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PREFACE

The Waverly Project, as we called it, began officially in February
1979, but the idea for such a community study began germinating vears
earlier at another farming community, Silcott, in southeastern Washington.
That pioneer effort convinced us that historical communities should be
studied and that ethnoarchaeology was the best approach. The impetus for
the Silecott study was the construction of another waterway by the Corps of
Engineers, designed to make Lewiston, Idaho, a seaport on the Snake River.
Silcott now lies underwater and the high ground near the nucleus of that
settlement is also in the process of becoming a recreation area so that
boats can churn through the ghostly second story of Bill Wilson's General
Store.

Waverly and Silcott were remarkably similar. Both were rural
communities centered upon a cash crop but where the individuals were usually
subsistence farmers. Both communities were poor, barely making ends meet.
Silcott farmers were white and owned the land. Waverly farmers were black
and rented the land. Both used mules and depended upon their gardens for
most of their food. Both relied upon a general store providing credit until
harvest. Both were located where major wagon roads (based upon Indian
trails) converged in order to cross the river. Warehouses were built on the
riverbank for access to the steamboats. A railroad passed through both
places, apparently having little direct impact. Like Waverly, Silcott was a
famous place before white settlement. Explorers on the Lewis and Clark
Expedition in 1805 and 1806 stopped at Silcott to cross the river; the
Hernando de Soto expedition in 1540 crossed at or just above Waverly. At
Waverly, part-Indian Alexander Pitchlyn sold the land after his family had
signed the treaties; at Silcott, the Nez Perce chief, Timothy, signed away
his people's land, but staved on himself to homestead the area next to the
river crossing, eventually selling it to his son-in-law, John Silcott. The
farmers who settled Silcott came in the 1880s from Arkansas and Illinois,
continuing the search for good land which 50 years before had brought Col.
Young from Georgia to Mississippi. These parallels could probably be
derived for many areas of the country, but the point is that the two
communities are similar in ways affecting our study.

This study could have been presented in many different ways and
certainl'y many aspects deserve more attention. With more analysis we feel
the data could be even more productive. We want to ask manvy more questions
of the data and refine our ideas. Hopefully, those can be accomplished in
later studies. We were able to expand and to refine many of the ideas begun
at Silcott, like the study of trade networks. We have learned much in the
eight years since Silcott, yet because so much new ground needed clearing
and breaking we have been able only to plant seeds and watch a few grow into
fruition., A project of this nature requires much more germination time than
was available. In walking through the woods we saw the budding daffodils
amid the bricks and leaves, but we never saw them bloom. 1In the summer we
saw their vellowed leaves and found their bulbs in the soil. The replanted
bulbs may yet bloom under a northern sun, but never as they did amid the
bricks.

ii W. H. A.
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ABSTRACT

- This report presents results of an ethnoarchaeological studv ot
Waverly Plantation in Clay County, Mississippi. The investigations were
conducted under the General Research Design for Historic Settlement in the
Tombigbee Multi-Resource District. In order to implement this framework,
we chose a community focus for the study. The community focus makes the
archaeological data more compatible with the oral history and history
collected at the same time. The study of tenant farmers at Waverly
Plantation used a multidisciplinary approach to obtain and svnthesize data
on on extinct community. Archaeology, history, and oral history present
both overlapping and divergent viewpoints to cross-check and supplement
each other.

The Waverly study makes several important contributions. This is the
first systematic study of tenant farmers in the late 19th and early 20th
centuries making use of material culture, oral testimony, and written
documents. Much research has been done on antebellum plantations but
little on their postbellum counterparts. The Waverly study continues that
research past the Civil War and into the mid-20th century demonstrating the
survival of the plantation as an economic system up to the present, The
Upper Tombigbee River plantations are among the least studied in the South,
for Waverly Plantation was the first. The Waverly study also contributes
to black history by presenting a unique local history about black tenant
farmers, a group conspicuously missing from many histories.

We used five Dbasic strategies 1in the studv of the black tenant
community and the white planter community. Material culture study provided
an observable and quantifiable data base free from many inherent bhiases to
be expected in a study of black tenants and their poverty. A systems
approach was used because it recognizes the inter-relatedness of all
sub-systems. Economic systems were investigated to understand the nature
of farming and trading within the community and to explore the role Waverly
played in the trade networks linking it with the national economy. Socia)
systems were studied to define and to delineate the community and to
understand the social factors affecting the economy and settlement.
Settlement systems were explored to define the —reasons for the
relationships between sites and the physical environment. Settlement
patterns were studied to delineate those relationships. Each strategy
provided a research pardigm under which to collect and organize the data.

The historical study of Waverly presents the development of Waverly
Plantation and the surrounding area, from an Indian owned plantation to a
large residential plantation. This recounts the history of the white
planters primarily but it provides an important view on the background in
which the black tenant community developed. After Reconstruction the
whites died or moved away. The black tenant and black landowner developed
by the 1880s. Plantations around Waverly soon had absentee landlords, but
Waverly itself was still occupied until 1913,

The oral history continues the historical story up to the 1950s, when
the community ceased. From the 1890s to the 1910s it overlaps with the
history but afterwards it is the only source for much data. Eighty-nine
informants who had lived at Waverly were interviewed, including the black
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tenants, the planters' families, and the white sharecroppers who replaced
the blacks there 1in the 1930s. The oral history provides specific
histories for the archaeological sites, as well as perspectives on local
history, material culture, and economic, settlement, and social systems.

The archaeological research investigated nine areas which would be
adversely impacted by construction of the proposed Waverly Ferry Access
Area. Four of these (22CL567, 22CL569, 22CL571A, 22CL571B) represent
domestic structures. All of these domestic sites date to the late 19th and
early 20th century. Two dumps (22CL571D and 22CL576) were excavated and
provided a sample of trash associated with two of the domestic structures.
Two industrial sites (22CL575 and 22CL521) were investigated. Site 22CL575
represents the power source for the milling operation at Waverly and dates
to the mid-19th century. Site 22CL521, a brick kiln probably dating from
the turn of the century, was excavated but yielded 1little cultural
information.

The historical, oral historical, and archaeological data were combined
to investigate the five research strategies mentioned above. The result is
a series of essays on each topic, as well as lengthy appendices of use to
the archaeologist dealing with various aspects of material culture. From
this study one should begin to understand the development of a plantation
in the Tombigbee area and how it changed through time to meet the 1local,
regional, and national forces affecting economy and society. Further, the
lives of black tenants and later white sharecroppers are presented in terms
of the material possessions they had, where and how they lived, and why
their particular adaptation worked.
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CHAPTER 1. THE WAVERLY PROJECT

by William H. Adams

"History is lived forward but is written in retrospect. We
know the end before we consider the beginning and we can never
wholly recapture what it was to know the beginning onlv."

--C, V. Wedgwood (1944:35) William the Silent.

The Tenants

Crossing the South, we used to see their houses set back from the road,
bare dirt and a single big tree beside them, cotton fields around them.
Driving by, 1light showed through the wall boards and someone was always
sitting on the porch in the evening. Years later, the burned remains lav
monumented by a chimney. We wondered what 1life was for those tenant
farmers, having no electricity, no television, no indoor plumbing.

The subjects of our study are the tenant farmers living on a
Mississippi plantation between 1880 and 1930. These tenants lived beside a
main road and back in the woods. Their houses were torn down nearly half a
century ago and can be seen only through the memories of the neighborhood
children, now grown old. Bricks scattered heneath the cedar trees mark
former house locations. To study these people and to place them within
their social and economic context required two vears of work. To study the
development of the plantation meant months of archival research, looking in
the courthouses for old records. To understand the individuals and their
homesteads, we undertook three months of archaeological research, digging
through their house sites and yards. To understand the people, we talked
with former tenants and their children. To reconstruct their lives, we
merged each viewpoint into a single one, comparing and contrasting each. We
are not sure how best to label this kind of research, for it is folklore,
ethnohistory and oral history, ethnoarchaeology and historical archaeologv:
it is all of these. It is also a story of tenant farmers in Mississippi, a
local story of interest to anyone curious ahout our country's past.

Our history of Waverly is a history of a changing cultural, physical,
and natural! landscape. Where cotton fields blossomed, forests now grow.
Gravel quarries and kudzu vines have engulfed house sites. Enough time has
passed for one site to have had four structures, each one built over its
predecessor. Yet despite the massive succession of people, plants, and
animals and the changes each wrought, Waverly patiently persisted. The
mansion lay abandoned for 50 years, yet decayed little and resisted the
torch. On a spring day, one can walk in the nearby woods and find the
daffodils planted by the freed slaves at their new homes, visit the slave
cemetery with its single concrete gravestone scratched with a nail "J. W.
Witherspoon'" or visit the Young Cemetery with its carved stone monuments.
The white mansion sat on a hill orerlooking the nucleus of Col. Young's
holdings: the industrial center, the steamboat landing, and the shacks of
his tenants. The contrasts of rich and poor, white and black, still are
visible today if one 1looks with an archaeological eye while traveling
through the countryside.
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Walking in the woods, we sometimes let our child imagination conquer
our adult practicality and we actually see the world around us as it might
have been. Bears and wolves return in our minds. A few bricks scattered
among the leaves become ruins of a frontier cabin. Henrv David Thoreau
(1958:196), walking in the woods near Walden, encountered such a cabin:

"Now only a dent in the earth marks the site of these dwellings,
with buried cellar stones, and strawberries, raspberries,
thimble-berries, hazel-bushes, and sumacks growing 1in the sunny
sward there; some pitch pine or gnarled oak occupies what was the
ch.mney nook, and a sweet scented black birch, perhaps, waves where
the door stone was. . . . Still grows the vivacious lilac a
gen-.ation after the door and lintel and the sill are gone,
unflding its sweet-scented flowers each spring, to be plucked by
the musing traveller; planted and tended once by children's hands,
in front vyard plots,--now standing by wall-sides 1in retired
pastures, and giving place to new-rising forests:--the last of that
stirp sole survivor of that family. Little did the dusky children
think that the puny slip with its two eves only, which they stuck in
the ground in the shadow of the house and daily watered, would root
itself in the rear that shaded it, and grown man's garden and
orchard, and tell their story faintly to the 1lone wanderer a
half-century after they had grown up and d1ed --blossoming as fa1r,
and smelling as sweet as in that first spring."

A walk through most woods can produce what Thoreau saw at Walden, if
one troubles to look-—-to see as few of us ever do. Mankind has left an
imprint over most of the Earth: time only hides but does not destroy most of
that imprint.

Waverly: A Brief History

The Waverly portrayed by our study attempts to sketch what it was to
know the beginning of Waverly, as Wedgwood referred to understanding the
past as those people knew it. The reality of a place and a people is
impossible to write, for we can never know all the pertinent facts and
ideas. All that can be written is a history, one assembling the known data
and presenting those as accurately as possible. We studied the fragments of
Waverly--the deeds and documents, the oldtimers' stories, the shattered
artifacts--and assembled a story of Waverly, a story of the development of a
cotton plantation, a story of a fine white pillared house, a story of slaves
and their descendants working the plantation as tenant farmers. This is the
story about a bend in the river, and liow people lived there. We are not
sure what they called the cluster of houses and work places near the ferry
landing: we have called it Waverly Ferry to distinguish that neighborhood
from the rest of Waverly Plantation owned by Col. Young. Waverly Plantation
and neighboring ones west of the Tombigbee River are defined as the Waverly
Locality; within that the planters and their tenants formed the Waverly
Communitv.

Because so many of the specific records for Waverly were missing, we
traced its history by studying a larger area than just Col. Young's
plantation. This larger community of plantations identified strongly with
Waverly and it can be called the Waverly community,. It was formed
originally by several men from Georgia, who brought their families and
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slaves west to establish a new cotton kinedom along the Tombigbee. Through

marriage, friendship, and business, these planters formed a communitv led by
Col. Young. His homeplace was a strstepic location placed on high ground
with good soil, but more important!y at a location on the river 1deally
suited as a transshipment pntit. “h.. Tombigbee has meandered, forming a
substantial bluff on the west hank. Here warehouses were built on the

shore, safe above any flood, vyet their contents were easy to load onto
steamboats. With such a location Young coaunld control the development of the
hinterland by controlling the goods flowing in and out of the area.

In 1841, Col. Young moved to Waveriv tfrom his prairie plantation a few
miles to the west. At Waverly, he lived with his family in a two storied,
log dogtrot cabin until the mansion was completed in 1857. By 1841, he had
built a brick, steampowerel cotton gin and grist mill and a fine warehouse.
By 1845, he had expanded this to include a sawmill. Col. Young's industry
made him a wealthy and influential! gentleman, and made Waverly a thriving
plantation. The Civil War was kinder to Waverly than to many nearby
plantations. The mansion and steadings, situated at such a strategic
location, should have been destroved by General Smith, but he refused to
draw his forces into the cul-de-sac there and thus thwarted General Nathan
Bedford Forrest. The destructive effects of the Civil War were largely
economic for Waverly. Reconstruction necessitated the shift from slaverv to
a tenant farming economy. Apparent!ly some slaves stayed on to become
tenants. Manv others left,

The tenants were provided with about 15 ha (hectares) and credit at the
commissary store owned by Henry C. Long from the mid 1870s to 1897. Such
arrangements varied through time, but in essence these tenants were renting
land for a specific paymeuat (in cotton). These individuals provided their
own animals and tools. With the death of Col. Young's last son in 1913, the
plantation passed into absentee landlord management. The first white
tenants appeared in the late 1910s. By the 1930s, a substantial change in
the economic system and in the demography had begun. Black tenants had died
or moved away, and whites increasingly became residents. Renting was
replaced by sharecropping and lumbering increased. Sharecroppers did not
furnish their own animals or equipment for farming. By the 1950s, most
homes at Waverly lay abandoned and were torn down.

What once was a thriving plantation and tenant farming community by the
1960s lay in ruin. The forest had returned. By the 1970s, the mansion,
bought in 1963 by the Robert Snow family, had begun to appear in its former
glory and was a National Historic Landmark. The Tennessee-Tombigbee
Waterway coming past Waverly would bring new prosperity to the area. The
federal government bought the land between the mansion and the river and
made plans for a recreation area.

This volume describes the results of an archaeological investigation of
Waverly Plantation, that part within the proposed Waverly Ferry Access
Area. The proposed recreation area is located in Sec. 30, T17S, R8E in Clay
County, Mississippi (Figure 1.1). This area cousists of 1A ha (40 ac) of
land bordered on the south by the Columbus and Greenville Railroad, the
Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway to the ecast, and Waverly Mansion and adjoining
grounds to the west (Figures 1.2-1.4). A road leading east from the slave
cemetery marks the north boundary.
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Figure 1.1.,--Location of Waverly and Major Historical Sites Nearby.

Topographically, the project area is divided into three =zones with
differing soil characteristics. The active floodplain starts at the west
bank of the Tombigbee River 44 m (145 ft) MSL and extends 200 m (656 ft)
into the study area to an elevation of approximately 52 m (170 ft) MSL.
Soil samples from this area consisted of a coarse sand with little or no
topsoil. On the terraced, inactive floodplain, soils were typically clay
below a medium brown sandy loam topsoil. Elevations range from 52-58 m
(170-190 ft). Rising above this terraced area are gently sloping ridges
that reach a maximum elevation of 69 m (226 ft). Soils are a dark sandy
loam. This area, known as the Tombigbee Terraces, is an aspect of the Black
Prairie Physiographic Province. Drainage of the area is to the south and
east into the Tombigbee River. The overstory typically contains various
species of oak and elm (Miller et al. 1973:15) although parts of the studv
area have been continually altered via selective cutting throughout the 20th
century. Most of the area has a dense understorv of honeysuckle, kudzu, and
cat briar,
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Project History

Although talk of 'inking the Tennessee and Tombighee Rivers began
during the late 18th centurv, Congress did not authorize construction until
signing the River and Harbhor Act of 1946, The resulting Tennessee-Tombighee
Waterwav is one of the largest construction projects in the world, with 315
million cubic vards heing excavated. Bv comparison, the Panama Canal was
only 220 million cuhic vards. Archaeological! research in the area had bheen
minimal until 1970, when the Nationa! Park Service contracted with
Mississippi State University and the University of Alahama for survey,
testing, and excavation of various prehistoric sites, With the signing of
Public Law 93-291, additional federal funding became available, and in 1975,
the U, S. Corps of Engineers assumed management of the archaeological
resources on the planned Waterwav, in compliance with 36 CFR Part 800. 1In
order to manage those resources, a National Register District was declared
eligible on September 27, 1977: the Tombigbee River Multi-Resource District
encompasses a corridor five miles wide and 130 miles wide, reaching from
Paden, Mississippi downstream to Gainesville, Alabama {(IAS-A and MDCOE
1977). In 1977, the Corps of Engineers entered into partnership with
Interagencv Archenlogical Services-Atlanta to administer the cultural
resource investigations. That fall a mitigation plan for historical
resources was formulated. The Waverly Project was conducted by Soil
Systems, Tnc. {later, Resource Analysts, Inc.) of Bloomington, Indiana under
contracts with Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service using funding
provided bv the U. S. Armv Corps of Engineers.

The announcement for competitive proposals to perform the Phase T1
testing of Waverlv was published in Commerce and Business Dailv in November,
1978. We submitted our proposal December 28, 1978, and a revised proposal
on January 16, 1979, The contract was awarded Februarv 5, with
authorization to proceed ‘ssued on Fehraarv 12, 1979, From Februarv 13 to
March 8, 1979, we conducted a testing program alnng with preliminary
archival and oral historv research, using a crew of five persons. Eleven
sites were recorded, nine were recommended for preservation or excavation.
We submitted a draft report on April 18, 1979, revised it, and submitted it
in final form on November 20, 1979 (Adams el al. 1979),

The mitigation program was initiated June 11, 1979, and completed
August 11. The crew consisted of 18 fi»1l1 archaeologists, two laboratory
staff, two historians, and two oral historians. The purpose of the project
was to mitigate impact of construction activities on archaeological
resources within the recreation area. This entailed archival and oral
histarical research ia conjunction with excavation of six recorded sites,

The ana'vsis of the archarnlogical material began in the field lab in
Columbhus and wa: “inished in the Bloanmington lah of Resonrce Analvsts.
Because nf the quantitv and complexitvy of materials rocovered, the detailed
analvses wera delaved for several! months, This meant the final! report, due

June 1, 1780 was not finished in Jdraft foyrm ant i3 Inle, 1980, much longer
thar we expocted, hat stil!t Iess than a vea- 1%ter comploation of fieldwork,
Tha recreat van groa was suppnsed ta b constrasted in Angnst of 1979 a
few davs a‘ter comp'otisxn f the archacsTapica’ work there,  The proposed
recreatinn aroa, Waverlv Forrv Accoss Area, won'd contain a loop  road
leading to parking Iats ani pisnic areas, anl a2 rhad Yeadine down ta a hoat

Taunching ramp Fignre 1,31, Plans ca'ted “ar iiking paths and henches,
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The proposed construction's impact on the archaeological sites would be
substantial, The loop road will start by exactly bisecting the Aaron
Mathews House site (the engineer's stakes were driven near each of the end
chimnevs) and the road will pass through the eastern room and the kitchen
area. Crossing a creek and winding up the hill, the rnad misses the Squire
Stepp House site by only a few feet, then reaches the hill crest and follows
the bluff edge down through the Ellen Mathews House site (just missing the
house site by a few feet), and passing just to the east of Henry Goodall's
House site. The bhoat launching facility includes a parking lot and pit
toilet which will be dug into the brick foundation of Col. Young's 1841
steampowered cotton gin. Bv December of 1980, construction had not vet
begun, and the possibility remained that the industrial site might be
preserved from its ignominious fate.

The mansion and its occupants wera the focal point for Waverly and the
surrounding plantations. Architecturally, the mansion is one of the most
elegant and significant houses in the South (Smith 1941:93) with its
free-standing stairs leading up four stories to its domed cupola, where one
can survey the surrounding terrain (Figure 1.5). The mansion has bheen
refurbished and filled with period furniture. One can almost expect to
encounter hoop-skirted women in the drawing room, or hear faint notes coming
from the wedding alcove Col!. Young built for his daughters. From his study
or his law library next door, Col. Young carried out the affairs of running
the plantation, planned his unsuccessful campaign for the U. S. House of
Representatives, helped found the University of Mississippi, entertained the
figures of his day, and read of his son's death at Gettvshurg.

The voluminous plantation records wera stored upstairs, souveniered by
curious visitors after the house lav abhandoned, and finally burned by a
housekeeper, fearing a fire hazard. Few of those records exist and some,
like the Henry C. Long Account Book for 1887-1889, have only recently been
returned to the mansion. Despite the ahbsence of personal and plantation
records, a man of Col. Young's stature leaves a trail in history which can
be followed. Familv papers and public documents pr vide us with a history
of the literate and prominent people of Waverly.

The documents do not reveal nearly as much about the other people at
Waverly. Had the plantation records survived intact many of our questions
might have been answered. Certainly the public documents reveal little
about the settlement of Waverlv. One problem is that tenant farmers are
largely invisihle in the puhlic records, since the bulk of the business and
legal transactions were between the tenant ani landowner. For the 20th
century of Waverlv, we must turn to the oral historv and the archaeologv for
the continuation of the storv. Written history would have ended the story
in about 1913. Bv listening to the nld timers and bv studving the sites and
artifacts, the storv of Waverlv continues to the present.

The earlv vears of the community were best studied via the written
documents, while the more recent vyears were best approached bv the oral
history and archaeologv. This combined use of historv, oral historv, and
archaenlogv has heen termed ethnoarchaenlogv. Ethnoarchaeologv is a means
of not onlv supplementing missing data from one discipline with that derived
from anather, hut it al'so is a means wherehy the same data can bhe viewed
from several different vantage points, in order to se» more clearlv tLhe
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whole of Waverly. We obtained the best data hase by applving the different
approaches simultaneously, this requiring a team approach. Regarding
division of labor, Francis Bacon (quoted in Eiselev 1973:80-81) stated:

E

!

:—N "The path of science is not such that one man can tread it at a

¥ time. Especially in the collecting of data the work can first be

2 distributed and then combined. Men will begin to understand their

‘AN own strength only when instead of many of them doing the same 4
u things, one shall take charge of one thing and one of another." .

Our team consisted of anthropologists, cultural geographers, and
_ folklorists. We met regularly to discuss our progress in obtaining the
- data, and flesh out our ideas about Waverlv. Information derived from one
source would be checked in another. This allowed us to present the data
with better internal consistency and historical accuracy. Because the
subject of the tenant community is a complex and diverse topic, its study
_f‘ required a team with broad training in the humanities, individuals with
= interests crossing disciplinary boundaries. By using a team with similar
[ vet diverse backgrounds and with converging interests in understanding the
3 totality of Waverly, the study benefited immensely.
be:
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CHAPTER 2. ARCHAEOLOGY, HISTORY, AND ORAL HISTORY

bv William H. Adams, Betty J. Belanus, and Steven D. Smith

"You see, two fellars get in a Fight out there and three or four
of 'em see it, and hear everv bit of it. And everyone will tell
it just a little different and be plum honest about it."

--Luther Barham, Waverly, Mississippi, Julv, 1979

Realities

. Luther Barham, a sage farmer from Waverly, Mississippi, has succinctly
- stated the idea of variable perceptions among people when viewing a specific
ml event. The same is true when academically trained '"fellars' view the past.
b Archaeologists, oral historians, and historians each see something different
b - when viewing the same thing. They view and analyze what they see from
o perspectives heavilvy influenced by academic bhackground, observational
= abilities, experience, and imagination. They merge the separate views on
= past realitv into a unified vision of that past, by taking the bhest each
Fq discipline has to offer, and using each to corrohorate the others.

F

Different realities, or ideas about reality, exist concerning the
past. Archaeology provides one reality; oral history provides a separate
reality: history provides vet another. Each perspective is as valid as the

o next, But still another reality existed: what actually occurred in the
t!l past. Historians made this distinction years ago, when thev differentiated
p historiography (written historv ) and history (real events and processes).

. "What we call history is in reality only an image or hypothetical conception
of the actual past. Historical facts are really only propositions about the
past based upon the remaining evidence'" (Berkhofer 1969:12),

As R. G. Collingwood (1946:293) has emphasized, we do not reconstruct
the past, we construct it, '"What the historian i1s doing, when he fancies he
is merely cognizing past events as they actually happened, is in reality
organizing his present consciousness”" (Collingwood 1946:153). 'While the
past as actuality is frozen in time, human knowledge and understanding of

"r‘ L
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- that past constant'v increase, and thus, as our conception of the past is
L. altered by new discoveries and interpretations, so the relationship of the
3 past to present is changed" (Donovan 1973:41). History, archaeology, and
g oral history each provide a perspective on past reality bv furnishing a
S statement about the past. By combining these perspectives we Iincrease the
" probability of those statements.

This chapter examines relationships between history, oral history, and

i

< - archaeology and how those approaches mav be combined into an effective study
. of human 1lifeways. The only label vet applied to the approach advocated
= here has been "ethnoarchaenlogy" (Adams 1973, 1977a), although that term has

also been used in other wavs. The ethnoarchaeological approach means that
the researcher uses oral, archival, and archaeological methods to derive a
statement about events, people, processes, and things of the past. Some
people mav argue with our choice of the term ethnoarchaeologv as a research
paradigm, for that term has many meanings: our usage is based on both its
original use and its etvmological derivation, But, as Percv W. Bridgeman
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(1946:7) pointed out, '"The true meaning of a term is to be found hy
observing what a man does with it, not what he savs about it." Let us delve
a bit into philosophv  and into the theoretical development  of
ethnoarchaeology and the related fields of ethnohistorv, oral historv,
historical archaeologv, and archaeological ethnography. These paradigms
provide frameworks for the interpretation of past realities.

Ethnoarchaeologv

Ethnoarchaeology is not just a fancv name for historical archaeology,
ethnohistorv, or archaeological ethnographv. However, onlv a few slatements
in the literature mav be regarded as approaching a definition for
ethnoarchaeologv, while a slightly larger number of statements contain
definitional aspects. "Ethnoarchaeology 1is the combined Thistorical,
archaeological, and ethnographic study of a communitv using the direct
historical approach" (Adams 1977a:138). This was in agreement with Wendel!
H. Oswalt (1974:3) who offered the following: "Ethnoarchaeology 1is the
study, from an archaeological perspective, of material culture based upon
verbal information about artifacts obtained from persons, or their direct
descendants, who were involved with the production.” In both cases,
ethnography was seen as an aid to the interpetation of archaeological data
originating from the people being studied ethnographically. 1In contrast are
those definitions by archeologists studying a living societv for the purpose
of providing analogical data, rather than specific data to be related to a
given archaeological site. Michael B. Stanislawski offered a definition
(1974:18) which he has since modified to read that ethnoarchaeology is 'the
participant or direct observation field study of the form, use, meaning, and
function of artifacts within their institutional settings in a living
society" (1978:204), Ruth Tringham (1978:170) has provided similar

definition: '"We can define ethnoarchaeology as the structure for a series
of observations on behavioral patterns of 1living societies which are
designed to answer archaeologically oriented questions.'" Daniel Stiles

lumps Oswalt's and Stanislawski's definitions into what Richard Gould has

called 1living archaeology and what Stiles (1977:88) refers to as
archaeological ethnography. "An etymologist might savy that the term,
ethnoarchaeology implied that the field data dealt with the use of
archaeologv in the study of living peoples, but this would be diametrically
opposite to 1its primary coucern: the use of ethnograpghic methods and
information to aid in interpretation and explanation of archaeological data"
(Stiles 1977:88).,

Two schools of thought are currently active in ethnoarchaeologv. The
first uses the original meaning of ethnoarchaeology. Fewkes (1900:579)
mentions the word in the context of doing archaenlogv and ethnography of a
group. This historical school developed with the work of anthropologists in
the Arctic--where cultural continuitv was easily observahle (Ackerman 1970:
de Laguna 1960: Oswalt and VanStone 19A7)--and iL emphasized the combined
archaeological and ethnographic appreoach within a historical context. The
second, behavioral schon! of ethnoarchaeologv, largely ignores the dynamic
historical aspect of Lhe study group preferring teo studv it onlv in the
present.

The historical school of thought in ethnoarchaeologv uses the direct
historical approach as a kev to generating analogies with Thigh
prohahilities, This approach emphasizes Lthe use aof continuous models,

I




wherebv the ethnographic data base and the archaeological data bhase have
continuitv: that is, the people studied ethnographically fand historically)
are the same as those studied archaeologicallv. Whereas this approach mav
study behavior as a major focus, it does so using the dvnamics of an
historical approach. The study of Waverlv applies this historical approach.

The behavioral school s much more ‘tinked with the ethnographic
observation of a culture and particularly its present bhehavior. Carol
Kramer (1979:1) commented "Ethnoarchaeological research investigates aspects
of contemporarv sociocultural behavior from an archaeological perspective;
ethnoarchaeologists attempt to systematicallv define relationships between
behavior and material culture not often explored by ethnologists, and to
ascertain how certain features of observable behavior may be reflected in
remains which archaeologists fiad'". Comments by several authors indicate
that behavior (s the overriding concern of such studies (Gould 1978a:4, 6,
7, 13: 1978b:256-257;: Tringham 1978:185-186), along with a materialist
bias. "Ethnoarchaeology does not study things so much as it 1looks for
processes of behavior that will explain the wav material remains come to
occur where they finally do" (Gould 1978a). The purpose of the behavioral
approach is to studv modern behavior in order to have data for analogical
comparison with an earlier one by means of corretates in the material
culture, that is, to provide an analogy. The probability of an analogv is
directly proportional to the number of demonstrable interrelationships
between the analogs.

Archaeological Ethnography

Archaeological ethnography means conducting ethnographic research
oriented towards archaeological goals. The major difference between
archaeological ethnographvy and ethnoarchaeology is that the first is an
ethnographic studv which incorporates archaeological goals, while the second
is an historical and ethrographic studv which incorporates archaeology as a
integral method. Archaeological ethnngraphv and ethnoarchaeology are, in
fact, quite similar in goals and methods. Yet thev can be distinguished on
the basis of the extent to which thnse goals and methods are used. For now,
let us view the two as distinct approaches.

Until the 1930s most ethnographies included a section on material
culture., Archaeologists could compare those data with archaeological data.
For wvarious r2asons the ethnographers generallv de-emphasized material
culture studyv and a vacuum of research resulted, During the 1950s such
archaeolngists as Frederica de Laguna (19A0), Wendoll H, Oswalt and James
VanStone (19A7),  Pattyv Jo Watson (1379}, and others hegan ta rectifv the
situation bhv collacting data on material culture with the gpecific purpose

of relating those data to archaeological situnations, Unfortunately,
publication of their research was delaved a decade or more, and those
studies bhad much less impact on the discip’ine »f archarologv than thev
deserved, Ethnographers still mostlv 1gnore materia!  culture, and the
result is that archaenlogists and foalklarists a=e the ones studving material
culture today, "Arzhaeologists are dning eothnnarchacologv because most
ethnographers, in  their analvses of  hehaviar, 4o not  pav  sufficient
attention tn materia! culture tn be asefa! n reconstracting the past or in
analyzing ongoing proceasses’” (Rathjs 1978:50),  Archacontopists have begun to
studv living communities as archaenlogical sited
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Archaeological ethnography (or living archaeologv) can be described as
the observation of a culture in terms of how it could be represented in the
archaeological record. Usually it is considered as a means of providing
ethnographic correlates (analogs) to archaeological data, and as a means of
testing those analogies. Archaeological ethnography is best considered a
branch of ethnography dealing with material culture and the behavioral
correlates of material culture.

Oral History

Oral history emerged from a traditional historv framework, The
original concept of oral history research was to provide source materials
for contemporary history of significant historical figures. TInterviews of
prominent individuals would thus be on file for future historians as a
supplement and complement to written sources. Oral history soon was
expanded to investigate less prominent individuals., Since then oral history
has grown tremendously in popularitv.

Within the discipline of history, oral history originated in the 1930s,
but within anthropology it had a much longer use under the name, memory
ethnography. Anthropologists of the late 19th century were concerned with
recording information about various cultures' pristine pasts, at a time when
the natives were uncluttered with Western ideas and materials. The purpose
of such studies was to ''reconstruct" the original way of life for those
peoples and while observation of the then present natives' cultures was
important, probably just as important were the individual narratives
collected from the oldtimers about the olden days. This we would call oral
history today. So the goal of 'reconstruction" has changed little. Nor
for that matter has the basic technique, interviewing, which folklorists
have been using since the early 19th century, and anthropologists almost as
long. Hopefully, however, our goals and methods have become a bit more
sophisticated.

Oral history as a method of historical investigation has been espoused
by a handful of prominent historians since at least 1938 (Nevins 1966).
Chief among these scholars is Allan Nevins, who helped organize the Oral
History Archives at Columbia University in 1948, Since that date, oral
history ''centers,'" serving as project home bases and repositories for
materials gathered, have begun popping up all over the country. In 1972,
the estimate was 700 such centers located in 47 different states (Waserman
1975). 1In addition, a National Ora! Historv Association, organized in 1967,
had over 1,000 members in 1975, and has spawned a large number of regional
oral history associations (Waserman 1975},

As the oral historv snowball bhegan rolling, it took in not only history
scholars, but also local history buffs, public school teachers, lihrarians,
popular writers, and journalists. Recentlv, ora! history has gained
popularity anong the general public through such best sellers as Hard
Times: An Oral History of the Great Depression (Terkel 1970, and Roots
(Halev 1976), which eventually brought the subject into the world of mass
media. Most academic folklorists and anthropologists have remained outside
the mainstream oral historv movement and use the term sparinglv and with
reservation,
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The definition of the term "oral history" has been Adisputed by an array
of scholars. Essentially, a general consensus has emerged that oral history
is history collected from persons orallv, usuallv bv means of interview
aided bv a tape recorder (Brooks 1966). This definition 1is deceptively
simple and straight forward. Few agree on the fine points of the definition
of "oral history" and many reject it altogether in favor of terms better
fitting their personal! jargon. For the sake of simplicitv, and for lack of
another term easilyv understood by nonspecialists and the general public,
oral history has been used to describe the fieldwork done on the Waverly
Project. The term, however, needs a definition usable in the context of
projects like Waverly. The relationship between oral history and sometimes
related concepts of folk history, ethnohistorv, folklife research, memory
ethnographv, and oral tradition also needs examining,

The only written records concerning common people to be found in the
future might be official demographic records, deeds, censuses, and perhaps a
will or two. These records will not tell future generations much about
these people after they have died, but oral history collections will help.
Recognizing the need for such records, a number of oral history enthusiasts
took this direction instead of the great man route, and commenced collecting
histories of common people. The slave narratives collected by the WPA were
some of the pioneer efforts toward these goals. Of 26 ex-slaves interviewed
in Mississippi by the WPA workers, two slaves, Jim Allen and Clara Young,
had worked at Waverly (W.,P.A. 1941:3-10, 173-174). While these narratives
are not particularly informative for our project, they do provide a link
between history and oral history. Thev also remind us that our oral history
of Waverly will produce an historical document. The people of Waverlv were
for the most part common, non-literary oriented people whose hitherto
unwritten history depended greatly on oral sources. "As we look back into
the nineteenth century, visibility becomes increasingly poor. We see only
the shadows of countless people who lived and died without their names
surviving so much as a hundred years" (Noel Hume 1969:9),

While oral historians have been using an interview collection technique
since at least the early 1940s, folklorists have used a similar technique
since before the Grimm Brothers in 1810. The difference in the method,
folklorists contend, is that 'the oral historian interviews, while the
folklorist collects" (Dorson 1972), The folklorist seeks a number of
informants in a particular area who share common traditions, while the oral
historian traditionally has concentrated on one individual. The folklorist
goes into the field with an idea of what he wishes to collect but allows
informants to direct the course of the interview to a certain extent: the
oral historian usuallv has a more rigid idea of how he wishes to direct an
interview,

Folklorist Richard Dorson has chastized some oral historians for
imposing their own conception of historv on the people thoyv interview. When
interviewing common people, Dorson savs, the reassrcher s, ,31d "seek out the
topics and themes that the folk wish to talk about, the personal and
immediate historv with which thev are concerned" (Dorson 1972), Other
folklorists have advocated the same practice in the callection of oral
history (Glassie 1972: Montell 1972), Thus far, onlv falklorists have
followed this advics to anv extent. Darsan proposes such a coallection be
called "ora! folk historv.,"
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Charles Hudson, an anthropologist, suggests the term ''folk history"
mean ''the historical beliefs of other societies and cultures" (Hudson
1966). In some respects, Hudson's folk history is 1like Dorson's oral
history, in that both take into account the iusider's attitude toward his
own history. Hudson, however, uses as examples the historical concepts of
cultures significantly different from our own, like the Lughara of Uganda,
whereas Dorson talks about the American folk, meaning the common man.
Hudson (1966:53-54) contrasts folk history to ethnohistory (a synthetic
discipline combining historic and ethnographic research) which aims "to
reconstruct what ‘'really happened' in terms that agree with our sense of
relevance." The ethnohistorian, unlike the '"folk historian' imposes order
on historic data after it has been collected from the people of a culture.
Dorson's objection to the historical-minded oral historian is, on the other
hand, that he brings to his work of collecting oral materials a biased
assumption of the natural course of history. The American folk have their
own order for their historical data based on events in their personal lives,
which nevertheless is relevant to most other Americans.

For our purposes, folk historv means emic history--what the informants
believed was the real history: "oral history" means etic history, that is,
our view based upon the oral data. While both folk history and oral history
mav be viewed as valid, oral history is presumed to reflect the truth; that
is, our reconstruction of a past reality based upon the composite view
generated from informants, archaeological, and historical sources. What the
informant believed happened is important perceptually in understanding their
culture, but we are also seeking the truth, unbiased by their opinion. For
example, informants remembered being told that Col. Young had upwards of 500
slaves, yet census data reveal only a third that number. We assume the
‘census data to be more accurate than the oral data, but there may be a grain
of truth in that oral data. As it turns out, during the 1840s, Col. Young
managed the slaves belonging to his mother and to Gov. James McDowell of
Virginia. The figure of 500 slaves may well originate from this and similar
practices.

What distinguishes folklorists and anthroplogists from oral
historians? For one thing, relatively few folklorists or anthropologists
collect detailed oral history. The folklorist usually collects various

"oral traditions" given genre designations such as tales, anecdotes,
legends, ballads, beliefs, customs, and the 1like. These traditions are
collected from a number of individuals belonging to distinct
groups—-regional, ethnic, family, or other--sharing them. The folklorist

seeks the shared traditional repertoire of the group.

An important part of the folklorist's work is recognizing that certain
oral traditinons are not unique to the group from which they have been
collected. In other words, a story collected from an informant in
Mississippl may on the surface seem like a true occurrence that happened
there on a certain date, even though essentially the same story has bheen
told in variation in Alabama, Missouri, Kansas, and any number of other
places. Comparative tools 1like Stith Thompson's (1955-1958) Motif-Index
have heen devised to help folklorists categorize these stories, and a
well-trained folklorist can easilv spot a potential repeated motif. This is
especiallv helpful in the collection of oral historv, since a story one
might take at face value, a folklnrist should recognize as a repeated motif
and provide comparative information (Appendix 1).
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The material manifestations of tradition--tools, clothing, food,
architecture, and the like--have been studied bv folklorists also, although
in America, onlv extensively within the past decade. Material folklore
study has followed the lead of Western European schnlars who advocated the
holistic studv of the material and oral traditions of distinct regions or
communities. An entire ''personality profile'" of the region and its people
is undertaken (Jenkins 1966)., The term "folklife research" has been adopted
for this tvpe of studv. Since "folklife researcher" 1is such a ponderous
term, scholars practicing this are usually called folklorists.

The folklife researcher essentially uses the same method as the
folklorist: although, he necessarily shares his time bhetween studying
artifact and maker or owner/user, taking careful note of the artifact
(measuring, sketching, photographing) and interviewing persons associated
with the artifact to place it within the context of their lives and the life
of the community. In practice, folklife research 1is very close to
ethnography and, 1in fact, has been called by some scholars '"regional
ethnography" (Yoder 1963).

Anthropology, the study of mankind, 1is divided 1into a number of
branches. One branch, ethnography, involves the description of cultures as
they exist todav. Many ethnographers, 1like many folklorists, have a
synchronic orientation: they deal with the present-day life of the culture
without regarding its diachronic, or historical time depth. In the past
three decades, a synthesis of ethnography and history, ethnohistory, has
taken form. Ethnohistorians have largely limited themselves to researching
the written records pertaining to a culture to supplement the ethnographic
research on the c¢ulture. Ethnohistorians who have done their fieldwork
among illiterate and remote peoples have relied upon historic records
written by literate outsiders, such as missionaries, travelers, or
government officials, who noted their impressions of and facts about the
native population.

A number of ethnohistorians have recentlv turned to the people
themselves, rather than to outsiders as historical sources. The use of oral
history has heen adopted by a number of ethnohistorians as a viable form of
supplementing written historical records, if not as a substitution for the
lack of such written records. The ethnohistorian mav himself become a
practitioner of a method similar to oral historv as need arises, or use oral
historical materials already collected.

To date, relativelv few folklorists or anthropologists have tackled
straight oral! historv studies. One of the best studies of this kind is that
of folklorist William Lvnwood Montell (1970), who cempiled the oral history
of former residents of Coe Ridge, an extinct settlement in Kentuckv, mostly
through the use of folk legends. Despite the hesitation hy folklorists to

use the term nral historv, it has nevertheless heen included in a recent
texthook on folklore hv Barre Toelken. Toelken's 71979:344) definition is
reminiscent of Dorson's: "Oral historv represents the feelings of the
people accurate!lv: What  events are worth remembering and retelling?

Historv has more farmers than generals N

The oral research at Waverlv comes closest tn Dorson's "oral folk
historv" concept combined with falklife research. Tt is the historv of an
extinct communitv through oral sources with an emphasis on the holistic
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study of that community's former ''personality'" with attention paid to the
former inhabitants' own view of their history. Transcriptions of oral
traditions and descriptions of material culture combine in a diachronic
study of the once-vital community of Waverly. When combined with the
archival and archaeological studies of Waverly, we have an
ethnoarchaeological studv, a dynamic, multiperspective, diachronic view of
the Waverly Community.

History

The historical research concerning plantation life and slavery is
rather extensive, and has recently concentrated on slave culture. Previous
literature can be arranged roughly into three phases and examined by their
major contribuiions.

The first phase included contemporary accounts of slave and plantation
life from the planters, abolitionists, agricultural journals, and
travellers' accounts. Most useful to our research would be the planters
records and agricultural Jjournals such as American Farmer, Southern
Agriculturalist, and Debow's Review. The journals often included articles
written by the planter's themselves, concerning the 'proper" housing and
feeding of slaves. Contemporary accounts, of course, in the antebellum and
postbellum literature often did little more than reinforce prejudices and
prevailing sentiments.

The second phase of plantation literature began in 1918 with the
publication of Ulrich B. Phillips American Negro Slavery, which had an
enormous impact on the scholarly community until the mid-1950s. His
conclusions centered on the slaves as being contented and that plantation
life was '"a school constantly training and controlling pupils who were in a
backward state of civilization'" (Phillips 1918:342).

Slave 1life, however, was not the subject foremost in the minds of
historians of this period; the majority concentrated on economic aspects.
Fogel and Engerman (1974) summarize the prevailing theories of plantation
economies expressed by the leading historians of this time including such
men as Fredrick Olmstead, James Ford Rhodes, Ulrich B. Phillips, and Richard
Hofstadter. Generally, those Thistorians felt that slavery was an
unprofitable investment kept in existence by the failure or indifference of
slave owners to their own economic well-being (Fogel and Engerman 1974:4),
Also, there was the belief that slavery was inefficient and that the svystem
was about to die its own de~th on the eve of the Civil War (Fogel and
Engerman 1974:Prologue).

The above interpretation of the plantation svstem and slavery was
thoroughly challenged by Kenneth Stampp whose Peculiar Institution, still
the definitive work on slavery, opened a new phase of plantation studies.
His interpretation of the plantation as a viable economic syvstem has not
been seriously disputed since. Stampp {(1956:414) sums up his viewpoint with
"In short, on both large and small estates, none but the most hopelessly
inept masters failed to profit from the ownership of s'laves."  Though
slavery was profitable, to the slave it was a harsh system with a high
mortality rate (Stampp 1956:274-320).
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Stampp's reinterpretation opened the wav for a wave of works, which,
combined with a new ethnic awareness, concentrated mainlv on slave life and
culture. Examples of this new awareness are The Slave Communitv
(Blassingame 1972), Roll Jordan, Rol! (Genovese 1974)  and The Black Family

in Slaverv and Freedom (Gutman 1976). In addition were books concerning

hblack narratives, for example, Puttin On Ole Massa (Osofskv 1969) and Life
under the Peculiar Institution (Yetman 1970). Generallv, these works try to

infer the cultural systems existing on plantations from a reexamination of
the contemporaryv historical record and black informants interviewed in the
1930s Federal Writer's Project. The plantation svstem has heen investigated
using new techniques like econometrics (Fogel and Engerman 1974) and old
philosophica' iaterpretations like Marxism (Genovese 1974),

Throughout all the phases presented here far less attention has been
paid to the plantation after the Civil War. Siaverv was abolished., but the
plantation did not die with the war, Recentlv, the interest in ethnic
identity has carried plantation studv bevond the slave svstem and into the

tenant and sharecropper period after the Civil War (McDaniels 1979: Nathans
1979),

Qur historical background research has rovealed the lack of scholarly
attention to the adaptation of the plantation economy tn the Upper
Tombigbee, especially when compared with the availahle literature on
plantations near Natchez, Jackson, or in other coastal areoas of the South.
Furthermore, what does not seem to be realized by manv researchers is that
plantations survived the Civil War, albeit changed. Merle Pruntv (1955:460)
stated that:

"the plantation landholdings remained intact through the Civil War
and Reconstruction, and indeed, on down to the present, Tt has been
the large landholding that has provided the areal potential and
spatial framework for the agricultural factory we have called the
'plantation,’ A change in labor system did1 not mean that the
agricultural factory was destroved anv more than an industrial
Factorv would disappear if its labor pattern were altered."

What seems to bhe ignored in plantation studies is that plantations evolved
along with the societyv as a whole. A historical and cultural continuum must
be recognized, Of the wvarious plantations studied archaeologicallyv,
virtuallv all have emphasized the antebellum or colonial periods. The
notable exceptions to this are Waverlv and the Bennehan-Camevon Plantation
(McDanie! 1979), Both studies emphasized the continuitv from plantation to
tenant farming anl renting.

But important social, aconomic, and technolapgical differences existed
as wall. A plantation model derived from a ric~ and inligo plantation »Hn
3t. Simon's Island, Georgia (Otto 1977: Mallias 1980), mav differ
considerahlv  from a similar one in Soath Caralina, while a  tahacen
plantation in Kentucky should differ greativ from a cotton plantatioan ia
Mississipp'. There was a remarkable communicationr between planters, howevor,
For exampl~, Gov. Tames McDowell of Virginia “al a tobacco plantatiosn in
Kentucky in the 1830s, an” from the 1830s thrangn the 18405, had a cotton
plantation 15 milos west of Waverlv. This communication is not 'imited ta
the plantars, for slaves were shipped from plantation to plantatian,  (Cal,
Young 2ot his slaves “rom Gearegia and Virgiaia,
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So we cannot speak of a single plantation model, but must distinguish
them on the basis of time period, geography, culture, crop, and size. A
plantation differs from a farm or series of farms in that a cooperative
arrangement is imposed upon the community members as slaves, tenant farmers,
or sharecroppers. They do not generally form their own co-operatives
(except 1in informal task-specific functions; e.g., neighboring, barn
building). Hence, a plantation may be defined as consisting of a landowner
and his closed corporate community, generally engaged in the production of a
cash crops, and often characterized as self sufficient,

Historical Archaeologv of Plantations

Beginning in the late 1960s, historical archaeologists, led by Charles
Fairbanks of the University of Florida, began to focus their attention to
black history by excavation and historical research on plantations (Fairbanks
1974). For the first time, serious attention was paid to slave life, using
sources which were not inherently biased by the issues for and against
slavery, but were instead the mute testimony of the slaves themselves.
Contemporary histories of slavery were biased bv the issues and motivations
of the writers. Present day histories are biased by the source data.
Accounts by the slaves themselves (cf. Yetman 1970: Osofskv 1969) were oral
testimony and influenced bv the times. Accounts by other protagonists were
no better, Only in sources recording mundane topics, like commissary
records could relativelvy unbiased data be found. For this reason the
archaeologists turned to the sites and the artifacts. Those things were not
intended by their users to be studied. The artifacts were lost or discarded
with 1little thought to the future. Those excavations have led to some
re-evaluations of slave culture, offered new ideas, and supported some of
the historians' conclusions. Our studv of Waverly is simply a continuation
of that research past the Civil War and into this century,

The historical archaeologv of plantations has centered upon coastal
plantations. This focus is changing to obtain a broader geographical and
temporal perspective. 1In plantation archaeologv, two topics have received
the greatest attention: subsistence activities of slaves: and relative
economic/social status of slaves, overseers, and planters.

Robert Ascher and Charles Fairbanks, alL the Ravfield site on Cumberland
Islands, Georgia, demonstrated Lhat considerable amounts of protein were
added to the slave diet by hunting, trapping, and fishing (Ascher and
Fajirbanks 1971). Their concept has bheen suhstantiated bv John S, Otto
1975, 1977). On the basis of the Waverly faunal remains and oral histlorv,
wild plants and animals provided substantial! amounts of food for the tenant
farmers, suggesting that part of the subhsistence svstem used in slavery
elsewhere continued (at least at Waverly) well into the 20th centurv.

Status of the individual families has heen of considerable concern to
historical archaeologists, vet in manv cases. the historical status of the
individuals being studied was unknown, hence, little could be accomplished
in resolving their status archaenloagicallyvy (Otto 1977:92). On a plantation,
however, the status of each individunal s largelv proscribed and rigid:
planter, onverseer, and slave, John S§. Otto working at Cannon's Point
Plantation on St. Simon's Istand, Georgia, rerasoned that if those
individuals could he identified in the archaeological context, then
substantial diffarences in material culture should be evident, Otto found
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housing stronglv indicated status, with the amount of available living

space, quality of construction, and expected durabilityv closelv indicating

the status of 1its occupants. Other material <culture items are also

U suggestive of status differences. Otto found that a much higher percentage

' of transferprinted ceramics was found in the planter's kitchen area than at

. the slave and overseer's sites; while in contrast, banded vessels were more

lj frequent at the latter sites (Otto 1975:219). Otto also found that the

L planter's ceramic assemblage exhibited greater functional variation than did

) the overseer's or the slaves' ceramics. He found that four and five hole

I' = , bone buttons and five hole iron buttons, as well as clay pipe fragments were

L indicative of the lower status, suggesting differences in clothing stvle
(fashion vs. work) and preference by planters for cigars or snuff.

Fairbanks' work on St. Simon's Island shifted to the Hampton Plantation
;f in 1978. There the emphasis has been to obtain a larger data base tLhan
r! available to Otto, bv examining not only the slave quarters, but also the
! "big house" or mansion (Mullins 1980). Much of the earlier research on
plantations centered upon the big house (Caywood 1955: Noel Hume 1966). Bul
by the late 1960s, the interest had shifted to black history and to the
slave quarters. Soon came the realization that to understand the slave, we
must understand the planter as well, That is why the communitv approach
advocated here is so useful--it seeks to understand the hroader cultural
context of the community rather than its integral parts. Other research on
plantations includes excavations 1in Barbados (Handler and Lange 1978),
Jamaica (Higman 1974), The Hermitage in Tennessee (Smith 1977), Limerick
Plantation 1in South Carolina (Lees 1979), and the Bennehan-Cameron
Plantation in North Carolina (McDaniel 1979),

Conclusion

The preceding sectinns have presented a basic overview of the
development of wvarious approaches which combined are ethnoarchaeology.
Although each of the approaches has been been used for a century or more,
only in the past 30 vears have these begun to merge into a unified study,
and only in the past decade has the ethnoarchaeological approach become
popular.

The most obvious reason for this combined approach rests 1in

, pragmatism: in bolLh objectives and methods. If we wish to study most of
ke America's past, that is our past bevond the traditional histories, we must
b turn to non-traditional sources for our data. We are not likelv to read

about ourselves or mostL of our kin in the historv hooks, for the written
histories are overwhelmingly hiased against the common American who made the
history. While the growth of the 1ncal historv mnvement, coupled with
L social histories will alleviate this bias, there is too much of American
i‘ history that remains buried in the minds, the archives, and the sites for
r - anv valid history to have vet been written. If we seek a historv of
minorities or poor folk or just the evervdav citizen in one of thousands of
small communities scattered across America we must turn to oral historv
combined with archival history for their storv. In manv cases we c¢an
successfully combine those with archaerologv,
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As used here, ethnoarchaeology means the study of a community or
settlement through ethnography, archaeologv, and history. This generally
limits its scope to the recent past since living informants are essential
(unless superb ethnographic data have been collected previously). These
informants need not have participated in the social milieu at the site, but
they must have direct knowledge concerning it.

Oral history and ethnoarchaeology are both fairly new approaches to the
study of the past: hence, we feel obligated to present the reader with
information about their development and scope, in order that the Waverly
Project may be better understood. The historical research is better
understood and does not need such detail. TInstead, let us narrow our focus
to those studies having most reievance to the understanding of black tenant
farmers and their historical antecedents.
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CHAPTER 3. RESEARCH DESIGN

By William H, Adams and David F. Barton

The preceding chapter provided the research paradigm of
ethnoarchaeology and its component disciplines. 1In this chapter, we examine
how that paradigm was applied to the study of Waverly. This discussion
examines the research strategies first, then the specific research
objectives. The next chapter discusses the tactics used to meet those
objectives.

The General Research Design for Historic Sites

A General Research Design for thistorical settlements along the
Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway was formulated by Interagency Archeological
Services-Atlanta and the Corps of Engineers (Appendix 3). It provides an
integrative framework for dealing with historical sites within a larger
socio-cultural universe instead of as single sites or group of sites. Its
potential success 1is hinged upon theory acquired from cultural geographers
(locational analysis, central place theory) as it can be applied to both the
historical and archaeological data. Hence, sites are not viewed as unique
entities or 1important because of some historic personage or rare
archaeological find, but rather as part of a system, be it town, community,
or plantation. The focus is on the culture as a whole, not upon its
integral parts. ‘'"Culture is a system of functionally interdependent parts
in which change in one aspect is related in specifiable ways to changes in
others" (Struever 1968:133). The system is the culture of 19th and 20th
century rural Mississippi. That culture was composed of smaller systems
like economic, socia', and settlement, which interrelate with one another.
Each merges with and affects the others; so we cannot really study one
without recourse to the other. The settlement s7stem developed aloagside
and as a result of the economic and social systems and vice versa.

The General Research Design is presented in Appendix 3 in order to
place our research design in perspective. The major difference lies in the
focus. The General Research Design was formulated for the entire waterway
to address an extremely diverse array of sites, on both the general
synthetic level and the site specific level. We have adapted that research
design and much more narrowly focused it to include one plantation and
relate that to the surrounding area, 1In forming our research design, we
were concerned with not only answering the specific questions but also in
collecting other data, which could be combined with data from other projects
to answer the broader, regional questions set forth in the General Research
Design. Where reasonable, we have attempted to answer those questions from
the Waverly perspective, but since Waverly was the first major historical
project on the Tennessee-Tombigbee Waterway, we lack the forthcoming
comparable data. The historical overview (Doster and Weaver n.d.) for the
Waterway was not available until our report writing was completed: it would
have made our task much easier in evaluating the data and placing those in
regional perspective. Waverly itself was barely mentioned in the overview,
however.




The Project

The purpose of the project was to find and evaluate any culrural
resources located in the Waverly Ferry Access Area. The survey and testing
phase revealed 11 sites in that area, and another site just outside of the
area, but within the Waterway construction. We recommended that 10 of those
12 sites could have the potential to contribute to our knowledge of mankind
and archaeology. Upon reviewing our recommendations and assessing the
impact of proposed construction, a mitigation plan was agreed upon, whereby
five sites in the recreation area and the other site outside the area would
be excavated and studied via oral history and history. This required the
development of a research design to provide a framework for the data
collection and interpretation. The remaining sites were preserved.
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The preliminary archival, oral, and archaeological data indicated that
within the recreation arvea supposedly were located nine residences, a
blacksmith shop, a general store and post office, a possible brick kiln, a
saw and grist mill, and a brick warehouse. We had reason to believe several
of these sites were antebellum, including possible slave quarters and an
overseer's cabin. Antebellum material was recovered on the sites during
testing. We had to develop a strategy to study adequately the sites to be
excavated and to place them within some kind of meaningful framework.

Since several houses were standing as late as the 1950s, and one had
been occupied until 1969, we had the potential for these sites to date from
the 1840s until the 1940s or later. Such a long time frame requires broad
and specific questions. Obviously, if such a time depth existed, a major
concern should be changes occurring at each site over that time period. At
various times, the social framework potentially included an overseer and
slaves, black tenants, and white sharecroppers. Given the above, how could
such sites best be studied. and how could the data be organized into a
report? Data collection and data presentation have different objectives.
The research paradigm of ethnoarchaeology provided the conceptual
organization for the study to begin data collection and to complete the data
presentation. But, except for maintaining feedback between its component
approaches, ethnoarchaeology does not exist in the field, because people are
doing archaeology, oral history, or history. Ethnoarchaeology is simply
their touchstone. Ethnoarchaeology can be nourished in the field by seeking
redundant data sets, that is, by excavating sites and interviewing people
who lived in those sites, by finding historical data relating specifically
to those people and those sites.

AL ARARSAAR

We formulated five strategies or paradigms to integrate the data

collected via archaeclogy, oral history, and history: settlement systems,
settlement patterns, economic systems, social systems, and material culture
study.

@

Strategv 1: Material Culture Study

The first research strategy was to study the material remains of the
community from the perspective of the informants' views of what they once
possessed and the artifacts recovered from the sites. Archaeologists study
other people's trash, the refuse of our human millenia. The purpose of such
study lies not in the artifact, but in what that artifact reveals about the
people who used it. An artifact may be defined as anvthing used or modified
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by mankind; hence, artifacts can include anything from a sliver of a bottle
to the glass factory which made the bottle. Generally, such a factory would
be called a site, but in reality it and even the roads leading to it are
simply the constructs of human imagination applied to physical things.

Culture consists of a system of shared knowledge and understandings,
enabling a society or group of people to cope with daily problems and
survive through the generations. Artifacts are the physical manifestations
of culture. By means of artifacts, people are studied by the archaeologist
in the hope that general statements can be made about those people and about
their culture. Although rarely accomplished, the ultimate aim of most
archaeologists is to learn the rules others have followed in their culture,
so that we may ourselves benefit from their experience, and perhaps not

repeat their mistakes. Collingwood (1946:10) stated: "The value of
history, then, is that it teaches us what man had done and thus what man
is." By studying the artifacts lost or discarded, we study what mankind is.

"The archaeologist is the last grubber among things mortal. He puts
not men, but civilizations, to bed, and passes upon them final
judgements. He finds, if imprinted upon clay, both our grocery
bills and the hymns to our gods" (Eiseley 1969:29),

As the last grubbers of several mortals' things, we have gained insight
into the manner of their lives, and can learn from their passiag what life
in a rural Mississippi community was like generations ago.

"No one, T suppose, would believe that an archaeologist is a man who
knows where last year's lace valentines have gone, or that from the
surface of rubbish heaps the thin and ghostly essence of things
human keeps rising through the centuries until the plaintive murmur
of dead men and women may take precedeunce at times over the living
voice. A man who has once looked with the archaeological eye will
never see quite normally. He will be wounded by what other men call.
trifles. 1t is possible to refine the sense of time until an old
shoe in the bunch grass or a pile of nineteenth century beer bottles
in an abandoned mining town tolls in one's head like a hall clock.
This is a price one pays for learning to read time from surfaces
other than an illuminated dial. It is the melancholy secret of the
artifact, the humanly touched thing" (Eiseley 1971:81),

This study focuses upon the humanly touched thing. But why study the
recent past with trash so recognizably modern? 1In reference to much earlier
material from Colonial America, Ivor Noel Hume (1969:9) stated that "it
would be fine if the remains of early America could be allowed to mature in
the ground until they acquire the venerable patina of great antiquity."
Unfortunately, the bulldozers deny sites their maturity--their time
capsulated story shredded and scattered. The unique remains of our past are
increasingly made rare by our present construction. The present use of the
settlement area at Waverly is one more step in the archaeogenesis of the
sites (i.e., the continual natural and cultural changes in a site).
Fortunately, here we were abhle to acquire part of the site inhabitants'
stories through the artifacts lost or discarded bv them.
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William Rathje (1978:51-52) has listed five advantages of studying
physical data from ethnographic contexts: (1) nonreactive with researcher:
(2) quantifiable: (3) independent check on interview methods and data: (4)
alternative data source: and (5) independent variable.

The ethnographic data he used were based upon interviews concerning
material culture usage and disposal in Tucson, Arizona. He tLhen compared
those data with samples taken from the informants' garbage cans. The
material from Waverly was often little different from Rathje's artifacts,
except the Waverly material had been cleaned in the soil and most organic
materials were rotted away. We did not have the preservation RaLhje had,
but at least our trash did not smell. Rathje's points are well taken,
however., Artifacts can usually be studied with a kind of detachment not
possible when interviewing a person: hence, the artifacts are largely
nonreactive with the researcher.

Physical data are quantifiable, for we can count the nails and bits of
glass. This is hard to do with interview data. But just because it is
quantifiable does not mean it is of wvalue. Arthur Schlesinger (1969:193)
commented upon the emphasis on quantification in the social sciences when he
stated:

"As a humanist, T am bound to replv that almost all important
questions are important precisely hecause thev are not susceptible
to quantitative answers. The humanist, let me repeat, does not deny
the value of the quantitative method. What he denies is that it can
handle everything which the humanist must take into account: what he
condemns is the assumption that things which quantitative methods
can't handle don't matter . . . ."

Artifacts serve as excellent checks on the reliability of both the
interview data and the historical data. The problem of site location
provides one example of this. Informants stated the location of various
sites, later confirmed by the survey and excavation. Historical sources
also gave locational data. In both cases, the observable reality in the
field was similar to, but different from, the historical and ethnographic
realities, that is, they were synergistic and complementarv. The artifacts
serve as an important data source, an alternative to the ethnographic and
historical sources. Taken alone, no single data source trulv reflects the
past reality of Waverlv.

Rathje's fifth point, artifacts as independent variables, 1is also
important. How did the artifacts affect the people who used them” This is
especially important in an industrial societv where most nf our material
culture was made by someone other than the user. This differs strongly from
more "primitive" cultures where the user and maker were often one and Lhe
same.

The rationale for the studv of the material culture holds that such a
study provides a quantifiahle and comparahle data base representing the
material manifestations of the behavior and actions of the individuals we
wish to study. Such data are independentlv and methodically derived in such
a manner as to serve as a cross-check or verification of the ethnographic
and historical sources, In essence, it provides one of maav kinds of




spectacles with which to view what once was a thriving commuaity, but now
exists only in memories, yellowed papers, and bits of glass scattered
beneath beneath the leaves.

The purpose of the material culture study is two-fold: (1) to present
the story of the inhabitants by means of their artifacts; and (2) to present
to other archaeologists the methods and data whereby we derived our
interpretations. The first objective requires data be phrased in emic terms
wherever possible, that 1is, to present the people's stories as they
themselves might have told them. We have presented such data in Chapters
17-18. The second objective required that the data be organized in etic
terms, that is, described in a manner so that archaeologists working on
other sites can compare their data with ours, and know the differences and
similartities. This requires constructing a typology and systematically
classifying the artifacts. We have presented the specific data in the
appendices.

Strategy 2: Economic System

We wanted to learn about the Waverly economic system. The economic
system consists of the extraction or production of raw materials, and the
redistribution and consumption of both raw materials and finished goods.
The paradigm for organizing the economic data consisted of six levels of
interaction: local, local commercial, area commercial, regional, national,
and international. Historical and archaeological sources provided data on
all levels, but oral history provided mostly local information. Although
separately considered here, we recognize that the economic, social, and
settlement systems are really sub-systems within the community, and the
community was part of larger systems. The result is an understanding of the
relationship between the sites and the general store/commissary, the tenant
and sharecropping system as used at Waverly, and the factors relating the
various economic activities at Waverly to the outside world. To obtain
those data, we posed several objectives and research questions.

Objective 1: To define the various light industries. Where and how
did they develop? How extensive were the industrial activities? How did
industrial techniques change through time? What effects did industry have
on settlement patterning? What tales or stories were associated with local
industries? What were the industries at Waverly and what functions did they
serve? Who used their products? How did these operations integrate with
the operation of the plantation? What were the determinants for the
locations of these industries?

Objective 2: To define the use of home-made versus consumer goods.
How were commer:zial products acquired by local residents? What products
were made at home; what was bhought?

Objective 3: To differentiate tenant farmers from sharecroppers on the
basis of economy. How was the transition form slave to sharecropper to
renter systems of labor and productivity accomplished at Waverly and nearby
plantations? How did each group settle their debts and acquire land, tools,
and credit for goods?
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Objective 4: To compare the purchasing pattern at the Long General
Store with the archaeological remains. What items were purchased at the
store? What portinn of a tenant's material possessions could be expected Lo
be preserved archaeologicallv? What biases enter into such an anlysis?

Strategv 3: Social Svstem

We wanted to learn ahout the social svstem at Waverlv, that is, the set
of interactions hinding individuals into groups within the community. This
was found to be nearly unapproachahle via the archaeology, because such
attributes are intangibles.

Objective 1: To determine via the oral history and documents the
relationship between the black and white residents of the Waverly
communitv., What were the differences bhetween sharecroppers and tenant
farmers at Waverlv? What material! culture was used at and near Waverly by
different socio-economic classes? What do the historical documents reveal
about the racial relations within the Waverlv communitv? Are economic or
social factors more important than race in determining one's status within
the communitv? What interaction occurred hetween the Young family and its
overseers and workers? In what form Aid this interaction occur”’

The archaeological question of importance 1is how this could be
documented by the artifacts. What artifacts or patterns of artifact use and
disposal would be a true reflection of ethnicity rather than socio-economic
factors? How could we k%now this from only artifacts if the oral and wrilten
information is missing? The problem of ethnicitv has been addressed before
in historical archaeolngv (Otto 1977: Riordan 1978): however, few such
studies had good oral historv to correlate with the archaeology. While the
oral history provided manv insights into the relationship between the bhlack
and white sharecroppers, lhe archaeonlogy was not so successful, With one
exception, the sites were occupied entirely by blacks, denving us the
comparable data needed to make the kind of statements on ethnicitv
originally considered.

Objective 2: To determine the social! interaction between tLhe
plantations. Would the plantations surrounding Waverlv compose what has
been regarded best as a closed corporate communitv? What was the
relationship between Col. Young's plantatior and those of his kindred? To
what extent was the relationship kin based and social, and how did this
affect economic and settlement svstems?

Objective 3: To ohtain a view of the non-tangibles of Waverlv 1life.
Where did people worship in the area” What kinds of religious baliefs were
common? Where did people worship? What kinds of values were important to
residents”’ How were wvalues prioritized? Was education considered
important? How was it obtained?

/7

Strategv 4: Seti.lement Svstem

The fourth strategv consists of the settlement svstem of the Waverlv
Locality., Here we distinguish settlement svstem from settlement paltern.
The settlement pattern is the geographv of the communitv, hoth internally
and in relation to areal networks: residence palterns are the spatial
relations within a site. The settlement pattern is the "what' and the
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“where" and the settlement svstem is the "why'" of a settlement (Flannery,
1976:162: Schoenwelter and Dittert 1968:41: Winters 1969:110-111)., As Kent
V. Flannerv (1976:162) distinguished these:

"A settlement pattern, as its name implies, is the pattera of sites
on the regional landscape: it is empirically derived by counting
sites, measuring their sizes and the distances between them, and so
on, A settlement system, on the other hand is the set of 'rules'
that generated the pattern in the first place."”

Bruce Trigger suggested we should think of settlements on three levels
of organization. “"The first of these 1is the individual building or
structure; the second, the manner in which these structures are arrvanged
within single communities: and the third, the manner in which communities
are distributed over the landscape" (Trigger 1978:169), James Deetz
(1968:42) suggested that four levels of behavior have archaeological
correlates (individual, minimal group, communitv, society) and these
abstracts come close to what we see at Waverly., We have added a fourth
level between Trigger's individual 1level and the community 1level: the
neighborhood. The neighborhood is the operational level for studving most
communities. By neighhorhood we mean a cluster of homes and other buildings
near enough to one another that we may assume frequent interaction by the
inhabitants. A community may often be too large in number or scattered over
too great an area for it to exhibit a single settlement pattern. A
neighborhood 1is much more definable. 1Tt represents the interface between
the community and the individual actions which culminate in a settlement
pattern. The communily in turn is the interface between the needs of a
culture in a given area, and the individuals living there. The studv of
Waverly concentrates on the first three levels, and provides data whereby

the fourth level will be attainable once comparable data become available
for the Tombighee Valley.

On the communitv level, the determinants of settlement are seasonality,
resource processing, transportation, storage, defense, specialized
functions, as wel)l as the environment (Trigger 1978:176-184)., '"Within any
region, people tend to establish their settlements in places that are close
to drinkine water, sources of food, and as far as possible, in places that
are safe and pleasant" (Trigger 1978:177). Trigger (1978:178) argues that
the layout of communities tends Lo he heavilv influenced by kinship, while
"ecommunitv size and lIocatinn are influenced to a large extent by ecological
factors." At Waverlv we focused on the communityv rvather than specific sites
to understand the functional relationship hetween sites.

Ethnngraphers generallv  study Yiving people, communities, and
societies: whereas, historians and archaenlogists asuallv studv dead people.
communities, and societiss, In certain circumstances, however, the fields
of interest and data overlap, and it then hecomes poassible to studv a
communitv from the different perspectives sach method can provide. But one
can also studv a past communitv through ethnoeraphv, bv inlerviewing alder
persons whase memoryv extends back into the past one wishes to study, For

most purponses, this kind ~f studv is 1imited ta the recent past bv the human
1ifetime. Archaenlngv  and histarvy ar. 'ess limited in Lime--they are
confined tu the past, Imazine then the roaaonrces ivailable i one uses
these methods in  the stadv af the  rocent past. Communities  and

neighbnrhoods can he studied in a mean'nzfl wiv S applving the approaches
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together. This is particalarly true for those communities which left a
disproportionately poor showing in the historical record--those communities
which shared in creation of the present but left little mark in the
present's record of the past. It may in fact be the only way we can study
the small farming communities or any other small community differentiated
from the rest of society by economic, social, ethnic, or any other cultural
reasons. The historical record is biased against the poor, the illiterate,
the powerless, and even the average American citizen. These lack
historicity, the ability to become immortalized in the historical record
(Adams 1977b; Ascher 1974). 1Indeed, because of this very real bias, and the
fact that it would apply to most people, one can wonder if the real history
of America could ever be known. Obviously, we will never know all the past,
but what this means is that the portion we do know is seriously questioned.
In other words, we are not just missing important facts of history, we are
missing most importaat facts. We may have a program listing the leading
actors, but the supporting cast is being ignored. Without knowing the
supporting lines, the rest of the play makes little sense.

The people living at Waverly belonged to many social groups, but the
most important (besides kinship) would be the neighborhood-~the area and the
people with whom daily or frequent social interaction occurred.
Archaeologists often speak of dealing with a community, or at least assume
that they are studying only one community within any given area. Only
rarely, such as the case with Waverly, can the archaeologist actually know
the true extent and character of that settlement.

A community has been defined as '"the maximal group of persons who
normally reside in face-to~face association" (Murdock et al. 1945:29),

%aj-f however, that definition is applicable only to a very small village. It
‘. makes a better definition for a neighborhood. However, Murdock's (1965:80)
: : definition of a neighborhood was 'families scattered in semi-isolated
u homesteads.'" As used by Willey and Phillips (1958:18), the archaeological

locality means '‘generally not larger than the space that might be occupied
ST by a single community or local group." Conceptually, their locality and K.
ST C. Chang's (1967:41-42) settlement are the archaeologists' equivaleant of the
B ethnographer's community. The concept of the community is a social concept,
implied but not determined in the archaeological record, that is, we infer a
community archaeologically but do no know if it has any past reality or
not. The concept has utility, just so long as we realize it is a coastruct
of our mind. Bruce Trigger's essay, 'The Concept of the Community,"
examines many of the problems inherent in correlating artifacts and patterns
S seen archaeologically with the social community (Trigger 1978:115-121),
‘?f~.- From the above, we draw two distinctions regarding community, locality, and
neighborhood. The community is a group of persons who share an identity
derived from interaction econcmically and socially within a definable
settlement area. Within the community may be several neighborhoods, either
dispersed or clustered, but sharing closar interaction with one another than
with the rest of the community.

) The study of Waverly f{ollowed the model established in the study of
Silcott, Washington. That study incornrorated oral and written history, and
archaeolngy in a communitv study. The rationale from that study (Adams
1977a:27-28) follows:
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"How did we go about studyving the community through archaeology?
First of all, we had to excavate a number of sites, not just one
site. The excavation of a single site may reveal much knowledge
about that site and about the people who occupied it, but the site
must be put 1into a broader perspective, just as the people
themselves were part of a broader social framework. The broader the
archaeological data base is, the broader the inferences that can be
made from it. We sought information from which inferences could be
made on the basis of the community as a whole, rather than on
individual sites within 1it. With only an individual site,
inferences based upon it are limited to similar sites, similar kinds
of sites, and to other sites within the same cultural framework.

« +« « Instead we sought a community data base in order to make our
inferences and generalizations on a higher order of social
complexity as well as on the more specific level . . . ."

As stated previously, the Waverly project tries to focus its attention
on the community level, where possible. But how can the community of
Waverly be defined in any useful way, other than the vague notion of its
existence? Via archaeology, this would require tremendous effort, for in
order to define what was part of Waverly would require the demonstration
that peripheral areas were not part of the community. This alone would take
years of research. Since we have oral and written data, such effort would
be unnecessary. The oral data has produced one concept of the Waverly
community whiih appears to be accurate for the 20th century tenant and
sharecropping community, but not for that of the 19th century. This later
community would cover about 12 sq mi, including among others the plantations
of George H. Young, William Burt, G. H. Lee, and J. V. Cook. For pragmatic
reasons, we assume the social boundaries tended to follow the plantation
boundaries for both the 19th and 20th century communities. But such rural
communities do not have definite boundaries and cannot be specifically
delineated on a map. Individual families on the periphery may have
interactrd nearly equally with other families in two or more communities.
Nevertheless, there will be a tendancy to identify with one community,
because of economic, legal, and other factors.

We must also be aware that on the plantations (antebellum and
postbellum) severe differences existed between the planter, his overseers,

and the slaves, tenants, and sharecroppers. Indeed, such social and
economic differences may well Jjustify rethinking the entire community
concept, for certainly face-to-face association 1is unlikely. Perhaps

Redfield's dichotomy for peasant societies has bearing here when he speaks
of the great tradition and the 1little tradition (Redfield 1973:42). We
suggest Waverly was a community of plantations, linked by common economic
factors and kinship. While mostly subjective, there is one very good
indicator of this in the Henry C. Long Account Book for the general store at
Waverly. 1In it are found the purchases of various tenants for 1878-1879 and
1887-1889. These provide the 'catcanment area'" or market area for the
general store, and hence, define the boundaries of an area whose inhabhitants
shared economic ‘-teraction and presumably social interaction. The 1local
economy was contrciled by the planters, who arranged credit at Long's Store
for their tenants. Thus, Waverly is defined on economic terms, using a
system imposed upon its inhabitants by the elite substratum there, While
certainly not perfect, this is far better than trying to rely on census,
tax, or school districts, which are imposed upon the inhabitants bv 1
distant authority.
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Thus, we may speak of a community of planters and a community of
tenants or sharecroppers. The community of planters and the community of
tenants appear to share the same area during the 19th century, but with the
20th century, the community changes. Within this 19th century community, we
should expect a series of neighborhoods hierarchically arranged within each
plantation, an administrative center for each plantation, and at least one
symbolic center (the mansion). Furthermore, each of these 1is oriented
toward the central place of Waverly, the entrepot consisting of the
steamboat landing and ferry landing. For the 20th century, this larger :
community organization has disintegrated into the individual neighborhoods. -
To obtain the data on settlement systems, we posed several research
objectives and questions.

AT

" T T———
H : : .

Objective 1: To define the Waverly community. Why did people live in
this area? Where were the boundaries of the community? Does the Waverly
community have any legal definition or legitimizing aspect in the form of
school records, voting precincts, tax districts or does Waverly appear only
as a place name? What defined place for area residents? How flexible was
the idea of community for 1local informants? How does this differ through

T

time? Where did one go to get mail? Where did one go to buy: food,
clothing, tools, furniture, kitchen goods, hardware, farming 1implements,
seed?

Objective 2: To obtain data on nearby communities. How was the

f}
P R

settlement at Waverly similar to and different from other nearby
communities? How did Waverly differ from a small town or village? What was
the difference between a plantation and a large farm? Which towns did
people go to most frequently?

B A8 Al B e am 4

Objective 3: To determine the transportation network and its nodes.
What was the nature of the riverport function at Waverly? What were the
port facilities 1like? What was the status of Waverly during its history as
a node in the transportation network? How did the presence of Waverly as a
transshipment point on the river and railroad affect its importance as a
commercial center?

Objective 4: To study the various entry ports (ferry/ford, steamboat
landing, train station) as they relate to the distributional facilities
(post office, stores, warehouses), the industries {tannery, cotton gin,
sawmill, grist mill, quarry, lumbering, blacksmithing) and the residences.
While most of this objective 1is empirically wunattainable, it was
nevertheless addressed through both the oral historv and the archaeology.
Locational analysis of site placement and functional analysis of intrasite
variability and artifacts was a first step in this process of understanding.
One quantitative means was used, a network analvsis of products reaching

Waverly compared diachronically. A similar study has already been
accomplished synchronically for the Silcott data (Adams 1976). Based upon
that study and some suggestions by Klein (1973), Suzanne Elliott (1977) “]

attempted diachronic comparisons. However, her sample size was extremely
small and lacked the controls which the Waverly sites possess. A new
analysis based on geographic concepts of market accessibility presented in a
later chapter promises to be very usefil in analyzing national market
economies, The economy of Waverly was tied to the outside world through the
various transportation networks, and these are approachable through the
archaeological data.
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Objective 5: To define the location of houses, commercial, and
industrial sites within Waverly Plantation specifically and in the other
plantations nearby. What geographical factors affected the location and
structure of a plantation and 1is integral parts? How was settlement
influenced by physiography and attempts to exploit different land forms?
What was the relative importance of Waverly as a retail commercial center?
What land use patterns were commonly exploited? How did settlement patterns
change through time? What distribution networks operated to spread
industrial products?

The spatial and temporal nature of settlement in the Waverly area was
investigated, Structures, roads, trails, and work areas were 1located,
identified, and mapped. These features are analyzed to show spatial and
temporal variation in size and placement, relationship to cultural and
natural features, and internal differences and similarities. Also,
comparisons are made between sites on the hasis of trash patterns and
architectural patterns. The result is a statement defining what constitutes
each site, how sites relate to 2ach other, and how they form a community.

Strategy 5: 3ettlement Patterns

The settlement pattern may be defined as the spatial relationships
between a house, vyard, and associated structures and features, including
fences, roads, and fields, as well as their relation to natural features,
such as streams, slopes, and soils, The following determinants of
individual buildings need to be considered: climate (materials, heating,
cooling, orientation to sun, wind, and view), and culture (construction
technique, specialization of production and distribution, household size,
family organization, ~ritual specialization, symbolism, security, an?
fashion)(Trigger 1978:170-176), Hence, settlement patterns will bhe
addressed by examining individual sites and their location on the physical
landscape.

Recently, historical archaeologists have begun seeking to determine
intra-site patterning of activities, such as refuse disposal (South
1977:47). T, achieve our strategv of deterwrining the settlement pattern for
Waverly sites required positing several research objectives examined below.

Objective 1: To define the relationship (from a cultural-historical
view) between structures, showing this relationship in time and space, and
the reasons for these relationships. This has been done on the basis of
artifactual data, using such techniques as seriation to show differences in
time. There appears to be little differnce betwecn the sites on the hasis
of social status. During the plantation period, the land remained in the
hands of the Young family. We may assume the occupants were alwavs enmeshed
in the economy of the plantation from its hevday to its later days of simple
'and speculation. Because of the lack of landownership, one would expect
the tenant occupants to show little difference in terms of relative economic
status.

Nbjective 2: To determine functional, formal, and temporal
similarities and differences which may exist between structures. Where did
people usually buili houses and outbuildings? What factors affected
construction of buildings (terrain, streams, roads, materials, etc.)? How
was a home usually laid out in relation tn roads, outbuildings, fences”

13
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Where was trash discarded? Was there any difference in kinds of trash and
the way they were discarded? Research on this question proceeded in many
directions. Artifacts, disposal patterns, and architecture were among the
many areas investigated. The artifact data were arranged so that the sites
may be compared. In addition, comparisons were made between sites on the
basis of artifacts reflecting such areas as: clothing, hygiene and health,
tobacco, alcohol, food preparation and use, household items, personal items,
tools, and so forth., The end result is an overview of the people at each
site and how they differed from others in the neighborhood.

re
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Objective 3: To delineate changes in the placement of structures which
may reflect a differing view of land use., Why were structures placed where
they were? How were they oriented in relation to the road system?
Questions such as these are answered partially through historical data and
partially through archaeological data, An attempt was made to locate
porches and doors at each site and these were related to roads, fences, and
work areas. The orientation of each structure was revealed and mapped. The
oral, historical, and archaeological evidence for each site was synthesized.

Objective 4: To examine the location, spatial organization, and
architecture within a site, as it reveals the function of the site and the
way people perceived and used it. Basically, we wished to achieve a view of
what constituted the various elements, which together formed the '"site."
This search for the mind set of long dead people requires a careful and
sufficiently 1large sample of the site area, analysis, and cautious
application of correlative data from oral history sources and historical
analogies.

RN BN

§ett1ement Patterns: A Model for Plantation Settlement

Based upon the historical literature and the more recent research by
historical archaeologists, we would propose the following settlement model

— for plantations. Merle Prunty's (1955) study of plantation settelment
p patterns divided the plantation system into three forms: The Antebellum
- Plantation Occupance Form, The Postbellum Fragmented Occupance Form, and The

f?ﬂ- Neoplantation Occupance Form. The latter emerges after World War T1I,
N emphasizing machinery instead of labor; it will not be considered here. We

§:5: will call these the Antebellum Plantation Settlement System, the Postbellum |
gi; Plantation Settlement Systems, and the Neoplantation Plantation Settlement
. - Systems.

b "The 'plantation,' as the term is used in the South today, comprises
six elements: a landholding large enough to be distinguishable from
the larger 'family' farm; a distinct division of labor and mangement

o g
\ . .

functions, with management customarily in the hands of the owner;
h specialized agricultural production, usually two or three
f specialties per proprietorship; location in some area of the South ‘
3 with a plantation tradition; distinctive settlement forms and
\ spatial organization reflecting, to a high degree, centralized
b control or cultivating power; and a relatively large input of
;. cultivating power per unit of area'" (Prunty 1955:460),
P
L
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Plantations were usuallv larger than 260 ac but infrequentlv larger than
1000 ac; during the 1930s, 10% of the plantations were larger (Woofter 1936:
Pruntv 1955:461), Antebellum planters considered 900 to 1000 ac to be
optimal, while 1950s planters ''state the efficiency of management is so
clear on units containing 800 to 900 acres that thev intend to subdivide
their larger tracts'" (Pruntv 1955:461),

The Antebellum Plantation Settlement System

"The ante bellum plantation settlement pattern was distinctive. The
owner's, or manager's, house customarily was situated near a cluster
of service buildings and slave quarters. Slave houses were grouped
compactlv in rows along short roads, forming a square or, more
frequently, a rectangl'e of buildings. Service bhuildings included
sheds for tools and simple implements, storage sheds for the
plantation food supplies, an office, barns for the work stock, a
cotton gin or rice mill or sugar-cane mill for occasionally two such
'processing’' centers), and a blacksmith shop. On some of the larger
plantations a separate central kitchen was used for a aucleated
plantation village, a settlement tvpe noteworthy because of the huge
area within which it was distributed" (Prunty 1955:465-466),

Evidence from cnastal Georgia indicates a less centralized plantation,
with slave quarters located nearer work places (Otto 1977)., The settlement
pattern used for slave plantations varied tremendouslv, depending upon size,
crops, soils, terrain, and other factors. Yet, certain features were held
in common. First, the "big house" was occupied by the planter's familv,
Near it were dependent structures, such as kitchen, smokehouse, and
stables. While obviouslv functional, the planter's house and grounds were
also symbolic as a success indicator Lo other planters, emphasizing the
difference between the planter and his servants. Even the planter's log
cabin would have some svmbolic attributes. Second, an administrative center
is required, containing an office and commissarv. These were wusually
located near the big house, for the planter's convenience and for securitv.
Also near the big house would be house servants' quarters and guest houses,.
The third feature, the slave quarters, was located as near Lhe hig house as
practical. Slave quarters consisted of rows of small, generally one room,
cabins, set fairly close together. Usually, these would bhe accompanied by
an overseer's house, slightly better in quality. The slave quarters appear
to have two prime determinants of location, securitv and access to work
areas, and several determinants of structural arrangement (population size,
family numbers), as well as a symbolic aspect. The svmbolism lies in the
redundancv and lack of individuality of the structures. Cabins were
constructed alike and of the same size. This pattern tended to magnify the
differences between slave, overseer, and planter. The slave quarters may be
characterized as concentrated,

Postbhellum Plantation Settlement Svstem

The period of Reconstruction in the South saw manv changes. For
plantations, the loss of slave labor and the burden of the land necessitated
a shift to labor paid in wages or bv usafruct., Manv planters did not have
the capital to pav manv hands, so the planters were forced to provide the
labor with 'and use rights. Such an arrangement might be renting the land
for cash or for cash equivalent in cotton. This shift would eventuallv
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cause a change in settlement pattern for the tenants, but this was a gradual
process, taking decades to complete, for neither tenant nor owner had the
capital to build immediately new houses on each rented parcel of land. The
freed slaves may have stayed on in the cabins and walked to their parcels.
Many would not have far to go and would stay in the cabins until they were
not repairable any longer. This transitional period would be defined so
long as the slave quarters still served as residences for the tenants.

The development of the postbellum system and its various patterns was a
gradual one, dependent upon balancing the need to be close to one's work and
the need to be close to one's kin and friends. While we may characterize
tenancy as a dispersed settlement, this is only in relation to the previous
concentration of the slave quarters. In many cases, this balance is totally
idiosyncratic, but since humans are inherently lazy, we suspect that walking
an extra mile a day to one's fields would tend to be avoided if possible,

Attitudes also enter in here. Planters may have feared keeping their
freed slaves in close quarters and close communication and may have hastened
the dispersal of the settlement. With this system, we should expect to see
housing dispersed across the plantation, but concentrated along roads,
probably in kin groups.

Prunty divided the postbellum period (for his purposes, 1865-1945) into
two settlement types, Cropper and Tenant-Renter, but from the evidence
provided by him we suggest three types: Work Gang Pattern, Initial
Sharecropper Pattern, and Tenant Pattern.

The Work Gang Pattern emerged immediately after the Civil: War as a
means of organizing labor into essentially the same system of agriculture
used under slavery, but with paid workers. Regarding the work gang system,
Prunty (1955:470) stated:

"The freedman found the system irksome, because he worked, was
supervised, and was housed much the same as bhefore emancipation and
thus did not have the complete personal freedom to work where, when,
and as he pleased, and he wanted use and control of the mules. When
all these had been granted, the spatial pattern of the plantation
was altered. . . . Dispersal of houses followed, and the nucleated
plantation village disappeared.”

Housing would have continued in the slave quarters. Archaeologically, this
change would perhaps be reflected in the material culture, but not in any
change in site location or internal spatial arrangements. Generally, this
pattern lasted until the mid 1870s, but on sugar cane plantations, it lasted
until at least the 1950s (Prunty 1955:472).

The Initial Sharecropper Pattern is defined as the beginning of the
dispersed settlement, consisting of homesteads having few if any
outbuildings. With the sharecropping system ''the owner supplies everything
used in production (including housing) except labor and furnishes half the
cost of seed and fertilizer'" (Prunty 1955:468). The land was divided into
30 to 40 ac units per housesite, and contained two to three plots., This
requires two or more miles of farm road per square mile than in the

antebellum plantation (Prunty 1955:469). Prunty notes the following
similarities to the antebellum plantation: (1) amount of cropland same:
36
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(2) community pasture same; (3) much of land in woods; (4) located near
owner's house; (5) mules located in central barn. Thus, the initial
sharecropper pattern can be characterized as units dispersed across the
plantation, but with the antebellum centralized power still evident; each
unit conists of 30 to 40 ac, a house, and few, if any, dependencies, such as
a small shed or cotton shed (Figure 3.1).

THE AVERAGE COTTON PLANTATION (1934)
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Figure 3.1--Spatial Patterning on the '"Average Cotton Plantation,
1934" (from Woofter 1936:xxxii).

The Tenant Pattern developed from the sharecropper systems and exhibits
little change in location of the homestead but major changes in the spatial

patterning within eac. unit. The tenant umit is very similar to a small
farm, except for ownership.

"Settlement dispersal on the tenant-renter type is as great as on
the cropper type. There are fewer housesites, because the area in
each subunit customarily 1is larger than in a cropper subunit.
Fragmentation of fields and length of roads and lanes are about the
same. Some important differences exist, however., Central barns and
sheds have disappeared, because work stock and implements belong to
the tenant or renter, not to the owner. Pasturage is fragmented and
dispersed, because each tenant needs a pasture for his work stock
and the family cow. Fencing 1is also fragmented, each fence
enclosing five to ten acres of pasture. The total amount of pasture
required 1is about the same under both cropper and tenant-renter
occupance, bhut the length of fence necessary to enclose many small
pastures obviously is greater than that required to enclose the same
acreage in one pasture, A small barn and a storage shed or two are
necessary on each tenant subunit' (Prunty 1955:474),
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"On 15 plantations in northwestern Mississippi as much as 8 per cent of
potential cropland was found to be in nonproductive residential area . . . ,
occupied by the laborer's garden, house, hog lot, chicken yard, garage, mule
barn, sheds, other outbuildings, drives, paths, and recreational space"
(Prunty 1955:479). While this may have been nonproductive for the
landowner, it was certainly productive for the tenant. Thus, the tenant
place is much more complex in its spatial structure than that of the
sharecropper. The tenants have more control over their own lives and appear
to be more stable, since they have a greater investment in tools and
livestock. "Numerous analyses of southern tenants and croppers indicate
that the tenants have achieved the higher economic status" (Prunty
1955:480). The benefit to the plantation owner is largely that of having a
contented labor force available.

Summar

While the emphasis here has been on the synthetic, integrative
paradigms, the actual order of the research and the data presentation moves
from the specific to the general. We do not study communities as such, but
instead, we study artifacts and sites; from these and analogous bits of
information derived from archival and oral sources, we construct a past
community which can no longer be observed.

We set up a research design to include domestic, commercial, and
industrial sites from the 1840-1940 period: however, our excavations did not
produce occupations at the domestic sites before about 1880, So the
antebellum and immediately postbellum periods were not attainable via the
archaeology. Our research design was sufficiently broad and flexible that
we were able to discard many questions and not have to write too many new
ones. Of course, as the research progressed new questions became necessary
for detailed areas of the investigation. For example, at site 22CL569, the
oral data had indicated that the structure was once the overseer's house,
yet all evidence from the ground indicates it dates after the 1890s, This
meant we needed new sets of questions regarding why informants felt it was
an early site. We did not use a set of formal hypotheses to be tested.
Instead, we asked a series of questions which would guide the research but
not restrict the data collection unnecessarily. Our concern was to collect
the maximum amount of data possible within as rigorous a framework as
possible, We have sought the structured inquiry without sacrificing
objectivity by posing broad research questions.
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CHAPTER 4. METHODS

by Timothy B. Riordan, William H. Adams, and Betty J. Belanus

Introduction

In any framework of investigation, we need to state the methods whereby
we achieved our results, so others can achieve similar results. The paths
of investigation we took were not clearly marked, for there has been little
activity there. Few archaeologists have studied the later decades of the
19th century or the early decades of the 20th century. Recent work on this
period is flourishing, but publication remains in the future. Detailed
material culture studies of this period are virtually non-existent. Some
studies have been made of antiques and collectibles, but since those are
aimed more at prestigious items, the chances of their covering aspects of
tenant farmer materials are not good. We improvised and made errors.
Hopefully, we presented data in a usable way, whereby others may recognize
our errors and correct them.

This chapter introduces the reader to the field and laboratory methods
used in the archaeology and oral history. The methods employed in the
historical research were much more basic and, we assume, common to any
historical research done. Perusal of the historical text and of the
bibliography should suffice.

Excavation Methods

The specific strategy for each site will be addressed later. Whet
follows is a description of the general excavation methods used and comments
on their effectiveness.

Stage 1: Site Preparation

All herbaceous plants were cleared from the site, using power and hand
equipment, with appropriate safety procedures, Some small trees were
removed, but environmental damage was kept to a minimum, since this would be
a recreation area someday. The wmetric cartesian grid established during
test excavations in February 1979, was rechecked for accuracy and additional
points established.

A backhoe and bulldozer were used to clear overburden at the industrial
site (22CL575) and to excavate stratigraphic trenches at the "post office"
(22CL567), the dump (22CL576), a domestic site (22CL571), and the brick kiln
(22C€L521). The backhoe and bulldozer proved to be of great usefulness
without doing unnecessary harm to the sites., The vemoval of a concrete
platform at the industrial site by the bulldozer saved many hours of arduous
handwork and freed a vital area for excavation. Carefully controlled and
supervised power equipment can bhe used on archaenlogical sites to good
advantage. 1t allows more of the budget to be used on hand excavation of
sensitive areas.,
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Stage II: Slot Trenches

In order to understand the spatial distribution of trash disposal,
artifact loss, and cultural features, we sampled different areas of a site.
Although the ideal 1is total excavation, it can rarely be achieved due to
limitations of time and money. As a result, we must use a sampling
strategy. The sampling strategy should consider the universe, sample bias,
technique, and cost effectiveness,

The universe for each site was the site area, defined on the basis of
observable variables. To ascertain this, a control sample must be taken
from outside the area thought to define the site. We chose a non-random,
systematic sampling transect as being the least biased and most cost
effective. This entailed the excavation of .5 m wide trenches every 5 m
across each site. Thus, our sample size would be 10%¥ if we ran only N-S or
E-W trenches. The 5 m interval should be effective in intersecting cultural
features like fencelines, roads, and structures. There is a randomizing
aspect in this strategy, since we did not place these trenches according to
observable features, and hence, bias our sample against unexpected
features. A totally random sample would be better for that, but it is not
as cost effective to set up. Long trenches are easier to lay out, excavate,
and record than random test pits scattered across the site. We used test
trenches to define the spatial variations of artifacts and features existing
at each site. Horizontal control was in .5%x2 m units and vertical control
was by cultural stratigraphy. 1In cases where the cultural stratum was
thick, we used 10 ecm arbitrary levels within the stratum. The excavated
soil was screened through a 1.25 cm wire mesh screen. We excavated features
with trowel and brush. The excavation techniques were chosen for two
purposes: to define the structure and surrounding activity areas and to
obtain a sample of yard marterial to relate to questions about trash
disposal,

At Waverly, artifacts were dispersed in concentrations around the
houses; fewer artifacts were recovered away from the houses except in a few
dumps. Thus, we can demonstrate where they were not dumping their trash
much more certainly than we can state where the disposal areas were. Slot
trenches were fairly effective for determining the spatial distribution of
artifacts, once we got past the structures (excavated in large blocks).
However, as a method of locating features like fences, roads, and gardens,
slot trenching does not appear to be as useful. The '"window'" provided by
these trenches does not give enough data to determine the full nature and
extent of a feature; the trenches must be accompanied by larger area
excavations. Often, a possible feature in a .5 m wide trench turns out not
to be one when revealed in a larger excavation. The narrow trenches were
proportionately more difficult to excavate than 1x2 m or 2x2 m excavation
units because of the 1lack of manuevering room. Furthermore, small
excavation units such as slot trenches were less efficient because of the
recording necessary, For example, the ratio of wall profiles per area of
the excavation unit decreases with size, with a .5x2 m unit having a ratio
of 5:1, but a 2x2 m unit having only an 8:4 ratio; this is simply economy of
scale operating. Because of these problems, the use of slot trenches should
be carefully considered. Slot trenches seem more useful in testing sites
than in large scale excavation.
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Stage III: Excavation

On the basis of surface features, test excavations, slot trenches,
magnetometer, and soil testing, certain areas were selected for excavation.
The selection process varied, depending upon the kinds of questions being
asked. Structures previously located were excavated., Additional samples
from the yards and from trash disposal areas were obtained. We used 2x2 m
and 1x1 m units., Large areal exposure was favored because this was the most
efficient method of identifving architectural and cultural features.

Soil chemical and magnetometer anomalies noted in the testing phase
were excavated to determine their meaning, to evaluate the utility of these
techniques, and to delineate the kinds of signatures the various artifacts
and activities have, The excavations were specifically set up to explore
anomalies that had appeared in magnetometer, soil chemistrv, and surface
material surveys. In some cases, Lhese methods proved to be useful, while
in others they did not (Appendix 4).

Shovels were used Lo skim thin slices of soil wherever possible, hut in
complex stratigraphic situations and in dense artifact accumilations,
trowels and brushes were used. As a general rule, all dirt was screened
through 1.25 cm wire mesh., When time coustraiants became a factor, 25% of
the soil was screened, but this was only done in areas of low artifact
concentrations. Each level form records the screening sample used. Smaller
samples (N=312) were collected for water screening through fine (.5mm) wire
mesh to recover floral and faunal microfossils.

Large area excavation proved to be the most productive method for
dealing with architectural and cultural features, trash deposits, and work
areas. Only after large areas had been opened at 22CL569 and 22CL571 did
the architectural features make sense. By exposing such large areas, the
features could be confidently mapped and recorded.

Features were removed by hand excavation with trowel and brush. They
were excavated separately and bhefore the surrounding matrix was removed.
Features were mapped and photographed in plan and profile views. All
features were screened and all artifactual materials bagged by feature.

Recording was set up so the maximum data were recorded. Artifacts were
put in labeled bags, and a hag list was kept. Each unit had a level record
sheet and notehooks were kept bv the site supervisors to insure adequate
data recording. Features were recorded on a special form. Stratigraphy
was, as a general rule, recorded for the north and west walls of the
excavalion units,

The Field lLabdb

We rented a small two-bedroom house in Columbus, Mississippi fas it
turned out, from a great-grandson of Col. Young) to serve as our laboratorv
during the field phase of the project. Two people worked full-time,
assisted bv others on rainv days. Washing was done in plastic tubs and the
water dumped outside. Artifacts were placed on styrofoam meal travs to
dry. When dry, each major item was labeled with India ink, either on the
item directlv or on designer's white gounache. Clear nail polish was brushed
over each lahel, Items without clean, smooth surfaces like rusted metal,
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were string-tagged or a paper tag was placed with them in a small plastic
bag. Artifacts were kept together on the trays by field bag to examine the
association between items, and to keep the field crew posted on variations
in kind or in date of material being excavated. This worked well for about
two weeks, when so much material began coming from the field, that a backlog
was created. Because of the finite amount of per diem funding available, we
could not just shift field persons into the lab to help catch-up.

The Bloomington Lab

Two very 1loaded pick-up trucks brought the Waverly material to our
laboratory 1in Bloomington, Indiana. Upon arrival, the material was
organized by field bag number and placed in standard sized boxes on shelves
to await further processing.

A washing log was kept for each bag to provide a record and control.
Each bag's contents were emptied into a plastic colander held over a
wastebasket, in order to eliminate as much dirt as possible at this stage.
Next, the materials were scrubbed with brushes and the clean artifacts
placed in another colander resting in a rinse bucket. A window screen
drying rack provided a place for 1initial sorting into gross material
categories. After drying, these were taken to the labeling table. Here,
the catalog numbers were assigned and each artifact labeled individually ot
collectively (e.g. nails were given a lot number and placed in plastic
bags) . The number assigned might read 22CL571B-31-1567, meaning site
22CL571B, bag/lot 31, catalog 1567. The site number represents Mississippi
(22nd alphabetically of the first 48 states), Clay County, site number 571,
area B. The bag number was assigned sequentially in the field and was
unique for each site. The catalog number was unique within the project.
The use of the bag number alone would have been sufficient; however, this
redundancy served to insure that artifact provenience would not be lost
because of a cataloging error.

The catalogers performed the initial sorting for analysis, separating
various kinds of material by site, and preparing them for different kinds of
analysis. The first separation was designed to eliminate as much "noise" as
possible, that is, those artifacts providing easily recorded information
which would not yield much further value past that point: metal scraps,
plain glass, and nails. Nails and window glass were measured and bagged for
storage. The remaining artifacts were separated into material categories
(glass, ceramic, metal, plastic, wood, bone, shell, botanical) at this time.

A total of 72,253 artifact bits (all items requiring processing) were
washed and cataloged. This took 2335 hours of time to accomplish, or an
average of 30.9 artifact "bits" per hour. The original budget contained
1176 hours for artifact processing for the anticipated 53,000 bits, but
since we recovered 367 more artifacts, additional funding was negotiated.
Even that was insufficient. Efficiency of artifact processing was a goal
throughout the project, but there are still considerable variations from
project to project which hinder the prediction of "sufficient" time. Perhaps
if other archaeologists would state in print their time/task data, some kind
of realistic concensus for budgets could be derived.
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Analytical Sources

The number of data sources for late 19th/early 20th century material
culture is remarkably large, compared to earlier time periods, yet because
of the increased quantity and variety of the industrial age materials, the
data sources are still insufficient. Most kinds of data still await study
bv material culture specialists. However, a body of literature s
developing on this period from a number of sources.

The largest number of references from this period consists of various
books and articles written by and for the collector, ranging from books on
collecting glass and ceramic antiques, to tin cans and soda pop bottles.,
Somewhere, someone is collecting Americana and contemplating writing the
definitive work on his/her speciality. Many succeed and a hundred copies
are printed locally, but few of these find their way to the archaeologist.
{Perhaps this is repayment for the lack of information which filters to the
general public from the archaeologist.) Occasionally, one of these books is
printed by a publishing company and becomes availahle to a larger audience.
The quality of these references ranges from useless to excellent, hut one
usually has little choice and is glad to find anything on the subject at
hand. Very few scholarly synthetic works focus on specific details of
interest to the archaeologist; although, several very useful books identify
marks on glass, ceramic, and other artifacts (Barber 1904; Godden 1964:
Toulouse 1971).

Although until! recently few archaeologists have paid attention Lo this
period, a number of current projects hold promise for comparative data. The
data availability is a problem for many important sources are in theses and
dissertations, difficult or impossible to obtain from libraries or other
sources.

Reprints and originals of various trade and mail order catalogs are
important data sources, providing manv illustrations and descriptions to aid
identification of items, as well as the original terminologyv.

The company producing the artifact is an often overlooked source of
information. Their addresses can he found by consulting Moody's Industrials
or the Thomas Register of Manufactures, both to be found in most major
reference libraries. We have written to many companies and most responded.
Often a company does not keep the kind of information we wish or they simply
cannot afford the time to track it down. However, a suprising number have
archivists in charge of companv historv who can provide detailed
information, sometimes Lo Lhe exact day of manufacture.

Many other sources such as Patent Office records, photographs from
local sources, newspaper advertisements, and so forth, provide additional
useful data for the archaeologist to identify and classify malerial culture,

Typology

The purpose of a Lvpologv is simplv to order different kinds of data ‘n
a svstematic manner, so ralationships between things can bhe studied, or at
the least, so each thing can be placed in its own niche in the scheme. The
Periodic Table of Elements and the Linnaean Taxonomv are notable examples of
tvpologies for phvsical and natural objects. Tvpologies for cultural
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objects are not as rcasv to construct. While elements and species change as
do artifacts, the similarity stops there. The humanly touched thing is
characterized as much by random factors as by laws. Natural and phvsical
objects are governed by natural and phvsical laws, but cultural objects must
in addition be governed by cultural laws. Unlike natura! and physical laws,
cultural laws change with time, often rapidly so. Human free will negates
the vatlidity of most cultural laws, for as soon as the rule begins to apply,
exceptions begin to emerge. The point is that a typology of cultural
materials is not innate in the materials due to elemental structure or
evolutionary development. Thus, any number of equally valid typologies
could be constructed for any given data set. The '"correctness'" of a
typologv lies in its usability., The most emically valid typologv mav be
useless for comparison. The one based upon all possible attributes is split
so fine that one may he totally lost within it. We have tried to develop a
uashle typology for other archaeologists. Like most typologies, it has
inconsistencies, despite considerable effort to avoid them. The problem
lTies in the fact that a typology of modern material culture is so broad that
it encompass many smaller Lypologies within it, such as glass, ceramics, and
so forth.

Three basic kinds of Lypologies are wuseful to archaeologists:
functional, descriptive, and mixed.

Functional Typologies

Functional typologies are arrayed along distinctions of function. For
example, storage containers would be placed together in the tLypologv, even
if thev were made of different materials. One could create a €functional
tvpology for items in an old Sears & Roebuck mail order catalog, which would
be usefn! and have empirical and emic validity. A functional (Lypology is
the easiest to understand but the most difficult to use for archaeological
materials.

Functional typologies present data in an understandable human way. An
axe is called axe, not a Tvpe #A cutting implement: further, the mention of
an axe implies various uses and functions. The axe's primary use is to cut,
but it may have manv functions, such as cutting firewood, clearing a forest
for planting crops, butchering animals, and building a cabin (Linton
1936:404). Except by historical and ethnographic analogy, we cannot guess
the many functions an axe or other item had, but we can guess some
functions--an axe cut and a canning jar stored. A functional typology is
emploved to a degree by all archaeologists when they classify materia!l
culture, Whether the function assigned is a correct one must be determined
through analysis and replicative experiments. When a stone artifact is
called an axe, certain functions are implied if noL explicitly stated. 1In
prehistoric sites, that "axe" function is a guess, and often a good one, hut
on a historic site, because of records from the historic period, very often
we know what the mannfacturer intended for the function to be. (Of course,
the user often employs other uses.) Functional tvpologies have Lwo main
deficiencies. First, fragments are not easily classifiable by function, but
thev mav nevertheless contain important attributes for the archaeologist to
note. Second, esven on recent historical sites, some objects defy functional

classification, The specific function assigned to an item must be
considered as an hvpothesis, For example, a canning jar function 1is
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storage, usually wet foods. But dry goods, moonshine, and even nails could
be stored in one. Just to complicate the situation are human pack rats who
collect canning jars as a hobby.

The advantage of the functional typology is its integrative nature.
Hence, artifacts which might be presented in a dozen locations in a
descriptive typology are instead placed in the same passage. For example,
the people of Waverly may have noted differences in buttons, particularly
Ellen Mathews, the seamstress. However, probably most people cannot
describe the buttons on the shirt they are wearing today without looking at
them.

The functional typology used here was modified only slightly from one
used by Roderick Sprague of the University of Idaho, and presented in
Saastamo (1971:29-31). As a vehicle for organizing an incredibly diverse
array of cultural materials, this system is excellent. It furnishes the
organizing framework for discussing things and their relation to people.
Similar frameworks have been developed; one in particular by Stanley South
(1977) has been used by many archaeologists.,

Descriptive Typologies

A descriptive typology, on the other hand, is much easier to construct
by much harder to understand by any but its creator. Trese simply describe
the artifacts and array the descriptions in some order. 1t begs the
question of function entirely. A typology of this sort uses selected
attributes of artifacts as dividing lines. 1t often provides more clear cut
divisions than either functional or mixed typologies. Unfortunately, the
detail necessary to establish a descriptive typology makes it difficult to
pick one group of artifacts for study because they are spread over several
levels of the typology. The major advantage of a purely descriptive
typology is that it presents the data with no interpretation. If you know
the system, you can find any artifact. With functional or mixed typologies
there is a greater degree of subjectivity. The major subjectivity in a
descriptive typology lies in choosing some attributes as being more
significant than others. There is no way to establish a hierarchical
typology without this bias,

Descriptive typologies, however, suffer from being cumbersome. In
order to be consistent and to cover the significant attributes, level upon
level of complexity needs to be outlined, Finding functionally related
artifacts in this morass is almost impossible. This kind of typology is of
little value in understanding cultural processes or cultural histories. A
well-conceived and workable descriptive typology for industrial American
material culture would take many years to create and implement using a
computer: thus far no one has done this.

Mixed Typology
In order to analyze adequately the technological attributes of the
Waverly artifact assemblage, and thereby, to assess its potential for

understanding the general culture history of Waverly and the specific
culture history of the various sites, the following typology is presented.
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The Waverly typologv 1is actually a mixing of both descriptive and
functional criteria, but its main direction is descriptive. Our objectives
in presenting this typology are threefold. First, the typologv serves to
record permanent descriptions of what we found at Waverly. Second, it
organizes the artifact collection into a manner hopefully useful to other
historical archaeologists. Finally, the tvpology will demonstrate a sample
of our national culture which produced the artifacts used at Waverly.
Regarding the third objective, the descriptive typology allows us to study
the development of the national —culture through its technological
achievements. Technological processes leave marks on the objects produced.
Changes in these marks can be studied to provide data on changing patterns
of technology. 1In order to present the data so that technological patterns
are comprehensible, detailed descriptions are necessary.

Emic reality does not necessarily exist in a descriptive typology. In
other words, the folk at Waverly may not necessarily agree with all of our
typological divisions. The typology detailed below probably does, simply
because the culture we are describing is our own,

Oral History

Although the primary concern was to gather information pertaining
directly to the proposed Waverly Ferryvy Access, without a thorough study of
the Waverly communitv in its entirety, such information would have been of
limited use. The Waverly Ferry Access Area did not function as an organic
subsection of the community, but rather related by necessity to the other
areas of the community. Most fields worked by inhabitants were located in
another area of the plantation. The plantation mansion, an important focal
point for the community, was just outside the study area. A later saw mill
and cotton gin were also outside the area. It was vital to study Waverly as
a community to understand the lives of the inhabitants and why they chose to
live in that area, and to relate non-dwelling structures in the area to the
lives of the inhabitants and the workings of the plantation.

During the field period, oral history information was collected from 89
persons. Of these, 43 were interviewed extensively, These interviews were
taped with a Realistic Model CTR-47 Auto-Repeat portable tape recorder on
Scotch 3M Tenzar Posi-Trak Backing 60-minute cassette tapes. If time and
the amount of potential information to record permitted, informants were
contacted and interviewed informally for a short period, |usually
approximately half an hour, before a formal! taping session was scheduled.
However, due to tight scheduling and the number of persons necessary to
contact, a number of informants were initially contacted and recorded in omne
session.

The tape recorder was used as inconspicuously as possible, although
always with the full knowledge and permission of the informants. A data
release form was signed by each informant. [Interview session ranged in
length from one half hour to three hours. Some informants were interviewed
once, either hecause of time considerations or limited information possessed
by them. Handwritten notes were taken at all times, and often diagrams and
maps were drawn bv the informant and/or the interviewer during the session.
Notes, tapes, and diagrams were reviewed and analyzed by the fieldworker
during the field period to determine the direction the research was taking
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and to help fill in gaps in the existing research. Copies of all tapes and
the completed transcripts (edited only for typographical and transcription
errors) are on file at the Library of Congress, Mississippi Department of
Archives and History, and the Indiana University Folklore Archives.

In preliminary oral history research, Jack D. Elliott, Jr., a Clay
County, Mississippi native, had 1located several informants. Chief among
them was James W. ('"Honeybee'") Hendrix, who had lived ia and around Waverly
for most of his life, since he was a boy in the 1910s, and was one of the
last to leave Waverly. As well as serving as an excellent informant himself,
Mr. Hendrix proved invaluable in helping contact other informants.

Most informants contacted during the field period presently live within
a 15 mi radius of Waverly, some in Clay County and some in Lowndes County,
Mississippi. The traditional settlement pattern of the region dictates that
persons do not usually move significantly far away from the area in which
they were reared; although, in recent years economic considerations have
forced a number of younger former residents of the Waverly vicinity to move
to larger Northern cities. 1In general, however, the larger portion of
persons who had once lived in Waverly, or those who had significant amounts
of information, still resided in the area. Within the past 15 years death
has unfortunately taken several people who would have been invaluable
informants.

The informants ranged in age from their thirties to into their nineties,
They included former black tenant farmers, white sharecroppers and sawyers,
descendants of the family that owned the plantation, people who were
children when they lived in Waverly, people who visited Waverly often, and
people who had tangential connections to Waverly (such as digging mussels in
the section of the Tombighee near Waverly)., For each informant, a profile
was made consisting of name, birthdate or age, present address, family
association, and extent of contact with the Waverly area.

A prepared questionnaire was used as a guideline in interviewing those
people who had an extensive amount of contact with the Waverly area. The
questionnaire was divided into sections directed toward involvement with the
area, specific houses and house sites lived in by informants within the
area, conceptions of neighborhood and community, the daily concerns of the
family, the yearly cycle of farm life, transportation to and from the area,
existing industries in the area, and traditional stories and beliefs
(Appendix 2). The answers to these questions provided data on the
settlement patterns, economic system, and belief system of the Waverly area.
The same questions were asked as many people as possible in order to
triangulate (cross-check) information, Unfortunately, 1in some cases
triangulation was impossible, since only one or at most two people could
remember back far enough to provide information on certain events and
structures. For instance, Walter 1Ivy, the informant who had lived in
Waverly the longest, is sure that one of the stores operating in the Waverly
community had been moved by oxen on log rollers from a different location.

No one else remembers this event. Does this mean we must disregard this
information entirely? Such information can be accepted, with reservations,
if the informant has proven reliable--that s, if his information
triangulates with other informants' information in other areas of the

questioning.




In general, the 1900-1930 period was less well covered by informants
than the 1930-1960 period, and any pre-1900 information was spotty and morc
anecdotal than typical. The pre-1900 information was handed down by the
"old people" who are now long deceased. Most informants themselves will
punctuate the relating of this older information with, '"Well, that's what
they told me, although I didn't see it myself." Since most black families
moved from Waverly by the 1940s, it was somewhat harder to find blacks still
living who remembered the pre-1940 period of tenant farming on the
plantation.

A primary goal of the oral history research was to contribute to the
archaeological research as much as possible. Thus, a significant amount of
time was taken with each informant gathering information on the sites being
excavated. Did they remember structures at these sites? 1If so, what were
the structures like? If they were dwellings, who lived there during what
years? When were the structures torn down? This type of questioning
provided much pertinent site specific information, but also led to some dead
ends.

Traditional beliefs and stories were often latent in informants' minds
and emerged as a by-product of the questions concerning life and times in
Waverly. If an informant was presented with the straight question, "Do you
know any stories or legends about Waverly?" he or she often professed not
to remember any. However, upon examination, a number of localized legends
and area-specific stories are found to have been told within the context of
the general interviews. Many of these stories are related to traditional
folk motifs, paralleling stories told throughout the southern United States
and sometimes around the world. Others were interesting local occurrences
that have become legendary, such as the murder of the saw mill operator,
Bridges, around 1910.

Whenever possible, photographs of the informants were taken. Any
related extant material culture items, such as old pieces of farm machinery,
quilts, typical examples of architecture, and ceramic containers were also
photographed. An effort was made to locate and copy historic photographs
taken during the period Waverly was inhabited. This effort was largely
fruitless; however, since few families living in the area had enough money
to buy a camera and photo supplies, or the inclination to spend what little
they did have on such frivolous items. One large collection of photographs,
the Adair/Decker family's, had burned in the fire that destroyed their home
in the 1950s.

Informants were, in general, more than willing to tell all they knew or
could remember. Perhaps the proverbial "Southern hospitality" was at work
in the ready acceptance of the fieldworker by most informants. 1In any case,
it is a fact that the people of Northeastern Mississippi are, on the whole,
generous, kind, and eager to please. Everyone, regardless of age, race, or
sex, told his/her stories with the minimum of embarrassment and no apparent

resentment, Once the goals of the fieldworker were understood by the
informant--that is, the collection of the unwritten history of the Waverly
community--information flowed freely. (The fieldworker was only once or

twice mistaken for a welfare agent or Medicare worker.) Most people viewed
the collection of the oral historical record as a very worthwhile project
and took pride in the fact that they could be contributors.
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Two factors that unwittingly helped the data collection from the former
Waverly residents were that the researcher was young and from the North.
The older people, and those who were not very old but still remember the old
ways of doing things on a farm, found it amusing and ego-building to tell a
young person how people survived without modern conveniences. Honeybee
Hendrix, for instance, felt it was his duty to demonstrate the process of
riving shingles from a cedar log for the '"younger" folks. A Notherner is
considered to be, and in many ways actually {is, ignorant of Southern
folkways. For instance, one of the inevitable points of comparison between
the Northern researcher and the Southern informants became food. The
Northern conception of 'peas" as round, green vegetables (to the
Southerners, "English peas") soon had to be broadened to include Southern
varieties, like black-eyed peas, field peas, and crowder peas, which are not
often found in the Northern diet. Several informants found it necessary to
illustrate their point by taking the researcher out to their gardens and, in
some cases, providing a taste of the item in question. The research in
Waverly, it will be noted, was a multi-sensory experience.

The oral history plan included transporting selected informants to the
archaeological sites and field 1laboratory. Due to a number of factors,
including 1ill health of some informants, adverse weather conditioms, and
scheduling problems, only a small number of informants actually visited the
sites and the lab. These visits were not as fruitful as might be expected.
The cleared archaeological sites did not particularly inspire any insightful
memories. Nor did visits by informants provide many pertinent clues to what
was once located on the various sites. Similar results were obtained in the
study of other communities (Adams 1977a:18-19; Brown 1973). (Preliminary
site visits by Honeybee Hendrix and other informants had, however, provided
information on possible sites during the testing.) Questioning informants
in their own homes proved to be just as helpful, in the long rumn, to elicit
site specific information. The reason for this lack of stimulation by
visits to actual sites may be explained partly by the following. What
Waverly was is entrenched deeply into the memories of the informants. The
Waverly that once was is no more--it exists only in memory and has little to
do with the present physical area which, at the time of the study had no
more resemblance to its former self than a few daffodils, a rose bush or
two, some piles of bricks, and scattered rusty pieces of iron.

Trips to the lab by a small number of informants were interesting, but
again, not very informative. Most 'garbage" (as the artifacts were so
ungenerously referred to by some visitors, including the garbage collector,
who almost walked off with a tableful) was of such general nature that
informants could not say for sure whether it had ever been theirs. Who can
tell whether this bottom of a glass Clorox bottle, piece of whiteware
ceramic, or overall button was used by his/her family or one of the
preceding or subsequent familes that lived on the site? Except for general
identification of artifacts, informant visits to the lab were of limited
success. Yet, the lack of identification of articles as one's own is also
an interesting indication of the homogeneouns nature of everyday life in
Waverly. A follow-up study using the artifacts as a systematic stimulus for
recall would be informative, but we did not do this.

The oral historical information collected reflects the number of people

interviewed, the personalities of those people, and the varying occupations
and social standing of these people. The personality of the fieldworker and
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the questions asked were also determining factors in the end-product of the
project. Although it was impossible to cover all bases and answer all
questions, we felt enough were covered and answered by those who 1lived
there. The story has been composed using, as often as possible, the actual
words of those people in hopes of conveying to the reader a feeling for the
people of Waverly and their attitudes toward their former home.

The Waverly Project represents an intensive attempt to co-ordinate
archaeology, history, and oral history. The nature of oral history is more
intangible and ephemeral than written historical or archaeological data, but
in many cases presents the only data available on certain topics, and, in
most cases adds a human quality 1less apparent in written history and
archaeology.

The three types of information (archaeological, historical, and oral
historical) ideally complement each other by shedding light on different
aspects of the same problem: What was Waverly like in this inhabited period?
Who lived there, what did they do, how, where, and when did they live there,
and how did they relate to the larger area of the Waverly community? While
historical and archaeological research on Waverly uncovered materials dating
reliably from the antebellum period, oral history data pre-1900 are not as
reliable. Unlike the tangible written historic documents and archaeological
artifacts, oral historical materials consist mostly of intangible memories
and stories, punctuated now and then by a family photograph or vintage item
of material culture. However, wupon synthesis and examination, these
sometimes hazy and seemingly garbled reminiscences capture the feeling and
flavors of the area as neither the written records nor material artifacts
can: from the mouths of people who actually lived, worked, and played in
the area. As folklorist Richard M. Dorson (1971) has said: "Oral
traditions may well exasperate the historian . . . with their quick-silver
quality and chronological slipperiness. But they can be trapped, and they
offer the chief available records for the beliefs and concerns and memories
of large groups of obscure Americans." The majority of people who lived in
Waverly is essentially one type of '"obscure American''--members of common
rural families living everyday lives.
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CHAPTER 5. THE GEOGRAPHIC BASE FOR SETTLEMENT

by Howard G. Adkins and Jack D. Elliott, Jr.

Introduction

Historically, the socio-economic development of Mississippi was almost
wholly supported by cotton production. Cotton was well adapted to any scale
of production; however, the prime requisite was little skill and much
labor. During the antebellum period its production in several areas within
the state was dominated by the plantation slavery system; after 1865
production was continued under the tenant and sharecropping systems. Tt is
generally agreed that the plantation and all it embraced, reached its zenith
in the Natchez area, but after the TIndian treaties in the early 1830s a
second plantation strong-hold developed on the dark fertile soils of the
northeast prairies (Black Belt) in the Tombigbee River Valley,

Most people acquiring extensive landholdings in the Tombighee Valley
and at Waverly were from the southeastern Atlantic seaboard states. Among
the early settlers who apparently sought 1land for its cotton production
potential were the Youngs, Lees, Browns, and Burts. Such a location as the
west bank of the Tombigbee River was reminiscent of the area back-home. But
more importantly, for these pioneer planters it served a dual role: easy
transportation to markets and relatively easy access to fertile soils.

Few, if any, plantations in northeast Mississippi and especially in the
Tombigbee Valley acquired a reputation Efor grandeur exceeding that of
Waverly, established by Colonel George Hampton Young “rom Oglethrope County,
Georgia. Almost any cursory examination of historical data reveals that 'to
be of consequence a planter had to be master of 50 or more slaves'" (Simpkins
1959:133). Colonel Young was, therefore, an antebellum planter of
consequence for by 1860 he was the owner of 137 slaves and real estate
valued at $268,000 (U. S. Census of Agriculture 1860). But, like many
others, the splendor of Young's plantation had disappeared by the 20th
century (Banks and Brown 1905), and evidence of its once proud and
influential existence only remains in the recently restored mansion.

This study of the Waverly community is unique in that rather than
concentrating specifically upon a single plantation, the study will examine
the evolution of several plantations within a perspective of regional
history.

Waverly is the name, used as early as 1836 (Tanner 1836), identifying
the site overlooking the Tombighee River where Colonel Young constructed his
mansion and plantation steadings (Figure 1.5)., The site was nccasionally
referred to as Mullen's Bluff or Pine Bluff (Lowndes County Board of Police
Minutes 1835-1838). At its zenith Waverly possessed all the characteristics
of an embryonic village: social center, post office, river port, sawmill,
cotton gin, brick kiln, tanyard, and store. Waverly also identified a group
of plantations owned by Young's kinfolk and friends who migrated with him
from the southern margin of the Piedmont in Eastern Georgia and settled
nearby (Figure 5.1), Burnside and Tarawa, owned by Alexander Hamilton and
Thomas Young, are examples of other plantations in the Waveily community
(Figure 5.2). This larger area of related plantations we call the Waverly
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Locality and the people living there, the Waverly Community. Col. Young's
plantation was called Waverly Place or Waverly Plantation, after his mansion
L. there., The study area of 16 ha destined to become a recreation area will be
?ﬁﬁ called Waverly Ferry or just the study area, The name, Waverly, may
AN originate from the Waverlev novels by Sir Walter Scott, some of the most
widely read books of the Romantic Period. The spelling of Waverly varies.
Since Col. Young used 'Waverly" instead of "Waverley" in his 1840s
correspondence, that is our usage.

e : ' The idea of planters living in mansions surrounded by broad acres is a
m myth in the Tombigbee Valley for had this heen true each planter would have
lived nearly in isolation. The plantations at Waverly formed a close-knit
community with planters residing in a near face-to-face association. The
area as delineated on the frequency of interpersonal relationships and
kinship ties included 19 full and 15 fractional sections of land bordered on
the east by the Tombigbee River, on the north by Town Creek, on the south by
Tibbee Creek, and on the west by Spring Creek (Figures 5.2, 5.3). By 1850
the typical Waverly plantation was large, containing more than 50 slaves and
200 ha (500 ac) (Weaver 1945:38), and organized as an economic unit under
central authority with the occupants (slaves) regimented for labor,
Moreover, slaves accounted for more than 75% of the population.
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Figure 5.3.--Topography in the Waverly Localitv.
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Terrain

The location of Mississippi within the East Gulf Coastal Plain
precludes an extreme variation in surface configuration. However, because
the erosibility of rocks varies (Kelley 1973:5) the older portions of the
coastal plain are belted, with lowlands between ridges or cuestas of more
resistant rock. Waverly 1is located between the Pontotoc Ridge and the
Tennessee Hills on the eastern margin of the Black Prairie (Kellev
1974:4~5). To the north, east, and west of Waverly, elevations range upward
from 61 m (200 ft) above sea level, whereas to the south the Tombighee River
floodplain lying below 55 m (180 ft) is dominant.

At Waverly, the Tombigbee River impinges upon its western bhluff after
meandering over a floodplain about 3 mi wide between bluffs 61 m (200 ft)
above sea level (Figure 5.3). The Waverly mansion 1is located on the
southward edge of an impressive promontory with a commanding view of the
surrounding countryside. This location allowed Colonel Young a high degree
of accessibility to his landholdings of river lowlands, well-drained sandy
formations adjacent to the floodplain, and Black Prairie lands to the west.
Several other plantations in the community enjoyed a similar situation. 1In
such lowland areas, subject to periodic flooding, the sites of plantation
steadings ian the community were ideal, being located on a well-drained and
protected plateau-like divide between the easterly flowing Town, Spring, and
Tibbee Creeks, and the Tombigbee River.

The 1local surface configuration within the community is gently
undulating, so slightly that topography would have interferred with crop
cultivation only in the northeast. In the early years, draining the
lowlving land in preparation for cultivation was perhaps more critical to
plantation development than the threat of slope erosion,

Climate

Climate is 1important because of its permissive and restrictive
influence upon mankind, The climatic conditions affecting Waverly were
determined more by the extensive land mass to the north and west and by the
waters of the Gulf of Mexico than by topography. No climatic data are
available for Waverly, but at nearby Columbus and West Point the January
average mean temperature is 8 C (46 F) and the July average mean temperature
ig 27 C (81 F) degrees. The growing season extends from mid-March until the
first week in November for an average of 225 days. Cold periods do occur in
the winter and extreme July temperatures occasionally exceed 44 C (100 F)

degrees, but these occurrences are of short duration and have only limited
adverse affect. Rainfall is adequate for all cropping practices permitted
by the temperature. Seasonal precipitation averages 38.1 cm (15") in

winter, 35.6 cm (14 in) i{n spring, 32.2 cm (12,7 in) in summer, and 19.3 cm
(7.6 in) in autumn.

Probably the most disagreeable climatic conditions affecting the early
settlers (as they affect the people today) include: the high humidity, the
thunderstorm type precipitation that causes flooding in lowlying areas and
erosion in the uplands, the frequency of summer rains (virtually prohibiting
hay curing and thereby restricting early livestock operations), and the
constant possibility of tornadoes. Perhaps the most agrecable aspects of
the climate were those favoring cotton production: the mild winters, high
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percentage (65%-70%) of possible sunlight, and low rainfal! in the autumn.
Hence, the humid subtropical climate was the premier cotton =limate unti)
human labor was replaced bv machines (U. S. Department of Agriculture
1941:935-944),

Soils and Settlement

Plantation owners with sufficient capital to purchase slaves and
riverine land also had the wherewithal to select the best cotton soils.
Cotton c .iltivation was the primary motive for exchanging the exhausted land
in the seaboard states for new land in Mississippi (Sydnor 1933:144)., For
example, in 1880 the ratio between cotton and corn averages (the two leading
crops) on owner-operated farms in Waverly was 1.56 to 1, vrespectively (U.S,
Census of Agriculture 1880). This ratio i{s consistent with antebellum
plantation practices for which acreage data are available (Weaver
1945:102-105).

Information on the Waverly community soils in the field notes of the
first surveyors was generally limited to topographic position, and only
occasionally were such essentials as texture, structure, depth, and
fertility mentioned. Descriptive terms like friable, loose, stiff, thin,
cich, and deep were used (Myers 1948:99-100). These descriptive terms and
apparently reconnaissance by Young as early as 1834 (Lowndes County Personal
Property Roll 1834) served as guides for intelligent purchases at the land
office at Pontotoc (Lipscomb 1909:65).

The first systematic study of Waverly soils was included in the
statewide study conducted by Eugene Hilgard in the 1850s. His terminology
and description of soils at Waverly contained, among others, black prairtes
of heavy calcareous soils, shallow soils, light upland soils, loamy snils,
and dark orange soils on the higher ridges (Hilgard 1860:258-262)., Hilgard
also discussed soils in conjunction with the 1880 Census, but he primarily
emphasized productive depletion, erosion, and damage caused by "imperfect
tillage" due to "plowing up and down hills" (Hilgard 1883:74). Such an
intensive practice extending over several decades may have been the cause
for the relatively early near-abandonment of cultivation in the Waverly
Locality.

At the turn of the century, interest in the prairie soils was so keen
that Clay County soils were mapped in 1909 (Worthen 1909). In Waverly it is
possible to differeatiate upland, terrace, and bottom soils (Figure 5.4),
Upland soils vary considerably in structure and properties, ranzing f{rom
heavy clays to fine sandy loams. The Orangeburg serie« forms a ragged
though well-drained divide between the Tombighee River and Lee's Creek, a
tributary of Tibbee Creek. According to an ohservation hv Hilgard
(1883:74), much of the ruggednass must be attributed to poor farming
practices after the Civil War.

The heavy clay and clav loams of the Houston series develoaped on gentlv
undulating topographyv from weathered Selma chalk of the Cretaceous period
(Worthen 1909:15~17). These heavy clav surface =o0ils, awnel in extensive
tracts, were among the first to be cultivated for cotton in Northeast
Mississippi. When moisture content was near optimum these wore among the
most productive cotton snils in the state. The Oktibhehy upland serios,
however, has been described as "a source of grief to manv farm loan
companies, as well as to farmers and local banks" (Mvers 1948:1113),
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:': Terraced (second bottom) soils along the Tomhigbhee River
northeastern section of the community were mapped in 1909 as Cahaba

Young and other earlv settlers encountered were to dry out the

reach maturity and to avoid the near annual threat of flooding.

t.. The largest bhodv  of bottom land <oils s the Ocklocknee series,

coextensive with the Tibhee Creek floodplain, Because of the tenacious

: nature  of the  material ind inadequate  drainage, difficulties

f encountered in their cenltivarion, Along the streams extending into

: calcareous prairies the unconmmonty heavy granalar bhottom soils were referred

E. to as  “buckshat  land.” Novertheless,  in ovears with normal  amount s

b - precipitation the hottom "inde were extremelv productive, often vienlding
more than one Hhale of carttan ser aore “Worthen 7909:29-37Y,
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Norfolk soils (Worthen 1909:28-29). Even though these soils were
b especially fertile, Colonel Young's antebellum Upper Place, devoted

cotton, was nearly coextensive with the Cahaba series. The basic problems

sufficientlv ear'v in the vear for planting to allow the cotton crop
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An inverse raltationship existed in the Waverlv communitv between s
productivity and their desirabilitv as homesites. We analvzed the dara
presented in Worthen (1909) and, excluding the marked churches an: schaala,
determined the association of structures with specific soi!  rupes.
Outbuildings such as barns do not appear to he presented on that [70% map.
A chi-square (values 45.55) of the data in Table 5.1 rejected the hvpothes's
that soil typas and the house sites in the Waverly Localitv were independent
and suggest house sites were related to <soil type. For exampl!~, rhe Hoynstn
clay (which more than any others attracted settlers) accounted for 217 ,F
the soils but onlv 11% of the houses were so located. Obvious'v the soil's
tenacious quality when wet, vrapid runoff leading *ro stream Hvert.ow,
flooding in time of excessive rainfall, and problems of obtazining potahle
water precluded their attractiveness for home sites. By contrasr che
well-drained, rough surface, and low productive Oktibbeha and Orangeburg
series accountel for 29% of the soils and AR of the homesites.

Tabl» S5.1. Soils and Settlement in the Waverlv Community, 1309,

Location Soil Tvpe Hectares Acres Percent Houses Percent
Upland: Houston 1,291 3,191 21 12 il
Oktibbeha 1,247 3,082 20 54 50
Orangeburg 564 1,393 9 17 16
Terrace: Cahaba 9313 2,306 15 7 7
Norfolk 273 675 4 15 4
Bottom: Ocklocknee 1,375 3,397 22 2 |
Trinity 54A 1,349 9 0 0
Total 6,229 15,393 100 107 9

X2 = 45.55 P(HO) 0,001 df = 5
Source: Calculated from Worthen (1909),

Vegetation

Three distinct types of vegetation were discernible in the Waverly
community. The lowlands were covered with hardwood forest (oak, ash, gum,
elm, hickory, and cypress) and canebrakes, A much smaller variety of
hardwoods (post oak, blackjack, and hickorv) was dominant on the uplands.
Post oak and blackjack, followed in order by pine and cedar, were the most
abundant forest types on the prairie (Mvers 1948:129-146), but there were
scattered areas containing each from 40 ha 7100 ac) to 400 ha 71000 ac) of
prairie grasses surrounded by rich hammocks of hardwood (Sontkern Argus
1839). Apparently, vegetation in its natural state favored settlement
rather than presenting land clearing problems for the incoming settlers,
Thus, Waverly was favored to become an ideal plantation communitv. Perhaps
few have more accurately described the Mississippi situation than T, H,
Ingraham who traveled through the state in the 1830s. TIngraham 1835:84-8s)
observed that:

"A plantation . . . is the ne plus ultra of ~verv man's amhition

. not till everv acre is purchased and  caltivated-not i}
Mississippi hecomes one vast cotton field, will this manii, wh:h
has entered into the v2rv  marrow, hone, an 3100w W A

Mississippian’'s system, pass awav. And not then aatil the Tanis:
become exhausted and whollv unfit for farther enltivation,"
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Three distinct types of vegetation were discernible in the Waverly
community. The lowlands were covered with hardwood forest (oak, ash, gum,
elm, hickory, and cypress) and canebrakes, A much smaller variety of
hardwoods (post oak, blackjack, and hickorv) was dominant on the uplands.
Post oak and bhlackjack, followed in order by pine and cedar, were the most
abundant forest types on the prairie {(Mvers 1948:129-146), hut there were
scattered areas containing each from 40 ha (100 ac) to 400 ha {1000 ac) of
) prairie grasses surrounded by rich hammocks of hardwood (Southern Argus
{ 1839), Apparently, vegetation in its natural state Ffavored settlement
rather than presenting land clearing problems for the incoming settlers.
Thus, Waverly was favored to become an tdeal plantation community. Perhaps
t few have more accurately described the Mississippi situation than T. H.

Ingraham who traveled through the state in the 1830s. Ingraham [1835:84-3n
observed that:

"A plantation . . . is the ne plus ultra of =2verv man's ambition

. not till every acre is purchased and  caltivated-not ot 00
Mississippi becomes one wvast cotton field, will this manii, wh.-h
has entered intn the wverv marrow, hones, anit  siasew 1N !
Mississippian's svstem, pass awav. And not thea antil the Tanis

become exhausted and whollv unfit for farther caltivation,"”
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CHAPTER 6. THE EARLY SETTLEMENT OF THE WAVERLY LOCALITY

by Howard G. Adkins and Jack D. Elliott, Jr.

Indian Occupancy

Prior to the 1820s, when effective white settlement began in the upper
Tombigbee River Valley, a majority of the inhabitants were Choctaw and
Chickasaw Indians. The geographic origin of the Choctaw and Chickasaw
tribes 1is highly speculative. However, both tribes were members of the
Muskhogean linguistic stock and their basic cultural patterns were similar
(Jennings 1941:159). They were primarily an agricultural people,
cultivating corn, beans, and other crops typical of Indians in the South on
land cleared by girdling the larger trees and burning the underbush.

During long periods of intertribal warfare, they continually cultivated
large tracts of land near their compound-like villages. Indian farms were
public, with women performing most of the iabor. A Choctaw warrior was more
disposed to work on the public farms than a Chickasaw warrior. So indolent
was the latter that he has been characterized as arousing himself only at
his opportunity or "when the devil is at his arse" (Adair 1930:448).
However, the Chickasaws were ''the readiest, and quickest of all people in
going to shed blood" (Gibson 1971:29). It was this element of lifestyle
that most singularly distinguished between the Chickasaws and Choctaws, and
perbaps accounted for the successful defense of their territory against
white encroachment until 1832. Hunting and fishing were secondary to
agriculture (Debo 1961:1-11). The Choctaws and Chicksaws never became
famous for trade in furs comparable to Indians in the upper Mississippi
Valley. To a lesser extent the Chickasaw and Choctaw did engage in
intertribal trade of 'deerskins, TIndian slaves, and bear's o0il" (Gibson
1971:28) for goods essential to their basic needs.

The territory in Mississippi occupied by the Choctaws included the
headwaters of the streams flowing to the Mississippi River, and to the Gulf
of Mexico via the Pearl and lower Tombigbee Rivers. The Chickasaw were
concentrated largely within the upper Tombigpee Valley north of Tibbee Creek
(Anon, 1832; Rowland and Sanders 1927:301). More likely the area between
Tibbee and Wolkey Creeks was a sort of neutral ground between the two tribes
for the stronghold of the northeastern Choctaw District was concentrated in
the Noxubee River Valley a few miles to the south, and that of the Chickasaw
Nation was a few miles to the north near Cotton Gin Port and Pontotoc,
Migsissippi (Jennings 1941:160). Perhaps the most prominent individuals
residing in this sort of no-man's land were the Pitchlyns. Several members
of this mixed-blood family resided in the Waverly community prior to 1836,
Nevertheless, Waverly 1lay within the Chickasaw Territory and legal
settlement began only after the land was surveyed and sold under provisions
of the Treaty of Pontotoc in 1832 (Figure 6.1).

The European intrusion into northeast Mississippi in the mid-16th
century provoked changes significantly altering the Native American
cultures. Hernando de Soto's expedition across the southeastern Unitad
States reached the upper Tombigbee River Valley in late 1540 and crossed the
river at some point between the extinct towns of Plymouth and Cotton Gin
Port (Swanton 1939). But after this and subsequent expeditions in the
Southeast failed to reveal a source of quick wealth, the Spanish directed
their attention elsewhere (Adkins 1972:25),
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Figure 6.1.--Tndian Land Cessions, Northeast Mississippi.

For about 150 years Indians in the Tombighee Valley were unaffected by
Europeans, then in the late 17th century France began to assume suzerainty
over the Choctaw and Chickasaw Indians. Hostilities between the French and
Chickasaws developed as early as 1702, and continued until 1763 when the
British acquired control of the area. Apparently the difficulities between
the French and Chickasaw Indians were connected to a series of events and
situatinns that included: (1Y opposition to the French practice of
fncluding missionaries in dea'ings with the Tndiars, (2) resentment toward
the French for using the Indians, especially the Chickasaws, as a buffer
between the French in Louisiana and the British in the Carnlinas, (3) French
failure to provide promised safe passage along the Big Trading Path through
the Choctaw Nation to Mobhile, and, (4) French fa‘lure to neut 1lize British
influence among the Chickasaws. Therefore, the Chickasaws, who helieved
they were being exploited and neglected, readilv accepted British traders
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with their superior quality and lower priced goods (Gibson 1971:31-57),
Winning the friendship of the Chickasaws was part of the British strategv to
establish commercial relations with all tribes in the Southeast.

During the period of open hostilities from 1720 to 1763, the Chickasaws
lived in well-organized and easily defended villages and were successful in
holding their territory against the French. After the British acquired the
territory they were able toc maintain peace with the Chickasaws by regulating
trade and preventing settlers from encroaching upon Indian lands (Gibson
1973:78). The fortified settlements were abandoned with the end of
hostilities and Chickasaw tribesmen scattered over northeast Mississippi
(Jennings 1941:170-171). This pattern of settlement prevailed at the time
of the Treaty of Pontotoc which accounts for the large number of sections of
land acquired from the Indians in the Waverly community in 1836 (Tabhle
6.1). A con~emporary writer (Gibson 1973:84) has proclaimed that: 'Most of
the history of the Indian tribes of Mississippi between 1795 and 1837 is a
chronicle of retreat, land loss, and concentration on diminished domains,
until the Choctaw and Chickasaw nations were annihilated as ethnic
communities in Mississippi and relocated west of the Mississippi in che
Indian Territory."

By the late 18th century the most far-reaching change among the Indian
population was the large and growing number of mixed-blood families and the
ownership of Negro slaves. Intermarriage with whites was permitted and
often encouraged. So significant were the number of mixed marriages and
their progeny that "by the time of the removal, both tribes were dominated
by the mixed~bloods" (Gibson 1973:80). Mixed-blood carried with it clear
tribal citizenship and a considerably greater breadth of cultural experience
due to the continued influence of the father. The most influential
mixed-blood families in the upper Tombigbee Valley were the Pitchlyns and
Folsoms among the Choctaws and the Colberts among the Chickasaws.

Reduction of the Indian lands began in 1801 when the Chickasaws gave a
right-of-way for the Natchez Trace through the Nation and pledged to keep
the road open at all times to the people and mails of the United States
(Kappler 1904:55-56). By 1818 the Chickasaws had 1lost their territory in
the southeastern United States through cession treaties except for northeast
Mississippi and northwest Alabama. All tribal land in northeast Mississippi
was ceded outright to the United States Government in 1832.

According to the terms of the Treaty of Pontotoc, each male adulrt
received a homestead of one section on which he was to reside until he
emigrated., A family of five persons and under received two sections, while
families of ten and over received four sections. Additional lands up to one
and one-half sections were received according to the number of slaves
owned. The Chickasaws were not to be disturbed in their homes while tribal
leaders searched for suitablz lands west of the Mississippi River. After
suitable lands in the west were found, individual holdings in Mississippi
were to be sold both a4t public and private sales for a reqaired minimum
payment of $3.00 per hectare ($1.25 per acre), though early sales of $5.00
per hectare ($2.00 per acre) were common and some Chickasaw land sold in the
mid-to-late 1850s brought as little as twenty-five cents per hectare (ten
cents per acre). Also, each Chickasaw was to be c¢ompensated for
improvements made on his homestead (Kappler 1904:357-362)., As seen in Tahle
6.1 warranty deeds to land at Waverly were held bv whites within one aand
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Table 6.1. Land Transfer in the Waverly Locality.
:c Indian White Purchasa
- Sec. T. R. Title Homesteader¥ Warranty Deed Date Price
- 10 17 7 U.S.A. to Ish tim a mi ha to D. Hubbard 4/11/36  $1,500
o 11 17 7 U.S.A. to Ish tim oni ha to A. Barton 4/ 7/36 1,500
12 17 7 U.S.A. to Shah low a la to J.D. Bradford 5/11/36 1,600#
13 17 7 U.S.A., to Moo nah tubby to J.D. Bradford 10/ 3/36
4 246 17 7 0.S.A. to Moo nah tubby to J.D. Bradford 10/ 3/36
3 25 17 7 U.S.A. to Moo nah tubby to J.D. Bradford 10/ 3/36 3,700
i 26 17 7 U.S.A. to Moo nah tubby to J.D. Bradford 10/ 3/36
L 13 17 7 U.S.A (eastern half) to W.W. Cherry 10/ 1/36
P' 14 17 7 U.S.A. to Tinoh hak chak to W.W. Cherry 4/ 8/36  2,3004#
} - 15 17 7 U.S.A to Kin hi cha to A. Barton 4f 7/36
- 16 17 7 U.S.A. to Kin hi cha to A. Barton 4/ 7/36 2,000
[ 21 17 7 U.S.A. to Push hun cha to A. Barton 4/ 6/36 1,100
- 22 17 7 U.S.A. to Mash ho tubby to A. Barton 4/ 9/36 2,200
A 23 17 7 U.S.A. to Soon ha cha to D. Greene 4/11/36 1,600
Lﬁé 27 17 7 U.S.A. ro Shum ah lo ka to D. Starke 5/30/36
b 34 17 7 U.S.A. to Shum ah lo ka to D. Starke 5/30/36 2,400
- 35 17 7 U.S.A. to Shum ah lo ka to D. Starke 5/30/36
SR 28 17 7 U.S.A. to Ah took
- Joosh tubby to A. Barton 4/ 5/36  2,000#
36 17 7 U.S.A. to Shu mus tubby to A. Barton 5/ 1/37 1,000
1 18 7 U.S.A. to J. Fortson 5/30/37
7 17 U.S.A. to Mak ho la tubby to C.W. Martin
D.W. Ragsdale 4/14/36 1,600
18 17 8 U.S.A. to Mak ho la tubby to C.W. Martin 4714736
D.W. Ragsdale
8 17 8 U.S.A. to F. Lewis 6/21/37
17 17 8 U.S.A. to Mah la to ka to J. Allen 9/27/38 NA
19 17 8 U.S.A. to Ho leet aa ha to E. Orne 10/22/36 1,6004#
20 17 8 U.S.A. to G.H. Young 11/23/37
29 17 8 U.S.A. to G.H. Young 6/ 1/37
30 17 8 U.S.A. to Alex. Pitchlyn tc G.H. Young 3/31/36 3,000
31 17 8 U.S.A. to Tyah ho tubby to J. Fortson 5/11/36
.,. ' 6 18 8 U.S.A. to Tyah ho tubby to J. Fortson 5/11/36 2,000
- 5 18 8 U.S.A. to J. Fortson 6/ 1/37
7 18 8 U.S.A. J. Fortson
J.W. Prowell 6/ 1/37
. 8 1 8 U.S.A. 1. Fortsoan 6/ 1/37
— 9 18 8 U.S.A. J. Fortson 6/ 1/37
.- * The United States Government held title to tha land from October, 1832
to February, 1836,during which time the Chickasaws were "homesteaders'
while lands were being selected and purchased from the Choctaws in the
Indian Territarv.
b # Price also includes payment for an additiona) section of land outside
the Waverly Community.
Source: Clay County Land Rollse,
)
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one-half years after sales became legal. Apparently the estimated 40 to 50
Indians in the Waverly Locality were among the first to migrate ta the
Indian territory in Oklahoma as all sections except one assigned to Indians
were alienated by incoming settlers by mid-1836 (Clay County Land Rnlls).

The Pitchlyns of Waverly

The first prominent family associated with the Waverly community was
the Pitchlyns. At the time of the Treaty of Pontotoc, the patriarch of this
large and influential family was John Pitchlyn. Most of Pitchlyn's life was
lived in the Choctaw Nation south of the Tibbee Creck where he was important
in the early history of Plymouth, an extinct town on the Tombighee River a
few miles south of Waverly (Adkins 1972:21). At the time of his death he
was living at Waverly and '"was the wealthiest man in the tribe'" (Baird
1971:45). Pitchlyn's wealth had been amassed through several activities
that included operating a trading post on the Gaines Trace at Plymouth
(Baird 1971:7; Gaines 1964:149), raising large herds of cattle on the
prairies, commercial cotton production, a partnership ia a stage line
operating between Columbus and Jackson (Elliott 1978:20; Lipscomb 1909:62;
Love 1903:364), loaning money, and payments in land and currency for
services rendered to the United States in their dealings with the Choctaws.

John Pitchlyn was born on a ship in the Caribbean Sea during the lat=
17505, He entered the Choctaw Nation with his father, Issac Pitchlyn,
sometime during the interlude between the French and Indian War and the
American Revolution. 1Issac Pitchlyn was probably a naval officer turned
Tory merchant anxious to try his skill at trading with the Indians and
improve his fortune. After Issac Pitchlyn's death, John 'was raised in the
nation from his fourth year” (Lincecum 1906:434). Tn the 1780s John
Pitchlyn marvied Rhoda Folsom, the mixed-blood daughter of Ebenezer Folsom.
Born of this marriage were three sons--James, John, Jr. (Jack), and Joseph
C. After Rhoda's death John Pitchlyn married her cousin Sophia, the
daughter of Nathaniel Folsom. "The second Mrs. John Pitchlyn gave birth to
eight children who later reached maturity--Peter Perkins, Silas, Mary,
Rhoda, Thomas, Eliza, Elizabeth, and Kiziah" (Baird 1971:6).

John  Pitchlyn was an  enterprising, persuasive, and trusting
individual, He first came to prominence as the interpreter for the Choctaw
delegation at the Treaty of Hopewell in 1786, after which at the request of
the Choctaws he was made the offical interpreter and signed all treatv
documents between the United States and the Choctaws except the Treaty at
Fort Adams in 180l1. Pitchlyn has infrequently heen accused of being overly
zealous in the interest of the United States, claiming that his layalities
lay with the whites rather than with the Choctaws, but he never lost the
trust and esteem of the Indians. Support for this allegation is attributed
to his role and that of his son, James, in the Doak's Stand Treaty and the
fact that he, John Pitchlyn, did not migrate with the Choctaws to the Indian
Territory in the 1830s. But perhaps Pitchlyn's knowledge of Anglo-American
culture enabled him to foresee an inevitable process and he was desirous to
gain as much as possible Ffor his Indian friends. Both Pitchlvus were
instrumental in the negotiations at Doak's Stand whereby the Choctaws
obtained permanent title to 5,261,028 ha (13,000,000 ac) located between the
Canadian and Red Rivers in Indian Territory for 2,023,472 ha (5,000,000 ac)
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surrendered in Mississippi (Baird 1971:16)., Moreover, John Pitchlyn was
generously compensated '"for certain losses sustained in the Choctaw country,
and as a grateful testimonial of the nation's esteem'" (Baird 1971:10).

The Pitchlyn family received 2,072 ha (5,220 ac) of the finest land in
what is now Lowndes County (Love 1903:367) under terms incorporated in the
Treaty of Dancing Rabbit Creek. In truth, John Pitchlyn was a great
benefactor to the 1Indians. He contributed significantly to their
educational opportunities, supported missionary activities, and expended
much time and effort in maintaining peace between the Choctaw and whites
that otherwise would have been more disastrous to the Indians.

James, the eldest son of John and Rhoda Pitchlyn, was less fortunate in
his relations with the Choctaws. In early 1819 he informed Andrew Jackson
that with a suitable treaty of land concessions an estimated one-third to
one-half of the Choctaw would move west (Bassett 1926:405). For this
misguided effort in laying the preliminary ground work to the Doak's Stand
Treaty, James Pitchlyn 1lost all influence with the 1Indians and his
mixed-blood relatives. Following the Doak's Stand incident he apparently
moved to Waverly in the Chickasaw Nation to escape the indignation of those
who believed he had betrayed their trust.

The 1life of James Pitchlyn is obscure from 1820 until 1834, when on
June 2, 1834: "Alexander Pitchlyn, son of James Pitchlyn, deceased, begs
leave to represent unto your honor that he, Alexander Pitchlyn, is over the
age of fourteen years and is entitled by the laws of his country to the
choosing of a guardian and that he does make choice of his Grandfather, John
Pitchlyn" (Pitchlyn 1835).

Evidently James Pitchlyn had married into the Chickasaw Nation, for his
son Alexander was described as a '"native born citizen of the Chickasaw
Nation" (Clay County Deed Book F:133-134). TInheritance of property and
tribal honors among the Chickasaws followed the female line, and children
were not regarded as being related to their father.

We do aot kaow why John Pitchlyn decided against emigrating to the
Indian Territory west of the Missigssippi River. He may have been influenced
by the fact that at least three sons--~James, Joha, Jr., and Silas (Love
1903:365), and several daughters-~were living north of Tibbee Creek in the
Chickasaw Nation. Peter Pitchlyn, later a Choctaw chieftan in the Indian
Territory, was the only son to migrate in the early 1830s (Baird 1971:51).
Pitchlyn was perhaps influenced by the fact that much of his personal wealth
was tied to commercial enterprises in the Plymouth-Columbus area, and that
it would be difficult for an individual in his early seventies to withstand
the rigors of relocating and rebuilding his fortunes.

Instead, Pitchlyn settled on two sections of land acquired under the
provisions of the Dancing Rahbit Creek Treaty in 1830, and continued to
operate, in partnership with Robert Jemison, the stage line between Columbus
and Jackson (Elliott 1978:20). With cotton culture profitable in the early
18303, he must have invested in its cultivation; moreover, he was the owner
of 50 slaves in 1831 (Baird 1971:45), 1In 1833 he sold the Robinson Road
land with intentions of moving west to be near his son Peter, but he changed
1is mind and relocated north of Tibbee Creek in the Waverly community. John




.

Pitchlyn's Waverly home was located on the south edge of Section 30 on or
near the Pontotoc to Columbus road which crossed the Tombighee River at
Waverly (Elliott 1978:30).

At the time of his death at Waverly in May, 1835, John Pitchlyn's
estate was valued at $49,890 (Pitchlyn 1835). To our knowledge no records
attest to his ownership of land at Waverly; however, it is logical to assume
that as the owner of 62 slaves valued at $29,820, five oxen valued at $195,
and 13 horses valued at $760, Pitchlyn must have used them to cultivate
crops. [f indeed he did operate a plantation at Waverly, its basic designs
must have been for self-sufficiency rather than a commercial! enterprise.
For example, Pitchlyn's cotton crop for the year of 1835 was valued at
$1,238 (24 bales at 13 cents per pound)--certainly not striking production
for 62 slaves when the expected average per slave was five to seven bales
(Sydnor 1933:13). An analysis of the credit accounts from January 1 to May
30, 1835, revealed ouly one purchase of 210 pounds of bacon, further
suggesting self-sufficiency at the expense of commercial cropping.

Although a successful and enterprising individual, Pitchlyn's life
style was probably only one step removed from the rough existence of
frontier life. Records do not reveal the architecture of the homestead, but
it was presumably a log cabin with a detached "widow pitchlon kitchen"
nearby (Field Notes: Clay County). Log cabins typical of the region in the
1830s:

"were roughly built of logs, with stick and mud chimneys and
clapboard roofs. The cracks . . . were lined with boards and daubed
with mud, or merely chinked and daubed . . . . Sawed lumber was
costly and could be used only in building the family room . . . . A
few people at a cost of much labor hewed out “puncheons" for floors;
others built their cabins flat on the ground . . . . few . .
had two cabins with what we called a passage between them; others
had a shed or room'" (Welsh 1901:345-346).

The size and simplicity of Pitchlyn's home are suggested by the
personal property probated in 1835. The property included six bedsteads and
bedroom furniture valued at $'85; kitchen furnishings, including cupboard
and table, valued at $38; and furnishings for other rooms that included
bureaus, bookcase, and writing table valued at $50. And on March 28, 1835,
charged to John Pitchlyn's account at J., L. Taft's store were two dozen
silver spoons for $96.00.

Outstandiag accounts against the Pitchlyn estate totalad $3,513, of
which the largest account for $1,169 was carried with A. Weir and Company of
Mullen's Bluff, an early name for Waverly. Credit pu-chases were entered at
the nine establishments 1listed in Tabhle 6.2 on 93 of 151 possible days
between January 1 and May 30, 1835. Entries to Pitchlvn's account at the
Weir store averaged every third day, though entries were made on consecutive
days on 11 different occasions. An equal number of entries occurred on
Tuesday, Wednesday, and Saturday; however, the value of trade on Saturday
totaled $200.06, compared with $184.44 on Thursdays. Furthermore, the
frequency of purchases implies a close proximity between Pitchlyn's home and
the Weir store.
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Cloth and ready-to-wear clothes acquired from merchants Weir and Irby
and Jordan accounted for 30% of all expenditures, and almost one-half of the
purchases at these two firms included cloth and ready-to-wear clothes (Table
6.3). During the five month period, 685 yards of calico, gingham, muslin,
domestic and other types of cloth including silk, were charged to Pitchlyn's
account. The account with Irby and Jordan at Plymouth, Pitchlyn's former
home, is interesting in that evidently he continued to have strong social or
sentimental attachments to the old home place because on almost each date at
which eantries were recorded a considerable amount of whiskey and brandy was
purchased. The purchase of whiskey and brandy does not occur elsewhere in
Pitchlyn's accounts.

John Pitchlyn was not insensitive to the desires of others, especially
members of his family and Indian friends (Table 6.3). Whenever the occasion
arose, such as the untimely deaths of Silas (killed by John, Jr.) and John
Jr. (killed by friends of Silas), he served as guardian for members of his
family (Love 1903:365). During 1834 he supported his grandsons at a
boarding school in Columbus, paying $296 for each, plus $40 for their
ferriage. He apparently was sensitive to the desires of his daughters,
allowing them to charge among other things $38.25 for 11 rings, $55.50 for
12 items of jewelry, and $56.87 for 10 items of cosmetics between January 1
and May 30, 1835,

Pitchlyn must have been a great supporter of incoming settlers who were
beginning to flood the region in the 1830s. The administrator of the estate
collected more than $2,500 in notes and interest from individuals of which
no account exceeded one hundred dollars. Included in a long list of smalt
loan beneficiaries were William Barton and Thomas Mullens. Among the list
of large beneficiaries were James Colbert, L. N. Fields, Thomas and Jack
Pitchlyn (sons), Samuel Garland (son-in-law), and Gideon Lincecum.

Apparently John Pitchlyn died suddenly, without an extended illness, at
Waverly in May, 1835, No doctor bills were submitted to the estate
administrators at his death, but funeral expenses totaled $36. His funeral
was '"conducted after the manner of the Choctaws and all his war equipments
were deposited with the coffin" (Lipscomb 1909:64), Almost immediately
after his death the family migrated west and joined Peter Pitchlyn (Baird
1971:51), So complete was the family move that the widow Pitchlya is
believed to have 'disinterred her husband's remains and carried them west
with her. The likelihood of this having happened was increased by the fact
that she never returned to the grave again" (Lipscomb 1909:64),

Alexander Pitchlyn, a citizen of the Chickasaw Nation, was granted Sec.
30 under the temporary homestead rights included in the Treaty of Pontotoc.
He sold the land for $3,000 to George H. Young in March, 1836 (Clay County
Deed Book F:133-134). The price of $3,000 for 242 ha (600 ac) at a time
when sales were ranging from $3.00 to $5.00 per hectare ($1.25 to $2.00 per
acre) in accordance with the terms of the treaty must have included payment
for improvements made during the temporary ocrupance of the Pitchlyns. No
record of improvements existg, but John Pitchlyn was one of the more
enterprising individuals in the upper Tombigbee Vallev, owning slaves and
cultivating cotton--both of which would have required cleared fields, slave
quarters, and other plantation steadings.
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Table /A.2. John Pitchlyn Credit Purchases, 1835

Merchant January February March April May Total
A. Weir $45.86 $27.50 $161.55 $94.27 $176.43 $506.61
Irby & Jordan 75.14 64.23 2.82 6.70 116.82 265.71
J.L. Taft .- -—- 127.00 72.48 .- 199.48
Barry & Co. 30.25 49.91 13.18 15.25 -—- 108.59
D. Stanton 5.71 28.00 39.81 13.47 .- 86.99
C. Abert 47.32 5.10 13.42 1.00 - 68.84
Walsh & Harris --- -— 1.50 40,40 4,13 46.0%
J.D. Bihbs & Co.* 5.62 2.37 10.62 7.00 -——- 25.61
Toome & Brooks 9.00 ——- .50 —- .- 9,50

Total $219.90 $177.11  $372.40 §250.57 $297.38 $1,317.36

*Blacksmith Source: Pitchlyn (1835)

Table 6.3. TItems Purchased on Credit by John Pitchlvn, 1835

A. Weir & Co, Irby & Jordan
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jan  Feb Mar Apr May
Cloth 15.80 13.49 40.03 29.50 73.33 18.39 7.78 --- 1.32 .-

Clothing 24,25 6.51 23.25 28.38 59.63 18.24 7,00 1.50 .13 8.44
& Shoes

Personal 2.12 7.50 .50 - 4.12 3.76  2.50 .25 3.25 2.13
Household .88 ~—- 2.50 - 36.75% 2.75 -- -~ --- -—=

& Sundries

On Accts# - -—-- 90.50 ——- --- 32.00 45.95 -~ --- 105.00
Books, etc. 3.81 -—- .13 33.89 .60 - -——- .13 .- -——

Others ——- - .20 2,50 2.00 --- 2,50 .94 1.00 1.25
Month Total 46,86 27.50 157.11 94,27 176.43 75.14 65.73 2.82 6.70 116.82

Total $502.17 Total $267.21

# Pitchlyn paid accounts for Thomas Bailey ($45.00), Ussagetubee
($69.00), J. Johnston  (410.50), Indian (?) ($48.95), and
Captain Redpepper ($100.00).

* 210 1bs, of Bacon.

White Settlements in the Tombigbee Valley

The vanguard of white settlers in the upper Tombigbee Valley was a
highly diverse group, with varied origins and backgrounds. Among these
earliest settlers were French descendents, Georgia and Carolina loyalists,
fugitives from justice, and poor people eluding creditors (Briceland
1971:96-97)}. They were few in number and were highly scatt=red throughout
the region. Apparently they 1lived in harmonv with the Indians, rvraised
cattle, and crops marketed in Mobile, and engaged in trade with the Indians
and transient whites (Mobile Register July 1872),

In 1315 the first real surge of white settlers entered the upper
Tombigbee Valley (Howell 1971:24-24), These settlers possessed an
Anglo-American culture supported by the commercial production of cotton and
several other crops, primarily corn for home consumption, At first the
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family provided the labor but slaves eventually provided the labor. A few
settlers were squatting in Chickasaw Territory along the Gaines' Trace west
of the Tombigbee River (Evans 1979:49); however, within a 50 mi radius of
Columbus there were not "five hundred men . . . able to bear arms" (Lincecum
1906:429). The first area in northeast Mississippi offically opened to
settlement by the Chickasaw and Choctaw Cession of 1816, was a 1025 sq km
(637 sq mi) area (Rowland 1925:471) enclosed by the Tombigbee River and Bull
Run Creek and the Alahbama state line (Figur~ 6.1). By 1820, "37! households
of pioneers had scattered their log cabins up and down the Tombigbee,
Buttahatchie, and Luxapalila rivers'" (Howell 1971:48). The offical
population count in Monroe County was 2,721 people (U.S. Census Population
1820).

Settlers 1living east of the Tombigbee River strongly advocaced
extinguishing the Chickasaw claim to the lands west of the Tombigbee River,
and constructing roads to overcome their isolation. TIncoming settlers were
also demanding more land. Many settlers were encouraged prematurely to move
west of the Tombigbee River into Indian lands when in 1827 President Monroe
suggested to Congress the "propriety of removing the Indian tribes to a
reservation west of the Mississippi River" (Love 1910:394). 1In a message to
the Mississippi Legislature on January 6, 1829, Governor Brandon indicated
the time had come for the United States Government to extinguish titles of
the Chickasaws and Choctaws to the lands they claimed and occupied within
the state, or steps had to be taken to extend state jurisdiction over the
Indians (House of Representatives 1829:12),

As a result of Brandon's speech an act extending the state's civil
jurisdiction over the Indians was passed by the Mississippi legislature in
October, 1829 (Rowland 1925:555). The passage of this act was a direct
incentive for settlers then living east of the Tombigbee River to invade and
roam at will in the Indian country. Moreover, the Federal Government made
no effective attempt to prevent the wunlawful intrusion, Finally, the
Circuit Court of Monroe County in late 1832, in an act that was popular at
the time ''ruled that the laws of the United States regulating intercourse
and trade with the Indians had been nullified in the State" (Foreman
1932:201). This act plus the failure of the Federal Government to protect
the rights of the Indians and to forcibly remove the earlier squatters was
taken as a legal invitation to settlement west of the Tombigbee, even though
the land was as yet unsurveyed and not offered for sale. Hence, by 1830
there were pioneer squatters, speculators, interpreters, whiskey peddlers,
and operators of tent and log stores almost everywhere in the territory
(Gibson 1971:180).

Apparently a group of landless whites, mixed-bloods, and Indians lived
in the Waverly Locality in the mid-to-late 1830s, as inferred in the Lowndes
County Board of Police Minutes, census and probate records, and land deed
indexes. Among these appear tke names of Thomas B. Mullens, Mrs. Pitchlyn,
T. Pitchlyn, Captain Redpepper, Samuel Garland, Jesse Weaver, Andrew Weir,
and John M. Hughes. Some, like the Pitchlyns and Garland, were waiting to
migrate to the Indian Territory; others, like Weir, Hughes, and Weaver were
engaged in various commercial enterprises; and still others had no permanent
attachment and were perhaps squatters raising suhsistence crops. After Col.
Young purchased Mullens' Bluff (Waverly) Sec. 30 in 1836, it is not known if
he collected rent from these individuals, or under what conditions they were
allowed to remain. Thomas B. Mullens apparently operated the ferry across
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the Tombigbhee River, while Jesse Weaver was licensed to retai] spirits in
1836 in "the house were [sic] he does business at Mullins Ferry on the
Tombigby River™ (Lowndes County Board of Police Minutes: April 1836). John
M. Hughes operated a store at Waverly f{rom the mid 1830s to 1840 or 184),
and when the Waverly Post Office was estahlished in 1840 he wis the first
postmaster, a position he retained through 1845 (Postal Record n.d.).

Trails and Pioneer Roads in the Waverly Community

Proximity and means of transportation to markets were important
considerations determining early settlement patterns and had a great
influence on the pattern of agriculture. The early settlers with money most
often arrived by river and settled along the river while settlers of lesser
means traveled overland and stopped inland. In addition to being accessible
to the Tombighee River, histnrically Waverly was strategically located in
the midst of an area where the major connecting roads from the Tennessee and
Mississippi rivers merged with the Tombigbee River and roads to the Gulf
(Figure 6.2).
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As early as 1736, a heavily traveled Indian trail passed through the
Waverly area. This road, known as the Choctaw-Chickasaw Trail or as the Big
Trading Path, was used by the Chickasaws in trading with the Gulf Coastal
areas. It was also used by the Choctaws assisting the French in the
Chickasaw wars (Rowland and Sanders 1927:301-302). The trail apparently
paralleled the Tombigbee River near Waverly, for in 1771 Romans (1961:212)
referred to the road between the Chickasaws and Choctaws which crossed
Tibbee Creek about two miles above its confluence with the Tombigbee. North
of Waverly the Big Trading Path turned northwest to join the Natchez Trace,
after crossing Tibbee Creek near its mouth at Pitchlyn's (Gaines
1964:149-150). Beginning in the early 19th century the Indian trail was
altered, abandoned, or retained to accomodate the white settlers, For
example, a section of this road, later known as Gaines' Trace, was used by
the early settlers entering the upper and Jlower Tombigbee Valley (Evans
1939:109).

Gaines' Trace was the first offical road through the Waverly Locality
laid out to service the settlers' needs. 1In 1807-1808, United States troops
under General Edmund P. Gaines surveyed a route for a road west of the
Tombigbee River to by-pass the broad expanses of the low-lying and swampy
lower reaches of the Buttahatchie River and Luxapalila Creek from Colbert's
Ferry on the Tennessee River at Muscle Shoals to Cotton Gin Port on the
Tombighee River. After crossing the river at Cotton Gin Port, the trace
road evidently followed an old Indian trail, most likely the Big Trading
Path, averaging three to four miles west of the vriver, but most
significantly far enough away to miss backwater (Evans 1939:104-105). This
would have brought the trail into the Waverly community without a circuitous
route (Figure 6.2).

The purpose of Gaines' Trace was to provide a portage route whereby
pack horses could move trade goods from the St. Stephens settlement on the
lower Tombigbee River to the northeastern United States. With France and
Spain alternately in possession of Mobile and other Gulf Coast ports
Tombigbee settlers found it difficult to market their goods without paying
exorbitant duties (Leftwich 1916:445-446). But after Spanish control over
the Gulf was terminated, the main direction of traffic shifted from south to
north. By 1810 George S. Gaines and others were using the trace for portage
from Colbert's Ferry on the Tennessee River to John Pitchlyn's at Plymouth
(Evans 1939:100-109; Gaines 1964:150-155). The trace provided a major route
for incoming settlers, and furnished the only route of consequence for
boatmen returning from Mobile to the Tennessee and Ohio country.

Jack Elliott has worked out in intricate detail the route of Gaines'
Trace in the Waverly avea (Elliott 1978:13-15). 1In Sec. 23, TI17S8 R7E, the
road forked with the western branch disappearing at the southern boundary of
Sec. 34 and the eastern branch disappearing in Sec. 25 (Field Survey Map
1836). The east fork of Gaines' Trace is the same as the "Pichlon Road" or
road to ''Maj. Pichlons" homesite in Sec. 30. Trom the "widow Pichlon
Kitchen'" the road coatinued south via the "wagon road from Maj. Peachland to
Plymouth." This road crossed Tibbee Creek at Red Bluff and was to be
incorporated in 1835 with a road to be laid out from Plymouth to Pontotoc
via John Pitchlyn's and Red Bluff (Lowndes County Board of Police Minutes,
April, 1835). Hence the Chicksaw Trail and Gaines' Trace follcwed the same
road at Waverly, Nevertheless, by earlyv 1836 the importance of the
Plymouth-Waverly road passing through Sec. 30 and 31 was largelv negated
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when R, Barry, owner of the adjoining land east of the river, was allowed to
operate a ferry on the Pontotoc to Columbus Road at or near Waverly (Lowndes
County Deed Book 12:94).

In the absence of data, we assume the western fork of Gaines' Trace had
continued to Rocky Ford on the Tibbee Creek. For a short period of time
this section of the road was apparently heavily traveled, for in October,
1836, a jury was appointed by the Lowndes County Board of Police to lay out
a road to the Rocky Ford Mill owned by L.S. Wilkins (Lowndes County Board of
Police Minutes, April, 1835), and build a bridge across Tibbee "high enough
$0 as to not obstruct navigation" (Lowndes County Board of Police Minutes,
October, 1836). The bridge was never completed. And if references in the
Lowndes County Board of Police Minutes are an indication the road soon fell
into abeyance, only to be revived in the mid-to-late 1840s.

Two other roads of historical importance passing through the Indian
country near the Waverly Community were the Jackson Military Road and the
Robinson Road (Figure 6.2). After bypassing most of the settlements in
central and southeastern Mississippi, the Jackson Military Road crossed the
Tombigbee River at Columbus and continued into northeast Alabama. During
the 1810s the road undoubtedly carried its share of traffic, especially
flatboat men returning to the Ohio and Tennessee country after disposing of
their goods on the New Orleans market (Lincecum 1906:419), and contributed
to the early growth of Columbus. However, because of the poor
accommodations along the road, direction away from the fertile soil regions
of the state, and the location of the capital at Jackson, the road fell into
disuse (Love 1910:411-417),

The completion of the Robinson Road in 1821 also diverted traffic from
the southern section of the Jackson Military Road and provided a key 1link
between Columbus and the state capital at Jackson (Phelps 1950:153). These
early American roads must have been significant to the Waverly settlers by
prematurely bringing about the demise of the Chickasaw Nation and allowing
glowing reports of fertile land to reach Young and others, living in the
Georgia Piedmont, interested in new cotton lands.

Early Navigation on the Tombigbee River

Mississippl 1is virtually surrounded by navigable waterwavs: The
Mississippi, Tombighee, and Tennessee rivers, and the Gulf of Mexico.
Moreover, much of the state's interior was seasonally accessible, though
navigation was hazardous in all seasons. Until about 1840, when railroads
began tn appear, the easiest routes to the interior were along rivers, and
all large and important communities were located where the settlers could

make the greatest use of rivers in transporting goods to and from markets
(Adkins 1972:102).

The Tombigbee River was used bv the Chickasaws, de Soto, Bienville, and
English traders, but the real value of the river as a commercial artery was
perhaps first realized when the Chickasaw cotton gin settlements north of
Waverly began using the river as a route to the Mobile market for grain,
livestock, and cotton (Adkins 1972:107), These early settlers depended on
rafts, flathoats, and keelhoats to get their farm produce to market.
Flatboats and cargos were snold in Mobile, and the hoatmen returned overland
by the Big Trading Path to the ipper Tombighee settlements (Hopkins 1955),
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Steamboats first appeared on the Tombigbee River in 1818. Four years
later the steamboat, Cotton Plant, under the command of Captain Chandler,
reached Columbus (Evans 1942:217). From 1822 to 1831, the extent of
steamboat traffic on the upper Tombigbee is not known, but it seems unlikely
after the successful 1822 season that steamboats would disappear from the
upper Tombigbee until 1831. 1In that year four steamboats averaging 200 to
400 bales of cotton per trip were engaged in the Columbus trade (Evans
1942:217). By 1835 the wmerchants at Columbus were anxiously awaiting the
beginning of the shipping season as illustrated by the following:

"Our River is now full and in good boating conditions and in a day
or two we may expect to see our shore lined with steam-boats. Our
town will then be all bustle and life: and what with merchants
receiving new goods and shipping cotton, and strangers arriving and
departing, our town will present a pleasant aspect'" (Southern Argus
December 1836).

Interest in extending shipping beyond Columbus is reflected in the
report of the Select Committee on Internal Improvements on January 20, 1830,
which recommended ''that the legislature appropriate $5,208 for the purpose
of improving 107 miles of the Tombigbee River . . . so as to make it safe
for steam-boat navigation for from four to six months in the year from
Columbus to Cotton Gin Port" (House of Representatives 1830:162-163). By
1835 steamboats were appearing regularly during the shipping season at
Cotton Gin Port (Evans 1942:218)., Hence, steamboats were extending beyond
Waverly by this date.

Although supportive evidence is not available, during the 1830s a
shipping port developed at Waverly for steamboats active in the Columbus,
Hamilton, Colbert, and Cotton Gin Port trade (Evans 1942:216-218),
Moreover, as a general rule steamboats would stop to deposit or take aboard
freight, passengers, and wood for fuel at any landing servicing three or
more families (Adkins 1972:48). It would have been strange indeed if
Waverly with its favorable site and situation had not been used from the
very earliest as a port. On the other hand nothing is unusual about the
absence of data on Waverly shipments at that time, because such data on even
much larger ports are relatively scarce. The earliest record of a steamboat
calling at Waverly is an advertisement stating that Waverly was the highest
point on the river at which the steampacket Norma would stop on its weekly
trips during the 1843-1844 boating season (Columbus Whig December, 1843),

An examination of one cargo carried down river by the steamboat,
Marietta, to the Mobile market in 1832, revealed much about the early
economy of the region., The cargo included passengers, 465 bales of cotton,
37 bales of deer hides, 1,300 bales of cow hides. 3 box of furs, and five
barrels of beeswax (Evans 1942:218). The Chickasaws and Pitch’'yns may have
contributed to the cargo at a landing at Waverly, but the real potential of
Waverly as a river port would be realized onlv after the hinterland to the
west was converted to plantation agriculture.

The Formation of Lowndes County

Misgissippi was admitted to the Union in 1817. But when the eastern
boundary line of the state was run in 1820 it was found that 1025 sq km (637
sq mi) east of the Tombigbee, helieved to have heen nart of Alabama, was in
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reality a part of Mississippi. The territorv was organized as Monroe County
in 1821 and added to the state as the eighteenth county. According to the
U. S. Census the population of Monroe County was 2,721 (U. S. Census of
Population 1820).

Lowndes County was organized in 1830 from that part of Monroe located
south of the Buttahatchie River. 1In 1833, a parcel 100 sq km (62 sq mi),
which included the Waverly Localitv, was added to Lowndes Countv from the
Chickasaw Nation north of Tibbee Creek and west of the Tombighee River (Laws
of Mississippi 1830:18). During the intercensal decade the population in
the two-county upper Tombigbee Valley area increased to 7,034 (U. S, Census
of Population 1830), for a 2.6% rate of change for the state. However, in
their semi-isolated location the people were only looselvy tied to the state
and did not begin to play a major role in politics until the late 1830s.

County enabling acts authorized a commission to select the site for a
courthouse near the geographic center of the county. Whenever the selected
site was on a navigable waterway. as in Columbus--the county seat for
Lowndes County, county towns had a decided growth advantage with a potential
to function as a regional trade and social center (Adkins 1973:42). By
1821, four years after the first house was built in Columbus, the town had
become so significant that a bill was introduced '"into the legislature to
have it connected with Jackson by means of the Robinson Road" (Riley
1900:171). Columbus was made a land office in 1833, and in 1834 and 1835 it
was the busiest land office in the state (Gonzales 1973:289). This added
function contributed significantly to its early growth over other area
centers. For example, a local census counted 481 persons in 1832 and 1,623
persons in 1835 (Columbus Democrat 1856)., Thus, because of the early start,
central location, and legal function Columbus ranked significantlv above
Waverly in the social and economic hierarchy within the Tombighee River
Valley,
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CHAPTER 7. THE ANTEBELLUM WAVERLY COMMUNITY

bv Howard 6. Adkins
Intraduction

"Economic development in antebellum Mississippi was solidlv dependont
upon cotton, slaverv, and the plantation svstem ., . . ., fwhishl reached o
climax in the decade of the 1850s, when cotton production quadrupled and the
slave population increased bv 197 percent” (Scarborough 1973:310). With a
favorable cotton environment and 5.7 million hectares (16,5 million acres)
of former Indian lands offered for sale in north Mississippi in the 1830s,
the intercensal population increase rate averaged 1.87 hetween 1820 and
1860. Bv 18A0, slaves were 557 of Mississippi's population and the state
led the nation in cotton production. In no comparable period thereafter has
Mississippi enjoyed such eminence in the economic 'ife of the nation. Th>
Waverlv Communitv was caught up in this frenzied production of cotton and
was an integral part of the state's dominance in anteballum plantation
agricul ture.

Land Acquicition

Ownership of quatitv land was ~ssential to the wa2li-haing of a
planter, The methods and relaxed regulations governing sales and
acquisition favored a concentration of land among those contralling capital,
possessing influence and organizational skills, thereby allowing the
plantation svstem to develop naturally (Chapell 1949), Between April 5,
1836 and November 23, 1837 all of Waverly had been acquired hv 15
individuals (Tahle 5.1). That the land was acquired so earlv and so quick'w
is an indication of the settlers' opinions of its potential.

The role of land sales in the rapid development of the frontier South
is clearly evident in the writings of historians. But often neglected is
the extent of speculation at the local o5r communitv level. The practice of
speculators was to allv themselves with Tndian traders, to contract
halfbreeds to negotiate in their behalf with the fullhloods for Tlands
allotted them under terms of the treatv, and to hire dummv entrymen to
acquire title to large tracts of choice land to resell to settlers (East
1971:300-3111: Young 1961:114=-117), Accordinglv, a considerahle amount of
land in the community was caught up in the specularive mania that
characterized much of the earlv Chickasaw land sales. Among the well! known
speculators were Barton, Bradford, Cherrv., Greene, Huhhard, lewic, and 0Nrne
(Silvers 1944:84-92: Young 19A1:165-1KhA), Barton, Bradford, Starte, and
Fortson (Tahle 7.1) acquired titles to more land than thev conld hope to
till: moreover, thev were not amnng the major owners in 1860 (Figures 7.1,
7.2). Ownership for 1872, 1883, and 1902 are presented in Figares 7.3-7.5),

0Of the original purchasers in 1834, anlv George H. Young was living in
the Waverlv T.acalitv in '8A0 (Tahle 7.1), Thomas Martin, the lavgest owner
of land in 18A0, had initiallv acquired title to several parcele from

speculators in 1834, But, as a resident of conthwest Tennessee, the Martin
plantation was oaperited  oentirelev ander  the supervision  af  overseers
thronghout the anteballum  perind, Honee,  of  the origina’  pnr-chasors,

evidentlv on'v Young hal acqui=ed the Yand with the affirmed intent ¢
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becoming a permanent resident. Possibly for this reason and proximitv to
the Tombighee River, as well as improvements made by the Pitchlvns and
bidding by others, Col. Young willingly paid more than $12.00 per hectare
($5.00 per acre) for Sec. 30 (Table 5.1). Speculations in community lands
continued into the late 1840s, and because of the unsettled conditions
associated with speculation may have delaved their full development for more
than a decade.
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Table 7.1. Landownership in the Waverly Community, 1836-1860%

1836 1840 1850 1860
Owner Hectares Owner Hectares Owner Hectares Owner Hectares
Barton 1,581 Barton 1,037 Martin 972 Martin 972
Bradford 1,298 Fortson 893 Brown 955 Young 802
Starke 777 Young 632 Young 737 Crusoe 532
Fort son 647 Martin 583 Burt 662 Wright 469
R Young 385 Starke 518 Lee 465 Lee 465
= . Allen 361 Weir 458 Wright 275 Burt 444
Freemen 324 Brown 437
Total 5,049 4,445 4,066 4,445
Percent 76% 67% 617 67%

. *Landownership exceeding one section of land.
‘ Source: Clay County Land Rolls.
3

The Prominence of George H. Young

The influence of Col. George H. Young as a catalyst in developing
Waverly into a center of significance in antebellum Lowndes County should
not be underestimated. Probably more than any other, he recognized the
prospects of the site as a multifaceted rural economic center and exploited
its resources and its situation. And it was undoubtedly Young who through
skillful plantation management, business acumen, speeches and political
campaigns, and the hospitality available at his home, who made the
plantations at Waverly prominent in the upper Tombigbee River Valley.

The son of George and Nancy Hampton Young, George Hampton Young was
born in Oglethorpe County, Georgia on December 28, 1799. On May 19, 1825,
he married Lucy Woodson Watkins. After graduating with honors and a
reputation as an orator from the University of Georgia, he entered the legal
profession in Lexington, Georgia, and at one time served in the Georgia
State Legislature representing Oglethorpe County (Lipscomb 1909:65: Saunders
1969:252).

By birth and training Young was a member of the Georgia landed gentry,
and was spared the arduous struggle to the top of the social and economic
stratum of southern society. Nevertheless, Young used the early success of
his law practice to euter the more remunerative plantation life, and by 1830
he owned 10 slaves in Oglethorpe County, Georgia (U, S. Census of Population
1830). His father and older brother owned 30 and 14 slaves, respectively.
Hence, as slave holders, the Youngs were above average in Georgia (Phillips

POy

3

1968:109).

o . . .

p -— Shortlv after the cession of Chickasaw lands Young arrived at Waverly,
ij. ' probably traveling up river by steamboat, to view and select favorahle
» cotton lands for himself and friends in Georgia. The fact that Young is
E:j listed on the Lowndes County personal property rolls in 1834, but with no
2B taxahble propertv, indicates he was in the area perhaps as early as 1833,
E. His taxable propertv in 1835 consisted of one slave., It is likelv Young had
et

returned to Georgia to report his findings, after which he returned to
Mississippi with a slave as his personal bodv servant. It was fashionable
at that time for persons of esteem to be accompanied bv a personal servant.
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One of Young's contemporaries once stated that "with Mr, Young there
was a conflict between fame or fortune, but the decision was in favor of
fortune" (Saunders 1969:252). We were unabhle to verify the reason for
Young's emigration. He may have been among those who moved away from the
soil-exhausted Georgia Piedmont to the new cotton land 'where capital might
be emploved more advantageouslv" (Phillips 1968:97), and where slave labor
would pav greater dividends (Weaver 1945:26), or he may have been typical of
those who desired to simplv ''go out" (Farmers' Register 1835:508). The

latter does not appear likelv since Young never expressed a serious interest
in living elsewhere.

Having acquainted himself with the 1location and merit of several
sections, Young attended the land sales at Pontotoc in 1835. There he
purchased 2,456 ha (6,070 ac) of land and served as the secretary to General
Humphries, who represented the United States Government. Since these were
among the last well-~located cotton lands in the public domain the price was
of little concern to Young. For 1,796 ha (4,438 ac) of Indian allotment
land he paid $8,000, or the equilavent of $4.50 per hectare ($1.82 per
acre)}. The amount paid for the remaining land is unknown, but since it was
acquired from the United States Government, he likely paid the going rate of
$3.00 per hectare ($1.25 per acre) (Monroe County Land Rolls: Clay County
Land Rolls), The lands purchased were Sec. 14, 23, and 24 in Tl4 R6E, in
the upper headwaters of Chuquatonchee Creek; Sec. 4, 5, 6, 31, and 36 in T16
RAE, in the upper headwaters of McGee Creek: and three fractional sections
at Waverly. The Chuquatonchee Creek land in Monroe County was acquired from
Fo-li-cha: that on McGee Creek in Lowndes County was acquired from Neely, a

native born citizen of the Chickasaw Nation (Monroe County Deed Book
3:507-510).

The extent of Young's speculation in land remains unknown. He did,
however, acquire title to 194 ha (480 ac) in Phillips County, Arkansas, for
which he paid $2,147 (Snow Collection). Perhaps other lands were acquired
purely for speculative purposes for one who knew him said, '"he dealt largely
in lands, and became very wealthy'" (Saunders 1969:252). The total amount
acquired was certainly more than he could possibly cultivate in the late
1830s, but the separate parcels suggest he may have been interested in
determining their productive potential. In later years he sold the Arkansas
and Chuquatonchee Creek lands while retaining control of the Waverly and
McGee Creek properties throughout his 1life (Clay Countvy Chancerv Court,
June 20, 1887:523-525).

Young may have moved first to the prairie with the intent of engaging
in town speculation with the Waverly land (Figure 7.6), The Latourette Map
was copyrighted in 1839, three vears after Young acquired the site. Tt
shows the streets and lots for the paper town of Waverly. However, the site
apparently attracted little or no interest, and with the demise onf the
nearbv river towns like Plvmouth, Colbert, and Barton, and the the rapid
growth of nearbv Columbus, this envisionary dream of Col. Young mav have
been stifled.

Col. Young brought his wife and seven children to Mississippi in 1835
(Lipscomh 1909:A5) and settled on the McGee Creek property. Judging by

references to the '"road leading from Mullins Bluff [Waverlyl to intersect
the White road at Genrge H. Young's'" (Lowndes County Board of Police
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Minutes, October 1838) and the '"White Road . . . from G. H. Young's to
County Line" (Lowndes County Board of Police Minutes, June 1841), the
prairie home was located in the NW 1/4 of Sec. 36 on or near the White road.
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Figure 7.6.--Detail from the Latourette Map of Mississippi (1839)
Showing the Plan for a Town of Waverlv,
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Dissatisfaction with the 1life-style on the prairie Plantation is
gleaned from an apologetic reference in a letter to James McDowell of
Lexington, Virginia.

"Watt [James Watkins Youngl! is rough, almost without any polish in
anything. This could not be helped. We came 6 years ago to Miss.,
crowded into cabbins [sicl, & up to his leaving such was our crowd
of company, our children never had an opportunity of even eating at
table, until their appetites were whetted enough by delay to devour
their manners" (G. H. Young to James McDowell, September 25, 1842).

Apparently, James Watkins Young, sixteen years of age, was attending school,
perhaps in Lexington, Virginia, and was under the guardianship of James
McDowell.

Little is known of Young's early years in developing the prairie
plantation. But the fact that the number of slaves increased from 25 in
1836 (Lowndes County Personal Property Rolls) to 60 in 1840 (U. S. Census of
Population 1840) and that personal property taxes doubled in the high years
of the Panic of 1837 suggest that he operated the plantation with
intelligence and that success as a planter was imminent (Lowndes County
Personal Property Rolls). What prompted the move from the prairie
Plantation to Waverly in late 1841 or early 1842 (G. H. Young to James
McDowell, January 7, 1842) is not known, but the soil}, terrain, and
vegetation at the prairie homestead stands in stark contrast to the Georgia
Piedmont and probably was not appealing to the Youngs who could afford a
more aesthetic environment. Moreover, in the early years, Waverly land may
have heen more productive than the prairie 1land: Col. Young noted in
November, 1841, that '"My home [prairie] crop is almost an entire failure.
At my upper place fat Waverlyl crop lis] superior and abundant. This place
is no longer for sale" (George H. Young to James McDowell, November 18,
1841). Perhaps the Youngs were also typical of those Owsley had in mind
when he stated:

"Men seldom change their climate, because to do so they must
change their habits. Of great 1importance was the need to
continue to employ the methods and tools with which he was
familiar. Those accustomed to the use of certain farm implements
adapted to one kind of soil had great difficulty in changing to
another type soil, even though such change did not entail any
change in their farm economy. This was particularly true of
those who, having cultivated sandy or loamy soils, moved into
gummy clav and lime soils" (Owlsev 1949:55).

Col. Young was described by his contemporaries as ''noble-minded and
generous~hearted'" (Barnard 1912:108), and his name was frequently used as a
recommendation in advertisements of medical practioners (Southern Argus 1838
and 1839). Because of these and other qualities, Young was primarily
responsible for the plantation residential pattern that developed in the
Waverly Locality during the antebellum years. One daughter, Anna, married
Alexander Hamilton of North Carolina and thev lived in the Burnside house.
Other members of the immediate family residing at Waverly included sons
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James H., Thomas E., and the bachelor brothers Val and Billy. A
granddaughter married H. C. Long who operated a postbellum store at Waverly,
and George H, Lee, a nephew, also resided at Waverly.

1! In essence Waverly was a transplanted Georgia community. John T.
QB Fortson, one of the first to purchase land in 1836 and the second largest
NG land owner by 1840 (Table 7.1), was born in Elbert County, Georgia,
. . adjoining Oglethrope County. '"About the year 1834 he settled in Lowndes
- SO County, near Waverly ., . . [and was] an excellent specimen of the pioneer
!! - , planter”" (Sunny South April 1859). Fortson lived at Waverly until the mid

1840s when he moved to Monroe County, where he died in 1859. Another

planter, G. H. Lee of Oglethrope County, Georgia, purchased 195 ha (480 ac)
from the speculator, W. W. Topp, and added to his land holdings in 1854 by
purchasing fractional Sec. 1 and 36 from John T. Fortson (Clay County Land
Rolls). William Burt of Georgia purchased 662 ha (1,636 ac) from the
speculators J. Allen and J. T. Fortson between 1836 and 1841. Geo.ge H.
Young deeded to Burt 4 ha (10 ac) in the southeast corner of Sec. 30 (Figure
7.1) on which he "built and . . . resided" (Clay County Deed Book
7:288-289). We do not know when the land passed to Burt nor when he first
resided thereon, for the transaction apparently was not recorded. However,
it is presumed that Burt moved during the early 1840s, at about the time he
purchased the land to the south from Fortson. The speculator, Armstead
Barton, living at Waverly in the early 1840s was from Franklin, Georgia—-the
same general area as was Young. Other Georgians in the Waverly Locality
were W. L. C. Gerdine and R. A. Melton (U. S. Census of Population 1860).
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After moving to Waverly, Young and his family first 1lived in a
two-story log house of undetermined origin (Sykes 1941:3), At this time
"Mississippi farmers or planters seldom built houses in the expectation that
they and their heirs would occupy them for generations'" (Moore 1958:39),
But this was not so with George H. Young since shortly thereafter
construction was begun on a mansion. Dates given for the completion of the
mansion range from 1852 to 1858, though the most common date is 1852.
However, in a letter dated September &4, 1857, to Susan Young, a daughter
attending school in the Northeast, Col. Young noted that '"The house did not
- progress in my absentee as I anticipated . . . . Things shall be better
A when you and my little Maggy D. come home. There shall be (a) new house,
- new carriage, new everything . . . ." (George H. Young to Susan Young,
September 4, 1857). 1In all likelihood the family was living in the mansion
prior to its completion. The mansion:

N v.v{v.

. was designed by an Italian architect by the name of Pone. . .
The rough wood framing and hand-made bricks were fashioned by
Young's slaves. Richard Miller, a Scottish craftsman from Mobile,
installed the marble mantels and other marble work. . . . Two
Irishmen executed the ornamental plaster for the mansion, a task

- which required two years of labor.

T
L3 E

"Greek Revival motifs are incorporated into both north and south
facades. . . . Doric and Ionic orders are pleasantly combined in
this unusual wing pavilion type. Cast iron balconies are an extra
refinement with the south facade balcony containing both cast and
wrought iron. . . . Main entrance doors on the south portico have
side lights and transom framed with harp-shaped muntins over red
venetian glass. Dentils surround the cornice. Tlonic columns rise
two stories,
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"The crowning feature of the house is an octagonal dome with sixteen
windows rising high above the hip roof. Magnificant plaster work
embellishes the ceiling of the oval rotunda fiftv-two feet above the
floor. The vast stairwell contains twin circular stairways curving
gracefully to the second floor cantilevered octagonal balcony which
opens into four bedrooms each measuring twenty-two by twenty-five
feet. A third staircase curves upward connecting with another
octagonal balcony which opens into trunk rooms. A fourth staircase
rises to the fourth level balcony from which the acreage, the
gardens and the Tombigbee River to the east and south-east may be
viewed.

"The stairwell is . . . functional in several respects. Besides
providing observation from the dome, the windows allow natural light
to penetrate the stairwell, and when opened pull hot air up and
through the windows at the same time that they bring cool air into
the lower floors. . . .

"From the main floor four large rooms of equal size open into the
rotunda . . . . The parlor to the left of the front entrance is. .
decorated with Greek Revival motifs of fine moldings, dentril trim
and acanthus leaves. Plaster moldings and clusters of grapes and
leaves adorn the cornice of the room. An ormolu chandelier from
France is suspended from an ornamental plaster medaltion . . . .
There were gilt cornices, imported furniture, a floral wool carpet
and large gilt mirrors, one over a white marble fireplace . . . .
In this parlor the hangings were peacock blue brocaded silk velvet,
each panel being woven for the particular window. There were seven
linings to protect the fabric from the sun, the outer lining being
gold silk.

"Fine millwork adorns the windows and doors of the library as in all
other rooms of the house. A walnut secretary of Gothic detail is
built into the wall . . . . All doors are hand grained to simulate
various woods. Porcelain key hole covers adorn the locks.

"The dining room contains a built-in china cabinet to the left of
the marble fireplace. A plaster medallion adorns the ceiling.
There are also hand grained doors with key hole covers, fine
millwork and transoms over the doors as in the other major rooms in
the building. The kitchen was detached . . . .

"The master bedroom is the fourth major room on the lower floor. A
center medallion of plaster adorns the ceiling from which suspends
an ormolu chandelier. The cornice is decorated with fine plaster
molding and dentil work . . . . Greek Revival millwork frames the
doors and windows. Window hangings in this room were red velvet
with window shades of hand painted linen in scroll designs of blue
and green with pink and red roses . . . . The window fenestration
for this room and all others 1is carefullv placed for cross
ventilation. There are four windows to each room except the dining
room which has only three. An exterior door opens from each room to
a porch or a halcony.
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"These allowed cool breezes to be drawn into the house and through
the rotunda and out again through the sixteen windows of the rotunda
dome.

"All bedrooms of the upper level have marble fireplaces and fine
millwork with French and Egyptian influences" (Robert Snow 1974, in
Prout 1975:25-31).

On every side of the mansion '"stretched expansive grounds, devoted to
small lawns, elaborately fashioned flower gardens, worked and planned by a
German landscape gardener, and planted with imported shrubs" (McVey n.d.).
Near the mansion were orchards, vegetable gardens, an ice house, kennels of
hunting dogs, and an artesian well that supplied water to bath houses, a
swimming pool, and fish pond (Lipscomb 1909:66; Waverly n.d.),

Tarawa and Burnside were lesser mansions of opulence in the Waverly
community. Tarawa (probably the home of Thomas E. Young), burned in 1918,
was two-story with a cupola on top containing stained glass windows.
Qutbuildings included a carriage house and smokehouse. Burnside was built
on a high hill west of Waverly mansion as a wedding present for Alexander
and Anna Young Hamilton. It was a two-story house with four rooms and an
open hall on the ground floor and two rooms and a large sleeping porch
upstairs. Because of the ever-present danger of fire the kitchen was
unattached and located about twenty feet west of the main house. Burnside
burned in 1930 (Snow Collection).

Waverly Plantations

The role of plantation agriculture at Waverly and in Lowndes County can
hardly be overrated. 1In the decade preceding the Civil War the county
increased its rank in the state in number of slaves from sixth to fourth,
and in cotton ginned from thirteenth to fourth, and in value of farms it
ranked sixth in 1860 (U. S. Census of Agriculture 1850, 1860). With a
heritage that was plantation-oriented, Young engaged in this practice with
intelligence, vigor, and moet of all with success. Others at Waverly also
were planters of no small means, Data in Table 7.2 reveal that, based on
number of slaves and land holdings, all planters associated with Waverly
were 'Big Planters" (Gray 1958:483; Weaver 1945:38)., Waverly planters
accounted for 1772 of the slave owners with more than 100 slaves, and 9% of
those with more than 50 slaves in Lowndes County.

An index reflecting the plantation trend is the correlation (R=.865)
between slaves and improved land (i.e., tilled hectares):

State Average Lowndes County Waverly
Year Tilled/Slave Tilled/Slave Tilled/Slave
1850 4.5 (11 ac) 4,0 (10 ac) 4.1 (10 ac)
1860 4.7 (11.6 ac) 3.8 ( 9 ac) 4.7 (11,6 ac)

The rate of increase in improved land and slaves at Waverly exceeded both
the countv and state rates. Lowndes County had actually declined. In
another respect, whereas the general custom of planters in the upland cotton
South was to provide one draft animal (horse, mule, or oxen) to every three
to four hands (Gray 1958:708), the Waverly draft animal-slave ratio in 1850
and 1860 was 1:1.82 and 1:2.32, respectively (U, 8. Census Agriculture 1850,
1860) (Table 7.3).
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§ Table 7.2. Slave Holders in the Waverly Community
¥ Hectares
;! Waverly Slaves Improved Unimproved Value of Farm
- Planters 1850 1860 1850 1860 1850 1860 1850 1860
= G. H. Young 117 137 324 567 594 801 5,000 102,000
L Wm, Burt 73 84 202 261 445 121 1,200 25,000
:} G. H. Lee 37 47 150 202 142 283 9,000 20.000
= T. Martin 44 117 445 445 648 698 34,000 100,000
‘! A. Wright 26 63 202 283 69 197 8,000 44,000
A. V. Brown 39 - 405 - 502 - 33,600 -
Wm. Winston 70 - 170 - 89 - 8,000 -
o R. Sykes - 95 - 378 - 161 - 60,000
- G. H. Young* - 80 - 486 - 324 - 102,000
- A. Hamilton - 88 - 324 - 178 - 48,000
L
- *Sons of G. H. Young: T. E. Young, G. V. Young, J. H. Young, W. L.
- Young, and B. Young. Source: U.S. Census of Agriculture 1850 and 1860.
E Young and other Waverly planters were typical of those who moved to
b Missis3iippi to acquire wealth, for under the geographic conditions in the

state, plantations yielded a larger return in proportion to investments than
small farms and most other legitimate activities. With an investment value
in 1860 of $102,000 in land and $109,600 in slaves (estimated at $800 per
individual, Sydnor 1933:200), the estimated return on Col. Young's 1860
cotton crop of 631 bales (182 kg bales at 25 cents per kg; Gray 1958:1027)
was 13%. The average for all Waverly planters at this time was 15%, as
compared with 11%Z for the county and 107 for the state. Burt, Wright, and
Svkes registered higher rates of return than others at Waverly,

In 1850 and 1860, Col. Young owned and operated a prairie plantation on
upper McGee Creek and Waverly plantation on the Tombigbee River (Table 7.3)
(U. S. Census 1850, 1860). A combination of terrain, soils, early start,
and absentee management probably accounted for the more purely agricultural
practices at the prairie place as compared with the more village-type
characteristics of the Waverly place. However, the trend favored increasing
production on the Waverly place, perhaps in part because in the 1850s cotton
grown in the prairie tended to suffer from rust (Ruffin 1860:20-22).

The plantation at Waverly was organized into an Upper, Lower (Middle),
and Home Place (Waverly) (Lowndes County Board of Police Minutes
1848-1861). The specific location of each is not generally known, though
reference to road work assignments and land owned suggest that the Upper and
Middle Places were north of the home place--Waverly, and that the
. designation probably differentiated between the higher and older terraced

. soils, the Norfolk, and the 1lower terraced soils, the Cahaba of the
: floodplain (Figures 5.1, 5.4).

o Successful cotton production on an antebellum plantation required the
. expenditure of an immense amount of labor. With the seemingly limitless
. tracts of fertile land available at low prices investments in labor often

v exceeded that in land. Slaves therefore were central to the plantation
system, possessing the power of labor and the mobilitv of capital. At an
average of $800 per slave, slaves were the principal! source of wealth in the
Waverly Community in 1860,
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Table 7.3. G. H. Young Plantations, 1850 and 1860

1850 1860
Characteristic Waverly Prairie Waverly Prairie
Improved Land (ha) 81 243 162 405
Unimproved Land (ha) 319 275 688 113
Cash Value of Farm ($§) 3,000 2,000 42,000 60,000
Value of Implements ($) 700 1,200 500 700
Horses 18 9 25 1
Mules - 23 4 27
Milk Cows 15 16 14 13
Oxen (working) 14 4 7 4
Other Cattle 15 30 15 10
Sheep 5 - 130 -
Swine 20 275 200 250
Value of Livestock ($) 2,200 3,415 500 5,600
Bushels of Corn 2,000 6,000 2,500 8,000
Cotton Bales (182 kg) 23 98 156 475
Wool (kg) - - 91 -
Peas (bushels) 50 - 10 -
Sweet Potatoes (bushels) 500 500 500 1,000
Butter (kg) 273 273 114 182
Value of Home Mfg. ($) - 100 150 -
Value of Animals ($§) 600 370 . 2,160 1,280

Slaughtered

Note: 1In the 1850 population schedule the value of George H. Young's
real estate was $86,500 (U.S. Census of Population 1850). Source:
U.S. Census of Agriculture (1850, 1860).

It is not known when or who brought the first slave to Waverly, but
John Pitchlyn owned 62 slaves in the early 1830s. In 1836 Young owned 25
slaves and at that time may have been the only Waverly landowner to own
slaves (Lowndes County Personal Property Rolls). However, Young was
residing at his prairie home, and it is not known how many, if any, of his
personal slaves were retained at the Waverly Place prior to the family's
move in the 1840s. Following his father's death in Georgia in 1836, Col.
Young worked his mother's slaves (number unknown but in 1830 George Young
owned 30 slaves (U.S. Census 1830)), during her life on his Upper Place (G.
H. Young to James McDowell, September 25, 1842). His mother, Nancy Hampton
Young, died in 1844 and was buried at Waverly, In the absence of
documentation, the assumption is that her slaves became the property of
George H. Young. The number of slaves in Tahle 7.4 are owned by those
planters having interests in the Waverlv community during the census years
and is not necessarilv an accurate count of the number at Waverly.

The quality of slave houses is not known, but the recencv of settlement
and expense of sawn lumber logically precluded anv but rough one-room log
cabins with dirt floors ranging in size from 15-27 sq m (160-300 sq ft)
(Sydnor 1933:39-41). As shown in Table 7.4 the average number of occupants
per cabin ranged from a low of 3.3 in those maintained by the Youngs to a
high of 6.9 in those on the Martin plantation. As the number of occupants
increased the cabins must have become increasingly uncomfortable and lacking
in adequate furnishings. Absentee owners generally had less interest in the
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welfare of their slaves beyond safeguarding their ability to produce
cotton. Even so, plain business sense must have compelled all Waverly
planters to demand of their overseers and slaves a modicum of cleanliness
about the cabins, and similar to other planters thevy must have had rules and
regulations to this effect. It also was a common practice to concentrate
cabins, called quarters, with an overseer's house near the places of work
(Gray 1958:562).

Field hands were the largest group of plantation laborers. They were
divided 1into hoe and plow gangs directed by Negro drivers during the
planting, weeding, and cultivating periods, but were combined during the
picking season. The cotton picking season normally began in late August and
continued well into December, with the day beginning at five in the morning
and continuing until six in the evening {(The Primitive Republican 1852). As
plantations approached economic independence, specialty needs necessitated a
further division of labor. On Young's plantation mill employment was
consistent enough to warrant road work assignments for the "mill hands"

(Lowndes County Board of Police Minutes). A variety of needed occupations
would have bound slaves to a particular task or group of tasks would have
been, among others, the ferry, brick kiln, mechanics, <carpentering,

livestock tenders, operators of the steam engine, and house servants.

Good business prudence would have obligated Col. Young to remain in
favor with his slaves and ensure their proper treatment to obtain favorable
work habits. Young also supervised the annual hiring out of slaves owned by
Gov. James McDowell of Virginia during the 1840s. But Young was constantly
plagued with problems related to their improper treatment. For example, on
one occasion two slaves, George and Henry, hired by Westbrook, were not
provided bhlankets during the winter and were sick for ten weeks--requiring
their mother's constant attention and care in Young's house (G. H. Young to
James McDowell, April 8, 1842). After seven years of hiring out McDowell's
slaves, Young wrote to him in 1847:

making some new provision for your negros. Pardon my frankness,
when I aver before heaven, it is not that T am weary of serving
B you--but the present plan is to our mutual injury. There is great
- .- difficulty in hiring here into suitable hands. And to avoid injury
.. to your negros, Il have kept most of them, & this year all of them,
ﬁ. when it 1is both my interest & wish to buv and work none but my
9 own. The injury to you is two fold--I do not pay vou perhaps as
high as previous hiring give--and 1 cannot manage or have managed
all other negros as well as my own ... California especially has an
idea that she is free-—goes & comes as she pleases, infuses a good
A deal of these feelings and notions in her childrens heads, has
&., Amalgamation prints stuck up in her cabins--which 7 constantly fear
b will be ohbserved by the Patrol & unpleasant difficulties ensue & the
C example of all this is anguish (to) mv slaves. Tim will sav, whv
: don't vou remedv all this? My replv is never punish mv own if T can
["% avoid it--& others not at all, She demanded to he sent to Virginia
- this spring when hearing T suppose that I had not hought from vou.
;-. Moses under the idea of being mine, & of feeling grateful for the
o purchase of his wife had improved" (G, H. Young to James McDowell,
i Julv 24, 1847),

*l' "I do sincerely hope you will not let another vear pass away without
-
p
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The following yvear Young noted "I was gratified with the sensible view
of John & Henry, running away & did not punish them . . . The simpletons ran
away from Mr. H's plantation . . . hoping to reach Waverly, where they might
not be sent back" (G. H. Young to James McDowell, May 13, 1848)

At one time or another overseers were employed to manage the details on
each Waverly plantation (Lowndes County Board of Police Minutes 1848-1861).
The overseer's position on the plantation was central: he stood between the
slave and the master, bringing together the resources of one and the muscle
of the other. '"Among the major responsibilities of the overseer were the
welfare and discipline of the slaves, the care of livestock and agricultural
implements, and the production of staple and subsistence crops. He assigned
gangs to work, apportioned tasks, and supervised the labor of slaves in the
field" (Scarborough 1966:67). The ratio of overseers to slaves varied
considerably, though at Waverly it likely approximated the state average of
1:30-50 (Sydnor 1933:67-69). It was common practice for overseers to be
assisted by Negro drivers, but this fact is not known for the Waverly
plantations.

If data gleaned from the Lowndes County Board of Police Minutes and
United States Census are appropriate indicators then Young may have had no
more than three overseers at any one time and most often only two. Much of
the supervisory work was probably performed by his sons, John Watkins,
George Valerius, Thomas Erskine, and James Hamilton Young. Managing the
daily affairs of a plantation under the watchful guidance of the Colonetl
must have been an excellent education, as revealed by the fact that the
sons' 1860 cotton crop was exceeded only by that of G. H. Young and the
Martin plantation (Tables 7.2, 7.4) (U. S. Census of Agriculture 1860).

Table 7.4. Slaves and Slave Houses in the Waverly Locality, 1840-1860.

Slaves Slave Houses

Owners 1840 1850 1860 1860 Average per house
G. H. Young 60 117 137 41 3.3
Wm. Burt 4 73 69 15 4.6
T. Martin 25 44 117 17 6.9
A. Wright - 26 63 12 5.2
G. H. Lee - 37 47 10 4.7
Sons of Young - - 80 24 3.3
A. Hamilton - - 88 24 3.7
R. Sykes - - 95 20 4.8
Wm. Winston 16 70 - - -
J. Field 10 41 - -

A. Sims 25 17 - - -
J. Speight 31 - - - -
J. Fortson 27 - - - -
A. Weir 13 - - - -

Source: U.S. Census of Populatinn (1840-1860).

The overseer probatlv had the most demanding job on the plantation. He
was expected to produce a large crop and to provide constant surveillance,

guard the welfare, and merit out disciplinary punishment without
incapacitating slaves. As the svmbol of authoritv the overseer, no doubt,
was the most frequent target of rebellions slaves. In the onlv reference
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specifically identifying one of Young's overseers, 'a negro belonging to
Col. George Young, Waverly, on his plantation, near this place was killed bv
his overseer, Mr. Norwood, in self defense, as the Magistrate Court tried
and acquitted him" (Southern Broad-Axe 1859).

Because their names reappear so infrequently one can surmise that in
general Waverly overseers were a highly transitory lot with short tenures.
The only known professional overseers were Mahlon Stacy and David Cottrel!
who managed the Thomas Martin Waverly plantation for most of its 30 year
existence (Martin 1970b:275). In some instances the short tenures
undoubtedly were attributed to salaries. George H. Young noted in 1842 that
he could hire "the right sort of man for 300§, or one with a wife & one
child lto] . . . manage everything for 2 shares of all made" (G. H. Young to
James McDowell, September 25, 1842). Ten years later, Moses Westbrook, who
used the commercial facilities at Waverly and whose plantation had a common
western border with the Waverly community, paid his overseer, Elias C.
Westbrook (relation unknown), $360 for the year 1852 and the salary for 1853
was to be $350 (Westbrook 1854).

Commercial Functions

By clustering their plantation steadings Waverly took on the appearance
of a commercial village (Figure 7.2)., Moreover, clustering enabled the
plantations to achieve greater self-sufficiency than was possible for free
standing units on the prairie. Thus the economic crisis of 1837 to 1849,
followed by the continued low prices for cotton until the mid-1850s,
probably was not as severe on planters at Waverly., At least no Waverly
planter was forced into bankruptcy during this time when '"lawyers had their
declarations in assumpsit printed by the Quire, leaving blanks only for the
name of the debtor, creditor, and amounts" (Orr 1906:175),

On the Young property in Sec. 30 were a large brick warehouse, flour
and grist mill, steam-powered sawmill, cotton gin, brick kiln, gas lighting
plant, and facilities for making felt and straw hats and saddle blankets. A
tanyard operated by Thomas D. Watkins supplied leather for shoes, saddles,
and harnesses (U. S. Census of Manufactures 1850).

A post office and ferry operated by Young, and a commissioned merchant
business operated in partnership with William L. C. Gerdine (Westbrook
1854), were also an integral part of Waverly. Nearby on a hill to the north
was Young's office from which he transacted business and conferred with his
overseers (Banks and Brown 1905).

Cotton gins were essential plantation features during the antebellum
era. By separating the seed and lint, gins represented the final stage of
cotton production and the initial stage of cotton manufacturing. For about
$500 (Gray 1958:542: Moore 1958:48) planters established their own gin
plants by purchasing 'the gin stand, the running gear, and the baling press,
and by building a structure to house the machinerv'" (Aiken 1973:200). "On
larger plantations gin houses usually were wooden structures two stories
high with outside dimensions of approximately forty by sixty feet" (Moore
1958:48), Gin stands were approximatelv 2 bv 5.5 m (7 by 18 ft) in
dimension and mounted on heavy wooden beams on the second floor,
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The average production of gins ranged between three and five bales

daily (Wailes 1854:170-173), and required the attention of at least three

. hands (Grav 1958:704). To be economical, plantation gins needed about 200

‘ bales annually drawn from within a radius of 6 km (5 mi) or less. After

ginning, bales varied in weight and were pressed into manageable size and

shape in preparation for shipment. It was to the planter's advantage to

stuff as much lint cotton into each bale as appearance would allow because

transportation and marketing costs were based on the number of bales rather

) than weight. One planter's cotton bales shipped through Waverly ranged in

! - weight from 145 kg to 263 kg (320 to 580 1b) with two-thirds of the bales
exceeding 227 kg (500 1b) (Westhrook 1854),

Most early antebellum cotton gins were horse powered. However, Young

owned and operated a steam mill, possibly as early as 1841, for in January,

1842, he offered to hire from James McDowell two slaves, if they would

‘ concur, to cut wood for the year for his steam mill (G. H. Young to James

McDowell, January 7, 1842), With this technology on the plantation, it

seems logical to assume that he would have used this more efficient source

to power the gin. In fact Young mav have used steam to power several gin

stands and ginned for a fee the cotton of his neighbors until their own gins

were established. Others operating gins in the Waverly Locality were J.

Fields (Fields 1845), Wm. Burt (Neville 1962:83), G. H, Lee, and Alexander

Hamilton (Elliott 1978:44)., G. H. Lee purchased a gin in 1853 from N. F.
McGraw of Columbus, Mississippi (Southern Standard 1853),

P AR

. By 1845 Young was operating a steam-powered saw, grist, and flour mill,
in conjunction with his cotton gin, at Waverly (Clay County Deed Book C:
543-544), Three years later the mills were apparentlv operating full-time
for Young's mill hands were distinguished from his field hands (Lowndes
County Board of Police Minutes 1848), At this time the sawmill was
supplying Young's lumber needs and others' because in 1853 the Westbrook
estate owed Young $22.54 for 425 m (1,395 ft) of planking sawn in 1847 and
1848. In 1850 the mill operation emploved seven men and had an annual
production of $4,000 (U, S, Census 1850),

CEe. S A

A report in late 1853 noted that in Lowndes County there were three
successful tanners employing 15 in the vard, 12 in harness making, and 20 in
shoe making {(Southern Standard 1853). Names and locations of the tanners
were not mentioned, bhut one of *the tanners was probably Thomas Watkins at
Waverly, for in the Census of 1850 he wa- enumerated as a 40 vear old tanner
from Virginia with real estate valued at $550. There is no record of real
estate owned by Watkins in Waverlv: hence, the property was either located
elsewhere or the value was an incorrect entry. However, there 1is oral
reference to the tanvard field located some distance north of the Young
house. Evidentlv the leather work of Watkins was in demand because in 1853
a list of accounts due his estate included 43 individuals owing $868. Ten

-— Waverly planters accounted for 46% of the amount due the Watkins estate, but
two-thirds of his customers did not reside at Waverlv, implving that his
trade was extensive, Watkins was due pavment for 13 pair »f shoes made for
the slaves of George H. Young. Shortlv after the death of Thomas Watkins in
1853, the tanvard fixtures and hides inventorv were purchased by Beverly
Young and Alexander Hamilton for $1,320 (Watkins 1853). Whether Young and
Hamilton purchased the tanvard as a legal business venture or for
speculation could not be determined.
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Col. Young owned "a large brick warehouse by the river which held his
own and his neighbors cotton until the boats came up from Mobile" (Banks and
Brown 1905). Some form of protective storage was probably available at
Waverly prior to Young's acquisition of the land in 1836, but in November,
1841, Young was '"as busy as a bee, superintending the building of a fine
Warehouse" (G. H. Young to James McDowell, November 18, 1841). The
warehouse played an essential role by providing storage protection during
inclement weather and until a sufficient number of bales accumulated for
river shipment. Cotton bales were hauled overland to Waverly by slow-moving
oxen and mule drawn wagons. In late autumn, dry weather favored overland
hauling of cotton to the river port, but the river was low and shipping
hazardous. With the wet weather in winter, heavy-laden cotton wagons cut
deep ruts and turned roads into nearly impassible quagmires. Cotton was
hauled by planters rather than by private wagoners from as far west as West
Point (Southern Standard 1852). Cotton was stored at the warehouse for 25
cents per bale for the first month and at half-price for each succeeding
month (Westbrook 1854), and insured through the Columbus Life and Insurance
Company (Columbus Life 1852).

From the warehouse cotton was shipped by steamboat to agents, sometimes
referred to as factors, in Mobile for final sale (Southern Argus 1839).
Among the many charges the planter paid to market his cotton were the
standard commission of 2.5%, freight storage at the upriver warehouse,
wharfage, weighing, drayage, storage at the downriver destination,
insurance, and mending. Charges levelled against marketing 158 bales of
cotton at Mobile from Waverly in 1849 and Vinton in 1854 are typical of
those during the late antebellum period (Table 7.5). Such 1indulgences
deprived the planter of 8-12% of the gross sales.

Table 7.5. Comparative Cost of Marketing Cotton
from Waverly and Vinton, Mississippi to Mobile, Alabama

1849 1854
Waverly Cost Vinton Cost
(58 bales) per bale (60 bales) per bale

Freight $58.00 $1.00 $105.00 $1.75
Warehouse 14.50 .25 12.00 .20
Wharfage 4,64 .08 4,80 .08
Weighing 5.80 .10 6.00 .10
Drayage 5.80 .10 6.00 .10
Storage 14.50 .25 15.00 .25
Insurance - - 18.62 31
Mending .50 - 16.63 .28
Commission 45.84 .79 55.51 .93
Total $149.58 $2.57 $239.56 $47.00

Gross Sales §1,834.05 $2,220.40 -

Source: Westbrook (1854).

G. H. Young and W. L. C. Gerdine were local representatives for the
merchant firms George G. Moore of Mobile (Southern Standard 1851), Hamilton
and Baskervill of Columbus, and Hamilton and Young of Mobile (Southern
Standard 1852}, Also Young represented George H. Henry, factor and
commi ssion merchant of Mobhile (The Primitive Republican 1852). Young and
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Gerdine were authorized to make liberal advances on cotton received at
Waverly to be shipped to Mobile, and to participate in auctions as
representatives of the Hamilton and Baskervill Company. No relation is
apparent between the Hamiltons and Youngs in the companies and those at
Waverly.

The fact that the Westbrook estate was in debt to Young and Gerdine for
a variety of items that included 58 kg (128 1b) of rope, 114 kg (250 1b) of
sugar, 74 kg (163 1b) of coffee, 26 kg (57 1b) of flour, and 38 liters (10
gal) of vinegar suggests a commission business rather than a store operation
at Waverly. Furthermore, had Young and Gerdine engaged in the mercantile
business, it seems logical to expect that since credit purchases of even the
smallest amounts were widespread and common that in the settlement of area
estates, Fields, Leftwich, L. Westbrook, M. Westbrook, and Watkins--all
having outstanding accounts against them--would have included some Waverly
trade., Thomas Watkins, the Waverly tanner, would be a prime suspect, but
the estate administrators were obligated to pay Young for groceries
purchased in Mobile, and Gerdine for hides for the tanmery (Watkins 1853).

Andrew Weir, owner of the first known store at Waverly, had likely sold
out to J.M. Hughes in the late 1830s, and was living in Columbus at the turn
of the decade (Lowndes County Personal Property Rolls 1839). John M. Hughes
operated the store in the early 1840s, after which it was discontinued
(Lowndes County Personal Property Rolls 1838-1841). Data do not reveal when
John M. Hughes ceased to operate the store, but in 1843 Col. Young had
$2,000 in sales of merchandise, indicating he was a retailer. Since Young
was then living at Waverly Place and Hughes was not listed that year as a
merchant Young had probably taken over operating the store. However, Hughes
remained as postmaster until 1845, so he likely was connected with the
store, perhaps as a clerk or manager. We do not know how long after 1843
Young operated the store. In 1851, the tax rolls reveal W. L. C Gerdine
had $1500 in merchandise sales, and since he was a business partner of
Young's perhaps he was the store entrepeneur. Whoever the owner, the
declining sales are evident from the personal property rolls:

1838 J. M. Hughes & Co. $5,940
1839 L $8,000
1840 " $8,000
1841 " $6,000
1843 George H. Young $2,000
1851 W. L. C. Gerdine $1,500

The store may have been a casualty of the Panic of 1837, or since Young
owned the land and desired to foster a plantation society, he may have been
responsihle for its discontinuance. Whatever the reason, Young was
purchasing clothing for the plantation from W. H. Wicks and Company of
Mobile on the eve of the Civil War (Snow Collection),

A post office was clearly an important adjunct to an antebellum
community for it provided an important communication link with the outside
world. During 1838, the Southern Argus newspaper published periodically a
list of those failing to pick up their mail at the Columbus Post Office,
Appearing on almost evervy published list was Genrge H. Young, implving the
frequency of mail he received and the infrequency of visits to Columbus from
his prairie home.
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In 1839 Waverly was on postal route #3835 from Columbus to Houston.
The mail left Columbus every Wednesday and arrived at Houston on Thursdav,
left Houston on Thursdav and arrived at Columbus on Fridav (U.S, Post Office
Department 1830-1862). The following vear a post office was established at
Waverly with John M. Hughes serving as postmaster. George H. Young replaced
Hughes as postmaster 1in 1845 and served wuntil the post office was
discontinued in 1860 (Oakley 1969:274). Young was offered the contract for
postal route #5750, extending from Columbus via Waverlv to West Point and
Palo Alto in 1846 for $140 per year, but he refused and the contract w.s
signed with Moses Westbrook (U.S. Post Office Department 1830-~1862).
Perhaps the 53 mile trip weekly would have been too time consuming for
Young, coming at a time when he was fully involved in establishing the
Waverly Plantation.

By the time G. H. Young had acquired title to Sec. 30, Waverly had long
been an important site for crossing the Tombighee River. Sgveral major
Indian, European, and early pioneer trails and roads had converged at the
Waverly crossing (Figures 5.1, 5.2, 6.2), perhaps encouraged by the fact
that the floodplain is narrowed by hills protruding into it from the east
and west. Also, with major tributaries entering the Tombigbee south of
Waverly from the west and north of Waverly from the east, the broad expanses
of the black prairie were more easily accessible from Columbus through
Waverlv., The site was further recognized in 1839 when postal route #3835
between Columbus and Houston shifted from the crossing further upriver at
the now-extinct town of Colbert. Thomas B. Mullens was licensed bv the
Lowndes County Board of Police to operate a ferry in 1834 and 1835 "at the
crossing known and called Pitchlynn's Ford." 1In 1836 Richard Barry was
authorized to operate a ferry "at his landing on the road from Columbus to
Pontotoc" (Lowndes County Board of Police Minutes 1836; Lowndes County Deed
Book 12:94), Both sites were at Waverly. It is not known when Young first
gained control of the ferry, but evidently it occurred at about the time he
moved to Waverly--at least prior to 1848 for in that vear Moses Westbrook
owed Young six dollars for ferriage (Westbrook 1854). Young was paving
taxes on the ferry in the early 1850s, and after the Lowndes County Board of
Police announced in 1857 that all ferry keepers who had not renewed their
bond in the past two years must execute new bonds, Young presented his and
was authorized to operate the Waverly ferry for another five years. The
ferry at Waverly was the only one operating along a 23 mi stretch of the
river between West Port and Barton in 1863 (Table 7.4).

Just how profitable the ferry was is not known. Thomas Watkins owed
Young $32.80 for ferriage between 1850 and 1853. Apparentlv all ferry rates
were set uniformly by the Police Court (Table 7.6). Rates far Waverly are
not available prior to 18A3, but comparing the Nashville and West Port rates
with those listed in the early 1850s indicates rates had increased
suhstantiallyv during the decade, as much as 50-607 for certain categories.
Most wagon traffic went north from Columbus to Aberdeen and then crossed the
river, while that from Columbus tn the southwest went hy Starkville,
crossing the river well south of Waverly., The ferrv also was denied traffic
when the railroad reached West Point in the 1850s.
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Table 7.6. Schedule of Rates at Ferries Across Tombighee River, 18473

Item Barton Waverly West Port Columbus
6 Horse Wagon $ 1.25 $1.25 $ 1.25 $ 1.25
4 Horse Wagon 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
2 Horse Wagon .60 .60 .60 .A0
2 Horse Carriage .75 .75 .75 .75
1 Horse Buggy .40 .40 .40 .40
! Horse Cart .30 .30 .30 .30
Man & Horse .20 .20 .20 .20
Man on Foot .10 .10 .10 A0
Loose Mules & Horses (each) .10 10 10 .10
Cows Per Head .10 10 0 A0
Goats, Hogs, Sheep (each) .05 .05 .05 .05

Source: Lowndes Countv Board of Police Minutes (1863).

River and Land Transportation

[t would be almost impossible to overestimate the infiluence of water
transportation upon the economic developments at Waverlvy and in the
Community during the antehellum period. A desire for access to the Tombigee
was revealed when John T. Fortson deeded a 3 m (10 ft) strip off the north
side of Sec. 31 to J. Fortson so that latter, owning Sec. 36 to the west,
would have unimpaired access to the river., When J. Fortson sold Sec. 36 to
G. H. Lee in 1854 that narrow strip of land also was sold (Clav County
Abstract Books). Commission merchants and factors would 'make liberal
advances on cotton in store at any point on the Tombigbee River, whenever
receipts for the same'" were received (Southern Argus 1837, 18139), In
another 1instance reflecting the river's importance, the editor of the
Southern Standard (1852), observed that whenever the river was too low for
navigation:

"there is no branch of business that is not dependent upon the river
trade for its success. If the cotton cannot be got off, legitimate
business is at an end