but the designations are
hypothetical and require further research (Honefk2008:31). Even if further research is
conducted, a definite delineation between plantdrsdave activity and occupation areas is
unlikely, particularly since the artifact assemlaagecovered in known slave- and planter-
related areas at Chocolate Plantation, a large-gdahtation with especially significant
discrepancies in the socioeconomic statuses ottapants, had few discernable differences.
The more modest plantation efforts at High Poirtt Bourbon Field, most likely resulted in even
fewer differences in material cultural associatett \slave- and planter-related areas. At the
Spalding Plantation and Chocolate Plantation, tbetrabvious archaeological evidence of the
slaves’ lower status is the locations of the slaseupation areas and the types of dwellings used
by the slaves, but at Bourbon Field and High Pthiatplantation operations were not as
extensive and may not have included such distiaatisual and spatial separations between
planter or overseer occupation areas and slavegpation areas. Although the smaller-scale
planters or overseers at Bourbon Field and HigimtRoay not have been able to assert their
higher status and control over slaves in such antowanner, they undoubtedly found other
ways to differentiate themselves in their day-tg-ohderactions with their slaves.

The architectural components associated with e&tte four Sapelo plantations are
perhaps the most distinctive of the archaeolodindings. Tabby mortar was the most common
type of architectural artifact recovered on altloed plantation sites, but it was not always the
primary building material (Table 50) (Honerkammakt2007; Crook 2008; Honerkamp 2008;
Honerkamp and Bean 2009, 2010). Brick and nailewéso present in most of the assemblages,
recovered in smaller amounts than the tabby, luteyiresenting some of the most popular
construction materials used on Sapelo. Window glassgenerally less common and tended to
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be found near planter-related buildings and natsisociation with slave cabins (Honerkamp et
al. 2007:58; Honerkamp 2008:37,39-41). It was avigenot considered an essential
architectural component at any of the plantatidessismall or large, and may have been a luxury
associated with higher status residents.

TABLE 50

ARCHITECTURE GROUP ARTIFACTS FROM SURVEY UNITS ABOURBON

FIELD, CHOCOLATE PLANTATION, HIGH POINT, AND SPALDNG’'S SOUTH END
SLAVE SITE

Artifact Bourbon Field Chocolate High Point South Enc”
Type Plantation®

Count | Weight | Count | Weight | Count | Weight | Count | Weight

(9) (@) (@) (@)

Brick - | 3979.6 0 -- 217 -- 134 --
Fragments
Hardware, 1 9.4 1 -- 0 -- 0 --
Brass
Hardware, 3 24.0 6 -- 1 -- 0 --
Iron
Nails 185 310.6 456 -- 99 -- 131 --
Tabby - | 23667.7 --| 20374.0 --| 28674.0 -- 18.2
Mortar &
Plaster
Window 2 3.6 57 -- 9 -- 7 --
Glass
Total 191 | 27994.9 520| 20374.0 326 28674.0 272 18.2

Note: For the Chocolate Plantation, High Point, Sodth End data, weights were not included

in the reports for most of the architecture artgaand therefore could not be included in the

table. For the Bourbon Field data, some artifactsevwveighed, but not counted. Totals only

include the available count and weight data.

@0nly the UTC 2006 survey data is included for Ghate Plantation.

P UTC's report for the 2009 survey at Spalding’steaend slave site is still in progress and
analysis is ongoing, so the data in the tabfeoim the 2008 survey only.

Sources: Honerkamp et al. (2007:38-39); Honerka2fp&:33); Honerkamp and Bean

(2009:14).

Despite similarities in building materials, ar@utural styles and construction techniques
differed considerably from one plantation site nother. For the South End plantation, the

architecture ranged from Spalding’s tabby manstoslave cabins that were either “wattle and
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daub” huts made from grapevines and tabby mortémaare structures with brick chimneys
(Crook 2008; Honerkamp and Bean 2009, 2010). AtcGlade Plantation, all types of structures
whether they were associated with slave or plasmteupations, were substantially built and
made primarily of tabby (Honerkamp et al. 2007)ghdPPoint also had multiple structures with
significant tabby components, but the tabby wasegdly limited to the structures’ foundations.
Though there is evidence of tabby foundations fearlier occupations at High Point, the most
substantial tabby remains date to John N. A. Grdisgostbellum ownership and consist of cut
blocks recycled from older tabby structures elsewloa the island (Honerkamp 2008:16-18).
Bourbon Field’s architectural remains differ calesably from the archaeological
evidence of slave cabins and planter homes foutiteebpalding Plantation, Chocolate
Plantation, and High Point sites. The significamibant of tabby recovered in multiple locations
at Bourbon Field indicates that the primary plantastructures had more significant tabby
components than the slave cabins associated vét8phalding Plantation, but the tabby did not
occur in large enough concentrations to suggestxisence of solid tabby structures like
Spalding’s mansion or the buildings at Chocolanition. Bourbon Field’s tabby remains do
not include cut tabby or clear evidence of core@ntiations like those found at High Point,
although the structures at Bourbon Field may veeil have been similar frame structures with
tabby foundations. No versions of the above-grawoethngular tabby form at Bourbon Field
have been identified elsewhere on the island, winakes its function all the more mysterious.
The large amount of tabby with lathing marks arelftirly numerous tabby bricks in the
Bourbon Field assemblage also make the site urdmqang its Sapelo neighbors. The
combination of Bourbon Field’s distinctive abovexgnd and subsurface tabby remains, as well
as the evidence of wood and brick architecturahel@s places the site’s structures somewhere
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in between Spalding’s slave cabins and the morstanbal, labor-intensive, and expensive
tabby buildings associated with the Spalding faraitgd Chocolate Plantation. The site may have
had a few substantial structures during its histodcupations, but it certainly had no equivalent
to the impressive planter homes associated witfetacale plantation activities elsewhere on
Sapelo and the Georgia coast.

When combined, the results of preliminary histalriand archaeological comparisons
between the Spalding Plantation, Chocolate Plamtakligh Point, and Bourbon Field sites
indicate that differences did exist in the detagsociated with plantation operations across
Sapelo, in spite of similarities in the types ofiagjtural activities or their shared economic and
cultural contexts. These differences help to charese Bourbon Field’s identity as one of the
island’s few small-scale plantation sites whichreldanany of the same artifact types with other
Sapelo sites, but was unique in the earlier dassaated with its most intensive historic
occupations, as well as its very contained occapadrea, its limited evidence of historic
structures, and its modest tabby remains. Thesiactise features suggest that plantation
activities at Bourbon Field were restricted botlsire and scope throughout the historic period
and, unlike other Sapelo plantation sites, it watssmccessfully utilized for independent large-
scale agricultural operations. The importance aifBon Field as a residential tract for planters
seems to have been comparatively short-lived, eadlgtbecoming secondary to its value as an

agricultural tract over the course of the antelmelperiod.
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CHAPTER IX
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The objectives for the historical and archaeoldgimaestigations of Bourbon Field were
multi-faceted and designed with the intention aftcdbuting to on-going research on Sapelo
Island’s historic plantations. The research focuse@stablishing site boundaries and a
chronology for historic occupations of Bourbon Bieds well as evaluating the site’s role in
Sapelo’s historic landscape through comparisons thitee major plantations on the island. As
the first detailed analysis of Bourbon Field’s brst occupations, the research was preliminary,
addressing the specific research objectives, sBotadlding more questions for future
investigations. Though limited in scope, the resaftthe historical and archaeological research
are significant as they provide information on abacale plantation site that is virtually
invisible in the historical record, but that hadiateresting dual-identity through the historic
period as both a small plantation tract represeetatf the middle-class Georgia planter, and a
contributor to the large-scale plantation operatiftor which the antebellum Georgia coast is
known. The dual-identity gave Bourbon Field a seifdblut important role to play in the
plantation landscape of historic Sapelo Island.

Shovel test data helped to delineate and charaetdre historic occupations of Bourbon
Field on a basic level. The data revealed that BauiField’s historic occupants confined their
primary domestic activities to a specific and rigklyy small area in the far northwestern portion
of the site. The confinement of a majority of thetbric components to this limited occupation
area suggests that the location was chosen s@lgiftecause it had certain attractive and
practical features such as a close proximity toBlaekbeard Creek shoreline and easy access to
the road connecting Bourbon Field to other plantetiand resources on the island. The small
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size of the historic occupation area is one of manehaeological indications that the plantation
operations at Bourbon Field were small-scale affdrdd significantly from the larger
plantations previously surveyed on Sapelo.

Although there is little above-ground evidence istdric occupations in the northwestern
portion of Bourbon Field, the subsurface histoomponents are quite extensive. It is clear from
the size, diversity, and composition of the assegdlcollected in the study area, that Bourbon
Field had regular, long-term occupants for at Igast of the historic period. There may not be
detailed historical records of the intensive octigmes at Bourbon Field, but the assemblage,
with its large percentage of domestic artifactseesentative of regular household activities
and daily life on a farm or plantation. It is likghowever, that the occupations associated with
the probable Geechee house site in the postbellammay also have contributed to the
significant concentrations of historic artifactsie northwestern portion of the site.

One of the primary indications that significanttbrec occupations occurred at Bourbon
Field was the large number of historic ceramicglpoed by shovel test excavations in the
northwestern area. The sizable historic ceramierabtage helped to delineate boundaries for
the occupation area and provided a time frameh@idbmestic activities occurring there.
Pearlware (circa 1780-1840) and creamware (ciré2-1B30) were the most common ceramic
types recovered in the historic occupation ared,their frequency indicates that the most
intensive occupations of Bourbon Field occurredtre¢ly early, spanning the late 18th century
through the first few decades of the 19th centlihe comparably small numbers of whitewares
(circa 1830-present) and other later ceramics msplat these early undocumented historic
occupations of Bourbon Field included a larger paton and occurred over a longer period of
time than the better known postbellum Geechee @tmns in the same part of the site. Various
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mean ceramic dates calculated for the historicreerassemblage suggest the same early time
frame for the primary historic occupations, randirggn the 1780s to the 1820s. The ceramic
assemblage provided no evidence of temporally sgparccupations within that time frame, as
the primary concentrations of ceramics in the reritregion of the occupation area contained a
consistent diversity of ceramics and a consistezsd@minance of pearlwares and creamwares,
giving the impression that the same parts of tteevsere used intensively through time. The
vertical distribution of ceramics according to skbtest stratigraphy and arbitrary excavation
levels also revealed a significant degree of cosscy, providing no evidence of staggered or
sporadic occupations anywhere in the northwestera. a

Shovel test data revealed that tabby plaster amthmmncentrations existed in similar
locations as historic ceramic concentrations, aadckad the presence of three possible structures
located west of Bourbon Field’s only above-groualobly remains, in the northwestern portion of
the study area. The three shovel test clusterstalithy concentrations and the area around the
tabby remains had similar ratios of earlier andrlaeramics and generally shared high
frequencies of pearlware and creamware sherdsatwg that the former structure represented
by the above-ground tabby remains may have beaemmorary with the other possible historic
structures. The combined distribution of tabby hrsloric ceramics indicates that the overall
historic assemblage at Bourbon Field primarily @esifrom either a long-term occupation or
multiple consecutive occupations that utilized $hene areas of the site in the late 18th century
and early 19th century.

Various amounts of tabby occurred throughout thhmeestern portion of the study area,
in the same general location as concentrationshafr dnistoric artifacts. Tabby appeared not only
in the shovel test clusters specifically associatgl possible structures but in most shovel tests

267



in the northwestern region of the study area. Baio#l nails were also common in the same
region and it is likely that there were a numbeotbier buildings accompanying the structure
associated with the above-ground tabby rectangliesiimply could not be identified using

survey data. The historic middens and possible emdahared a similar distribution as the tabby
and other architectural remains. These middenddrgd quantities of domestic material and
their juxtaposition with architectural artifact @@ntrations serves as preliminary evidence that
there was more than one domestic structure inigtertt occupation area. The contents of the
middens and possible middens, which typically ideldia range of earlier and later ceramics and
a diversity of other artifacts, suggest that amycttires that may have existed in the
northwestern region of the study area were utilizédly continuously for a significant period of
time.

Based on ceramic data and the distribution of dtistoric artifacts traditionally
associated with high or low socioeconomic statusre did not seem to be a noticeably large gap
between the statuses of Bourbon Field’s former panots. Although higher status transfer-
printed pearlware and whiteware sherds were the frexpuent of all decorated historic wares
recovered in the entire northwestern area, theyahdidpersed distribution and were often found
in the same context as cheaper, utilitarian waredher artifacts that were not indicative of high
socioeconomic status. The distribution of speaiissel forms and the CC Indices calculated for
the sherds recovered in shovel tests producedaslgndmbiguous results with no clear
separation of high and low status in the occupai@a (Miller 1980, 1991). Other status-related
artifacts also had a dispersed distribution pat&wh it was rare that more than one high status

artifact was recovered in the same shovel test.
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The only evidence of status difference uncoverdatienshovel test survey was a few
subtle clues that the occupants of the structiseceted with the rectangular tabby remains may
have held a higher status than the other occup®surbon Field. There was a slightly higher
frequency of high status artifacts in the vicirofythe above-ground remains and the remains
were a significant distance from the other possshiectures represented by subsurface tabby
concentrations. These distribution patterns contbwih the fact that the remains seem to
represent the largest and most substantial histtmcture at the site serve as indirect evidence
that the former occupants of the structure may Imale the highest socioeconomic position.
Because there was no evidence of dramatic diffeeircthe socioeconomic status across the
historic occupation area, the shovel test dateeseavleast as tentative evidence that Bourbon
Field was occupied by a small planter, farmer,w@rseer who may have lived in the structure
represented by the tabby remains and a small nuaflsteves who lived in less substantial
structures in the western portion of the occupadicea.

The results of the shovel test data loosely caeedath the historical record. During the
time frame of late 18th century and early 19th ggntvhen, according to the archaeological
record, the most intensive occupations of BourbiefdFoccurred, the identity of Bourbon
Field’s occupants is, for the most part, uncle&e Tistorical record indicates that the tract fell
mostly to absentee landowners and managers. Tisghitity of Bourbon Field’s occupants in
the historical record during this time correspongdl with the archaeological evidence of
middle and lower class occupants. Since there ieoard of Bourbon Field serving as a major
residence for any of the prominent planters diyeatlindirectly linked with the tract, it is
probable that the highest status occupants of#oe were either renters or hired overseers or
managers, most likely accompanied by slaves. Ttal siocupation area, the limited
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architectural remains, and the lack of status-edlatrtifact patterns at Bourbon Field can all
reasonably be associated with activities of a sswlle planter or overseer. Historical
comparisons between Bourbon Field and other Sapatdation sites result in similar
conclusions. Bourbon Field’s lack of historical regentation relative to Chocolate Plantation,
High Point, and the Spalding Plantation affirmg ithavas one of the more modest and lower
status plantation tracts on the island.

From the 1830s through the remainder of the atitebesra, when, based on
significantly smaller and less extensive archaaollgleposits, the intensity of occupations at
Bourbon Field seems to have declined, the histegord indicates that the tract mostly
functioned as a satellite agricultural tract cdniting to larger plantation operations based
elsewhere on the island rather than being a primesiglential tract. In fact, Bourbon Field
existed as a dependent satellite tract for a lopgeod than any other plantation site on Sapelo,
changing hands from one absentee landowner toetkitlirough a large part of the 19th century
(Sullivan 1990:88-89; Crook et al. 2003:11,15-Fpm the postbellum era to the early 20th
century, the site had long-term occupants, buas & very small population of Geechee
residents. The archaeological evidence of lesgsnte occupations during the late historic
period can be explained, at least in part, by thallspopulation size.

The Trench 10 excavations provided additional tketaithe general interpretations
supplied by shovel tests data and further chanaegbthe historic occupations of Bourbon Field.
The significant domestic components in Trench Hdtdact assemblage confirmed that the
tabby remains represent a domestic, intensivelymed structure, most likely a house or
multiple houses. The presence of tabby and otlvhitectural debris well below the rectangular
tabby form, which was the only articulated aboveugud architectural feature in the remains,
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gives the impression that multiple structures eprasented in the tabby remains and the Trench
10 assemblage. Excavations revealed a fairly camgisertical distribution of artifacts with

dense deposits of diverse and substantial histssemblages across the trench. These
similarities in assemblages across Trench 10 adeeee of a heavily utilized domestic space
that was occupied either continuously or repeattila long enough period of time to produce
deep layers of domestic debris. The relative umfty in depth and contents of historic deposits
in the trench favors an interpretation of continoratonsecutive occupations of the area around
the tabby remains instead of multiple, temporadlgagate occupations.

Although there were general similarities in thetdni€ deposits across the trench, a
comparison between the northern and southern and<Jnit 10 inside the rectangular tabby
form yielded a few contrasting features. The sauthmits in Trench 10 exposed part of a
possible tabby wall and other articulated tabbyridehat seemed to represent the collapsed
architectural feature associated with the tabbgfdrhe larger and more articulated
concentration of tabby debris in the southern untdgcates that large portions of the former
structure or structures fell southward upon thellapse. Based on the comparison between the
northern and southern units it is likely that tlogth side of the tabby form is associated with an
interior space and the south side is associatddamitoutdoor space. The southern units have the
large numbers of artifacts that are typical ofdmist middens, many of them associated with
domestic activities, while the types of artifadtattare more numerous in the northern units are
items that could have easily and inconspicuoustiedrup on the floor of a heavily trafficked,
occupied building. A comparison between Unit 1®seanblage and the assemblages found in
the trench’s northern and southern units provideehdication that the interior of the tabby form
represented an occupied space within the formectsitre. Unit 10 contained primarily tabby and
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other architectural debris, which extended dedmpsn inywhere else in Trench 10. The unusual
density and depth of the architectural remainsnit W0 is most likely the result of a later filling
episode that occurred after the structure had ged#id, possibly during looting activities, and
which disturbed the original context of the arttfac

The overall artifact distribution within the trenphovided no definitive interpretation for
the rectangular tabby form. Even with the large am® of tabby recovered across Trench 10,
there is still less tabby than would be expectedhfa solid tabby structure and the presence of
nails, tabby with lathing marks, and brick fragnseatross the trench suggests that the former
structures had wooden and brick architectural corapts. The shallowness of the tabby form
and the limited extent of the tabby debris makesattiginal interpretation of a chimney unlikely.
The best interpretation for the tabby form withtwther excavations is that it was the base of a
tabby feature like a staircase or foundation perafraised frame house.

The ceramic assemblage from Trench 10 shared mialgsties with the shovel test
ceramic data. Trench 10 produced a variety of hsttieramics, including both earlier and later
historic ceramic types, but the earlier ceramiexlpminated. Gray salt-glazed stoneware (circa
1700-1900) was the most common ceramic, but masteogherds were from the same large
vessel. Pearlware (circa 1780-1840), both decolatedlain, was the second-most common
ceramic type. Its high frequencies in the trenclg’'samic assemblage resulted in similar mean
ceramic dates as the shovel test assemblage, glthibe dates fell within a slightly narrower
range between the 1780s and the 1810s. The catnddhat used the largest numbers of
diagnostic sherds tended to produce dates thawidlin the first decade of the 19th century,

suggesting that occupations of the former strustpesaked well before the mid-19th century;
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however, the presence of later ceramic types itelchat occupations could have continued into
the later antebellum period.

Separate mean ceramic date calculations for therugml lower excavation levels in the
trench generated very similar dates, also fallimyiw the first decade of the 19th century. The
closeness of the mean ceramic dates in contextthgttabby form and below it, indicate that the
multiple structures represented by the tabby resmagre built and occupied consecutively
without any large temporal gaps between the ocoupatlt seems that either that particular area
was simply preferred and built on repeatedly ot tha structure associated with the tabby form
had to be built quickly on top of the remains gdravious structure, possibly due to a destructive
event such as a fire. The latter possibility isparped by the presence of a burned layer below
the dense tabby rubble in the northern units oh@inel0. In any case, the temporal data
provided by the trench’s ceramic assemblage cooregpquite well with the time frame of
intensive occupation implied by the shovel tesadat

Trench 10’s historic artifact assemblage, likeghevel test assemblage, provided
evidence of middle-class occupants rather thancpdatly high status individuals. The most
common decorated refined earthenware was transfgeg pearlware, but cheaper, utilitarian
wares in the form of various stoneware sherds weea more frequent. Additionally, neither the
vessel form data nor the CC Indices could be defaly linked to high socioeconomic status
(Miller 1980, 1991). The sheer size of the trencrtdact assemblage, the evidence of
substantial architectural features, and the redftilarge number of personal, clothing, and
furniture artifacts makes it unlikely that the f@noccupants were slaves and instead suggests
that the occupants of the former structures wegéhtbhest status individuals living at Bourbon
Field. There was a large variety of status-reldtstbric artifacts throughout the trench and the
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combination of high and low status artifact typesras indicative of middle-class occupants,
who could afford a limited number of expensive,unxitems.

The combined shovel test and trench excavatioBsatbon Field indicated that
appearances can be deceiving when it comes to ptaathtion sites. Between near invisibility
in the historical record and the lack of substdmtiehitectural remains, Bourbon Field could
easily be written off as an insignificant part @p®lo’s historic plantation landscape; however,
the extensive and diverse historic components wreolvin the northwestern portion of the site
suggest otherwise. Bourbon Field was more thargaowtural field used by planters living
elsewhere on the island: It was an intensively pmlitract through at least the first half of the
antebellum period. Furthermore, although BourbaaidHs one of the least prominent
plantations sites on Sapelo from a historical pgr8pe, it holds unique archaeological
importance among its neighbors as representingdmahtal Georgia’s stereotypical large-scale
plantation operations and the less celebratednious¢ common small-scale agricultural
endeavors that characterized most of the anteb&louth.

Bourbon Field’s role as a satellite tract for laggpale plantations in the later antebellum
period and through most of the postbellum era veaisqf a well-documented trend on Sapelo
and the broader Georgia coast in which succeskfotgrs acquired and utilized multiple
separate tracts to maximize levels of agricultpraduction and enable crop diversification
(Coulter 1940; Bell 1987; Stewart 1996). Howevarasmall-scale plantation tract with full-
time occupants in the late 18th and early 19thuwress, Bourbon Field was actually part of a
much larger, albeit less powerful, segment of tla@tation economy and southern society. In the
mid-19th century, less than 1% of all southern fg@aons in the South had attained the level of
wealth and grandeur romanticized in popular imagestebellum plantations, and most
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planters had modest landholdings and 30 or fevesesl (Vlach 1993:7-8). Nonetheless, due to
their obscurity in the historical record, their nagwavisibility on the modern landscape compared
to the substantial architectural ruins left by ldrger plantations, and the constant
encroachments of commercial developments, theskesmkantations are rarely the subject of
detailed archaeological investigation (Cabak anao&er 2006:51-52). Although more difficult
to research, an examination of small plantatiometsessary to prevent skewed or biased
interpretations, particularly in coastal regionsenenlarge plantations dominated the political,
economic, and social realms, but represented arityired the population. Bourbon Field
represents a valuable opportunity to investigatmall-scale plantation in a protected, relatively
undisturbed area.

Comparisons between Bourbon Field, Chocolate &fiamt, High Point, and the Spalding
Plantation sites affirmed the outlier status ofigascale plantations, even along the wealthy
Georgia coast. Despite their similar economic endiesa out of the various occupations of the
four plantation sites, only a handful of them embddhe stereotypical ideal of a successful
southern plantation. Only the Spalding Plantatiot a few of the antebellum occupations of
Chocolate Plantation were comparable to Cabak andvér’s (2006:53) descriptions of
“contemporary assumptions” about southern plamatiavhich suggest that “plantations were
characterized by monocrop agriculture, were ownedutocratic planters residing in large
columned dwellings, and were operated by a larg&aead labor force.” In contrast to these
assumptions, the rest of the plantation occupatonSapelo shared little with this popular
image besides their production of cash crops asid tise of some slave labor. For Bourbon
Field, the least prestigious of these plantatioessithe possibility of achieving this manorial
ideal was especially remote. Despite their lowefija, the smaller-scale occupations
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exemplified at the Bourbon Field site are no legeiBcant to understanding the island’s
plantation-era past.

The data produced by shovel tests and trench eticagat Bourbon Field revealed
unique archaeological features, artifacts, andstandiive site layout, but it also provided
evidence of shared trends in material culture actios different plantations on Sapelo Island,
regardless of their size or level of success. Dhtained from Bourbon Field, as one of the
smallest and least prominent plantation sites @eldaprovides a useful basis for comparison
that helps to distinguish and define the diffedemels and types of plantation operations that
existed in the historic period and prevents biagstlmisleading interpretations of the island’s
past. Bourbon Field may have never played a piesggole in the plantation activities that
occurred on Sapelo, but its unusual dual assonigdiemall and large plantations meant that it
was a consistently utilized tract through the @éoh era. Future research at Bourbon Field will
help to further illuminate and define the site’gaific contributions to the plantation economy
and culture on Sapelo, and the data collected att®®m Field will serve as one small, but
significant step in dispelling the romantic misceptions and inaccurate generalizations

associated with coastal Georgia plantations.
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