, Constructing Free Identity:
The Invention and Adaptation of the Charleston Freedman’s Cottage

Paige Marie Wagoner
Plymouth, Indiana

B.A., College of Charleston, 2004

A Thesis Presented to the Faculty
of the Department of Architectural History
of the School of Architecture
In Partial Fulfillment of the Requirement for the Degree
Master of Architectural History

University of Virginia
‘May 2007




i1

Table of Contents
Acknowledgements.............coccoororrernunenn. OO O OO iii
LiSt Of THUSHEAHONS. ...o.ccoceertertoncnscsenrsennesss oo IR
IAtrOAUCHON. ......ovvee v ST ST 1
L Geography................ccooovuvenn...e. et e e e s et e aeresrenanans e 8

' The East Side
Hampton Park Terrace and Other Western Neck Nezghborhoods'
Residential Patterns of the Reconstructed City
I Form............ AR ARt 1
The Freedman'’s Cottage and Other Charleston House Types
The Kitchen House
Slave Quarters
The Charleston Single House
‘ Approprtatzon of the Charleston Vernacular and Free Identzty
. IIL Culture......... S e e oot e 36
' Charleston Courts _
Costly Signaling and Fashionable Architecture .
Eickmeyer Tenements
Reconstruction Housing
The Cottage Aesthetic
COMCIUSION. ...t ettt tes s beae e e e e en et reeeesesan s 52
Appendix A ............................. e eees e et 56.
Tables........ccoeeenene ..................... e e et 59
‘Bibliography................... et e 63
THustrations..........cococovveeeeeier e, ettt B 68




i
Acknowledgements

Attempting to develop an architectural history of the Charleston’s freedman’s

cottage involved the help and support of several individuals. I would first like to thank

| Historic Charleston Foundation. The Foundation’s Preservation Department never ceased
to encourage this projecf and my inferest in it. Katherine Saunders provided numerous
leads to primary source material and recommended documents central to this research.
She was an important advisor fof this project as well as a mentor for my future
aspirations.

The invaluable comments and suggestions from Louis Nelson, Daniel Bluestone,
and Katherine Saunders, my thesis committee, generated ﬁew ideas, shaped my
conclusions, and taught mé to think critically. T would also like to thank Ralph Muldrow
and Robert Russell of the College of Charleston, who encouraged my interest in the
preservation of Charleston architecture and introduced me to the freedman’s cottage.

Finally much gratitude and thanks to my parents, friends, loved ones and the

many others who offered a steady supply of encouragement and support that undoubtedly

affected this work,




Figure 1

Figure 2

Figure 3

Figure 4

Figure 5

Figure 6

Figﬁre 7

Figure 8
Figure 9

Figure 10

Figure 11

Figure 12

v
List of Illustrations

View of Woodall Court, Charleston, South Carolina, -
Source: Paige M. Wagoner, 2006,

9 Woodall Court.
Source: Paige M. Wagoner, 2006,

Typical nineteenth-century single houses in Charleston’s Ansonborough
neighborhood.

Source: Herman, Bernard. “The Embedded Landscapes of the Charleston Single
House, 1780-1820” in Exploring Everyday Landscapes: Perspectives in
Vernacular Architecture VII. Knoxville' University of Tennessee, 1997: 42.

_ Shotgun house in New Orleans, Louisiana.

Source: Vlach, John Michael. “The Shotgun House: An Aﬁ‘lcan Architectyral
Legacy” in Common Places, ed. Dell Upton. Athens: University of Georgia
Press: 1986: 64. :

Plat of Chatleston and the “Neck,” view dated 1844 by W. Keenan.
Source: South Carolina Room, Charleston County Public Library.

1850 Ward Map of Charleston, South Carolina.
Source: Rosengarten, Dale, Martha Zierden, Kimberly Grimes, Ziyadah Owusuy,

~ Elizabeth Alston and William Williams III, Between the Tracks: Charleston’s

East Side during the Nineteenth Century. Charleston: Charleston Museum, 1987:
8.

Map of Charleston, South Carolina, 1869-70, published for the Charleston City
Directory and Business Register by Thad C. Jowitt.
Source: South Carolina Room, Charleston County Public Library, 2006.

Map of the East Side, Charleston, South Carohna, 1852,
Source: Rosengarten 1900.

Plan of Proposed Details for the South Carolina Railroad, by W. Keenan,
Source: Rosengarten, 114.

The South Carolina and West Indian Exposition, 1902.

Source: Harvey, Bruce. “Architecture of the Future at the Charleston Exposition,
1901-1902" in Perspectives in Vernacular Architecture VII: Exploring Everyday
Landscapes, eds. Annamarie Adams and Sally McMurray. Knoxville: University
of Tennessee, 1997: 123,

Sanborn Insurance map showing Hampton Park Terrace, 1938.
Source: Digital Sanborn Maps. Database on-line. Available from ProQuest,

Advertisement for Hampton Park Terrace in the News and Courier, 1923.

Souzce: Post and Courier files at the Charleston County Library.




Figure 13

Figure 14

Figure 15

Figure 16 -

Figure 17
Figure 18

'Figure 19

Figure 20

Figure 21
Figure 22
Figure 23
Figure 24
Figure 25

- Figure 26

Figure 27

Figure 28

Shotgun house, Charlotte, North Carolina.

Source: Hanchett, Thomas. Sorting out the New South City: Race, Class, and
Urban Development in Charlotte, 1875-1975. Chapel Hill: University of North
Carolina Press, 1998 124.

Row of ﬁ'ecdman s cottages on Pfesident Street.
Source: Paige M. Wagoner, 2006.

Plan of 9 Woodall Court.
Source: Paige M. Wagoner, 2006.

Plan of 177 Fishburne Street.
Source: Paige M. Wagoner, 2006.

Plan of 9 Desportes Court.
Source: Paige M. Wagoner, 2006:

Plan of 456 Race Street.
Source: Paige M. Wagoner, 2006. .

Kitchen building, Heyward Washington house, ca, 1740,
Source: McInnis, Maurie. The Politics of Taste in Antebellum Charleston, Chapel
Hﬂl University of North Carolina, 2605: 172,

Interior of kitchen building, Heyward Washmgton house, ca. 1740,
Source: Mclnnis, 172.

Kitchen building, Judith Street, ca. 1817-1820. -
Source: Mclnnis, 188.

Plan of a kitchen building, John Robinson house, ca. 1814.
Source: MclInnis, 174.

Slave cabin, Mcl.eod Plantation, James Island, South Carolina.

~ Source: Louis P. Nelson.

Sanborn Insurance map from 1888 showing the predominance of the single house
form: in the mineteenth century.
Source: Digital Sanborn Maps. Database on-line. Avaxlable from ProQuest.

Cromwell Alley, now Cromwell Street.
Source: MclInnis, 192,

90 and 92 Church Street.
Source: Herman, 46,

Plan of 90 Church Street.
Source: Herman, 47.

Plan of Charleston single house lot.
Source: Herman, 44.




Figure 29

Figare 30

Figure 31

Figure 32
Figure 33
Figure 34

Figure 35

Figure 36

Figure 37

Figure 38

Figure 39

Figure 40
Figure 41

Figure 42

Vi

Parlor, William Pinckney Shingler House, ca. 1857.
Source: Mclnnis, 323,

Plan of the Denmark Vesey freedman’s cottage.

Source: Hudgins, Carter L., Carl R. Lounsbury, Louis P. Nelson, and Jonathan H.
Poston. The Vernacular Archrtecture of Charleston and the Lowcountry, 1670-
1990: A Field Guide. Charleston: Historic Charleston Foundation, prepared for
the Vernacular Architecture Forum, 1994: 219,

1917 Plat of Williams Court, by G.M. Howe.
Source: City of Charleston Plat Collection, Register of Means Conveyance of the
County of Charleston.

Freedman’s cottage on Woodall Court.
Sowrce: Paige M. Wagoner, 2006.

Freedman’s cottage on Woodall Court.
Source: Paige M. Wagoner, 2006.

1910 Sanborn Insurance Map showing the Eickmeyer Tenements.
Source: Digital Sanborn Maps. Database on-line. Available from ProQuest.

“Negro Tenemeﬁts, Charleston, S.C.”
Source: New York Public Library Digital Gallery.

Shotgun house, New Orleans, Louisiana.
Source: Vlach, 64.

Plan of shotgun house, New Orleans, Louisiana.
Source: Vlach, 65.

Board house of San Andrés Island.

- Source: Edwards, Jay D. “The Evolution of a Vernacular Tradition,” in Culiural

Traditions and Caribbean Identity: the Question of Patrimony, ed. S.Jeffrey K.
Wilkerson, Gainesville: University of Florida, 1980, 77.

“Design for a Saddle-back Log House.”
Source: Chase, C. Thurston. A Manual on School-Houses and Cotiages for the
People of the South. Washington D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1868: 62.

5 Ashton Street. -
Source: Paige M. Wagoner, 2004.

170 Fishburne Street.
Source: Paige M. Wagoner, 2004.

7 Ashton Street. ‘
Source: Paige M. Wagoner, 2004.




Figure 43
Figufe 44
Figure 45
Figure 46
Figure 47
Figure 48
Figure 49
Figure 50
Figure Si
Figure 52
Figure 53
- Figure 54
Figure 55
Figure 56
Figure §7

Figure 58

456 Race Street. _
Source: Paige M. Wagoner, 2006.

187 Coming Street. :
Source: Paige M. Wagorier, 2004,

148 Congress Street.
Source: Paige M. Wagoner, 2004.

16 Moultrie Street.
Source: Paige M. Wagoner, 2004,

202 Nassau Street.
Source; Paige M. Wagoner, 2006,

211 Fishbume Street. -
Source: Paige M. Wagoner, 2006.

6 Larnes Street.
Source: Paige M. Wagoner, 2004.

7 Woodall Court.

© Source: Paige M. Wagoner, 2006.

9 Maverick Street.
Source: Paige M. Wagoner, 2004,

356 Huger Street.

Source: Historic Charleston Foundation.

7 Court Street.
Source: Paige M. Wagoner, 2004,

400 Sumter Street.
Source: Paige M. Wagoner, 2004.

379 Sumter Street,
Source; Paige M. Wagoner, 2004.

177 Fishburne Street.
Source: Paige M. Wagoner, 2006.

383 Sumter Street,
Source: Paige M. Wagoner, 2004,

221 Fishbume Street.
Source: Historic Charleston Foundation.

Vil




Intfoduction |

In the decades. following the Civil War black Charlestonians began to construct Aa
free identity steeped in the llocal architectural traditions of the old southern city.
Employing the small unassuming structure commonly referred to as the freedman’s
cottage, African-Americans enlisted the architectural cues of their immediate
environment to build new identities as free men and women. Nowhere is this notion of
free'idontiw morfe apparent than in sotne of the city’s eailiESt 'subui*bs, commonly referred
to as the Charleston -“Neck.”l Walking down a portion of President Street in the historic
Neck’s Westside neighborhood, tho history of the late nineteenth-century suburb is still
palpable. Children play basketball and ride their bikes, while groups of neighbors sit at
picnic tables casually talking and laughing in front of rows of colorful houses. Spaced iri
narrow urban lots, small one-story freedman’s cottages parade down the street, each with
their own charming character and century-old story. Concealed between the narrow yards
and small houses, a small lane, now named Woodall Court, transports the visitor back to
a time when the now séemingiy humble houses symboiized the new found freedom of the
.city’s African-American population (Figure 1). Peering down the lane, one sees a band of
small freedman’s coilages -Hm'ng ihe dense urban space. Large banana irces and ihick
green ferns contrast with the colorful structures that date back to the early decados of the
iweniicih uenitﬁy. The dweilings, remarkably similar in uppearance ihough buiii by
different owners, evoke a continuity of form, including long side porches fronted by

whiie doors. Originally occupied by Aftican-Americans and ofien passed ifuough

! Historically the term “Neck” has referred to the portions of the Charleston peninsula north of Boundary
Creek. Through time the shifting nature of development has redefined the Charleston Neck. By the end of
the twentieth century, the term referred to the industrial areas and neighborhoods just south of North
Charleston. B '




generations of the same Charleston families, the dwellings of Woodall Court are typical
of the many historic freedman’s cottages that densely populate the northern end of the
Charleston peninsula.

9 Woodall Court is an example of the typical Charleston freedman’s cottage,
consisting of three one-story rooms arranged in a linear fashion and separated by central
fireplaces (Figure 2). A side gabled roof made of metal covers the primarily wooden
structure. With the gable end of the house facing the street, the freedman’s cottage has a
north-south orientation. The front fagade includes an attic vent centered above two
double-hung windows. Along the right side, a privacy screen and door fronts a long side
porch or piazza, similar to those found on the dominant Charleston dwelling, the single
house. The side piazza follows half of the length of the house and leads to two doors that
open onto the front two rooms. A small, narrow room completes the other half of the
structures length, enlarging the livable space inside the residence. Two posts support the
overhanging roof of the side piazza, and a simple balustrade encloses the outdoor space.
Although the freedman’s cottage exhibits minimal exterior omamentation, a transom
window and decorative hood crown the front doorway. As an urban type, the structure
aligns with the far right property line, leaving room for a small side yard. The front of the
house meets the small court with steps leading up to the front door. Oriented with its
gable end to the street, the structure easily fits into the long, narrow city lots. Arranged
side by side in the city’s post-Civil War neighborhoods, freedman’s cottages establish a
visual thythm which shapes the sense of local community and tradition surviving in the

streets today.




Thé freedman’s cottage echoes the form and placement of the larger and more
common Charleston house type, known as the “single house,” a two- or three-storied
sirusiure vue-room wide and iwo-rvoms deep (Figure 3). Sianding wiili iis gable end
towards the street, the single house characterizes Charleston’s built environment as the
mosi pt;puial‘ dwelling sviuiion in ihe nincicenib-ceniwy cliy. While e singie house
consistently appears in the literature addressing Charleston’s vernacular architecture, the
ﬁ't:t:dlﬁaﬂ’& udiiugt_: has escaped noiice and research. Bssenilal lisiories of Chariesion
architecture such as Albert Simons’ Ar Architectural Guide to Charleston Architecture
and jonailian Posion’s The Buildings of Churlesion bave focused primariiy on ile vid and
historic districts of the city in the periods dating from the American Revolution up to the
Civil War, Few pubiished hisivries of ihe cily’s archiicciure have meniioned ihe
freedman’s cottage, and a comprehensive history of the structure as its own contributing |
iype has yei io be ioid.

Other récent studies have focused on the history of post-emancipation blacks in
Chm‘iésiou, such us Witberi Jenkius' Seizing the New Duay and Bernard Powers® Black
Charjlestonians, but the questions of what free blacks in Charleston chose to build and
inpabii have guuc wiasked. Aiihuugh ihese iraditional hisiorics suceessiully poriray ihe
new political, economic, and social circums_tances of Reconstruction Charleston, it is
unfuriunaic i sucix a promineni iwuse iype, wiich oilers so much insighi iniv ihe ciiy’s.
African-American history, as well as the city’s larger architectural story, remains
uunsisicnﬁy.igm')rcd. Siylisiically ibe ireedman’s cotiage Is noi fur removed from e
single house, but contextually the structure is one of the few housing types specifically

associzicd wiih Alticun-Americans in ithe Uniied Siaics.




Verﬁ liitle has been written about the small vernacular housing associated with
African-Amexicans in the southern United States; John Michael Viach’s research on
shoigun houses in New Oricans is ihe major excepiion. The shwigun house remains. ihe
major identifiable architectural typology 'conneéted with African-A_mericans,_ defined as
one-room in widih and vne- io ihree-rooms deep (Figure 4).” Viach’s research iraves ihe
history of the American housing type through its French, Native American, and
uliimaicly Wesi Altican archiicciural heriiage.” Viach m‘gﬁcs ihrai ‘Lﬁﬁ shoigun huﬁsc was
an African derived dwelling, associated with an African architectural heritage and
iiuenced by ibe stave irade, free blacks, and ibe praciical necds ucctu‘x‘illg wiilun ihe
Jocal context of New Orleans and Haiti.* The shotgun house is synonymous with fhe folk
traditions of the American South and iike the Charieston freedman’s cottage, may have
been born out of the adaptation of established house forms. However, while the
mueicenib-ceniury Luuisia.u_a. shwigun house represenis a conglomeraiion of differeni
cultures and the persistence of African architecture, the freedman’s cottage rém_ains
uniquely Churit:siuﬁ in form, direcily responding iv i vernacular iradiiions of ihe ciiy.

Relying on little published research, this thesis attempts to generate a history of
 ihe freedman’s coliage form and iis unigue piabc wiihin ihe coniexi of pusi-emancipaiion

Charleston. The widespread appearance of the freedman’s cottage into the twentieth

ceniury refiecis the way in wiich African-Americans uiilized local archiicoiural iradiiions .

to create not only their own building form, but an identity steeped in newfound freedom.

The freediman’s cuiiage was noi only an adapiive siricgy used 0 fashion a cormmunal

? John Michael Vlach, “The Shotgun House: An African Architectural Legacy” in Common Places ed.
Dell Upton (Athens: University of Georgia Press: 1986), 59.
3 Vlach, “The Shotgun House,” 59.

* Viach, “The Shetgun House,” 59.




architectural dialogue among African-Americans, but among the city’s white population
as well. Instead of acculturating into society, African-Americans appropriated established
forms iv declare iheir independence and shape a sense of cdunuuniiy ihai coniinues in
those same neighborhoods today.

- The {ursi chapier of ihis ifiesis esiablishes ihe geographic cuniexi of ihe
freedman’s cottage. The location of the structures within the city says a great deal about
ticir associaiions wiih ihe Aftican-American popuiaiion and ihe aiicmpis by ihe ﬁ't:t:

| black community to found a collective identity. Most of the ex1stmg freedman’s cottages
appear 11 ibe husioric Charlesion “Neck,” mt: norifiern pari of ihe peninsula Figure 5).
The majority of the existing structures survive in the East Side neighborhood and in the
arcas encircling Hatpion Fcuk Terrave, where tiey are ofien found in rows lining ihe
streets. These areas became the focus of this study, which traces the story of the Neck and
lis deveiopmeni inio a primarily African-American communiiy during ihe laic nincicenih

| and early twentieth centuries. The shifting residential patterns in the city and the
reiailonsiip beiween witiie and black urban space demonsiraie how anicbeiium
Charleston changed from mixed residential areas to the increasingly segregated city of
ihe prcscﬁ'i. Using viher souihern ciiies as means for cump&risun, ihe 1‘§5hupiug oi
residential patterns and the appearance of the freedmén’s cottage oh the edges of the
Gliy’s uhangiﬁg boundaries help (0 consisuci a larger sovio-vuliural hisiory of posi-Civii
War Charleston.

Wil 4 fusiory of ihe Chaﬁicsiun Neck as a background, ihie nexi chapier
establishes a cohesive freedman’s cottage typology. After ihvestigatiﬁg current theories

of ow ilie fieedman’s coliage fonm evolved, it bevame clear ihai ihe siruciure represenis
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both the adoption of local ideas and the creation of African—Americén group identity. The
secbnd chapter examines the freedman’s cottage form through a statistical analysis. Using
ihe moded sei forih by archacologisis 1 ine siudy Uf archuieciure, I deveioped u ba;tsic'
analysis which organizes a sample of freedman’s cottages according to four exterior
iraiis. One hundred images qf fieedmian’s coilages were compiied and iben classiiied
according to roof type, window type and i)osition, chimney position, and the existence
and ivcaiion of iie plazza dovr. The siruciures were ien grouped {ogeiher by ihetr
geographic proximity to each other in ofder to determine existing commonalities and
change over geography. The approach higidighicd n chap'wr iwo wiil deienmine ifxe
existence of shared architectural characteristics that can be found in one of Charleston’s
mosi cuuu;_iuu nouse ivnms. Comparing i frccduiau’s ooilage form wiih ibai of ine
prominent single house and other common structures found within the city’s landscape
wiil define ihe x'ciaiioxisilip beiween ibe feedman’s coliage and ihe locul vcm&uuia.r.

- After determining the formal characteristics of the freedman’s cottage, a
discussion of ibe culiure surrounding i appearance and evoiuilon of i siruciures
comprises the core of the last chapter. Confirming the rellatio.nship between the

' ﬂ't:t:d[lla.[l;s coligge and ihe singie house 1s nsiruinenial 10 ihe undersiunding of iocai
architectural traditions available in the city at the time. African-Americans looked to the
p;‘cvaicxli single house as 4 model for he reordering of space and consirucied an ideniiiy
based on the free associa‘f;ions that came with the la,fger structureé. Unlike the shotgun
fiouses vl oiher souiliern ciiles, ihe freedman's coilage was a housing soluiion physicaily
related to the local context and directly linked to the attempts of black Charlestonians to

deveiop 4 new identily and communiiy. This chapier lnitoduces a varieiy of inicrpreiaiive




historical frames tilat may explain the development of the freedman’s cottage and its
association with the city’s African-Americans.

- To acyuire an undersianding of whai ﬁiﬂ frecdiman’s coiiage is and how ii
functioned, 1 r_ellied_ on a previous documentation study compiled while I was a senior at
Cuilicge of Chariesion. Since hundreds of freedman’s cuiiagcs swvive in Chariesion, 1
attempted o document through photographs the-exteriors of nearly two hundred of the
siruviures and ihen classified ihem by characiensiic iralis. The sampling of ihis 2604
survey provided the basic historical background and directed th1s thesis in terms .of |
finding ihe appropiiaic avenues iv explore. Under ihe g.uidauuc: ol Kailierine Saunders
and Historic Charieston Foundation, I undertook a new study during the summer of 2006.
focusiog on ihe fciaiiuusﬁips beiween freedman’s coiiages and 'Lht_: peopte who buiit and
lived in the s'tr_uctures. Priméry research including the investigation of deed and census
records, 111&;15uwd drawings and ihe documeniaiion of éxisiing struciures, as well as

| talking to residents, who call these century-old dwellings home, comprised the basis of
ihus siudy, wiile offering greai nsighi iniv ibe imporisnce of ithe freedman’s coilage o
the Charleston community.

This thesis is offered as a.bt:gixmiug 10 ibe undersianding of ihe freedman’s
cottage and its value to the architectural and cultural history of Charleston. It focuses on
ifie geographic and hisivrical coniexi as weil as ihe o of ibe struciures, a form direcied
by the political and social atlﬁosphere ofa p‘;st-Civil War southern city and the spirit of

1k iocal archiieciural radiitons.




.' Chapter 1: Geography

As the once prosperous, cosmopolitan capital of the South, Charleston emerged
from the Civil War a defeated city. The destructive capacity of the Civil War was plainly
visible in the burned and ravaged landscape, but as the institution of slavery came to an |
end, new racial tensions rose from the ashes as free African-Americans began to define
their place within the politics and culture of the city. In the first years of Reconstruction
1ittle changed in the built‘ enﬁronment of Charleston. White Charlestonians and newly
freed slaves lived side by side in much of the dity, echoing the mixed residential patterns
of the antebellum period.” However, through the last decades of the nineteenth century,
the racism of post-Reconst_rucﬁon era pblitics began reshaping the city’s racial
geography. Due to the availability of cheap land and inexpens.ive rents, African-
Americans and poor whites moved ﬁorthward up the Charleston peninsula, while the
wealthy white elite stayed in the city’s downtown or fled to the safety of new _“white _
only” suburbs.

Charlestoh’s political atmosphere influenced the appearancé and location of a new
type of small framed dwelling: the freedman’s cottage. Freedmén’s cottages appeared
almost exclusively in those regions newly settled by African-Americans and poor whites
in the northern part of thc peninsula. During the period betwgen 1860 and 1880,
Charleston’s black population shifted northward as former plantation and farm land was
sold off and subdivided for new residences and indu_s’cry.6 In 1860, nearly 58.6 percent of
the city’s African-Americans resided in thé lower four wards, while twenty years later -

blacks comprised over 60 percent of the sixth and eighth wards on the upper peninsula,

* Bernard E. Powers, Ir., Black Charlestonians: 4 Social History, 18221885 (Fayetteville: University of
Arkansas Press, 1994), 246. e
® Powers, Black Charlestonians, 252.




making African-Americans the majority of the population in the _northem parts of the

city.” During the period following the Civil War, the architecture of the freedman’s

cottage became associated. with the expanding black population of Charleston’s northern
neighborhoods and signaled an attémpt by African- Americans to fashion an idenfity as

free people within the racist urban landscape of an old southern city. An understanding of
the impact of the newly freed African-American population and the structures they bﬁilt |
depends on the reconstruction of Charleston’s re.sidential patterns. Khowing how and :
where blacks and whites shared and shaped urban space throughout the Charleston
peninsula is essential for the developmenf of the city’s African-American hisfory and
culture.

Referred to as the Charleston “Neck,” the land of the upper peninsula developed | ‘
as land speculation in the area became profitable for the expénding class bf wealthy
planters.® As the first suburbs of Charleston bégan to develop in the 1760’s, Boundary
Creek became the northern border of the city, leaving the area north of the creek as the
locafion of the most available and affordable land (Figure 5).” Originally settled as a
network of plantations along the Ashley and Cooper Rivers, the land area identified as
the Neck was primarily owned by the prominent English families who settled in |
Charleston du.ring the early eighteenth century.'® After the American Revolution, the

network of large agricultural estates was slowly broken up, eventually allowing for the f

_expansion of the Neck between the two rivers. In 1785, as suburban growth .gradually _

spread north, the city’s main north and south thoroughfares, Meeting and King Streets,

7 Powers, Black Charlestonians, 252. . :

® Dale Rosengarten, et al, Between the Tracks: Charleston’s East Side During the Nineteenth Century -
(Charleston: The Charleston Museum, 1987), 16.

® City of Charleston, South Carolina, Survey of the Upper Peninsula (2004), 16.

* City of Charlestor, Survey of the Upper Peninsula, 17.
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extended up the peninsula, prodﬁcing twb of Charleston’s earliest suburban
- neighborhoods, Mazcykborough in 1786 and Wraggborough tWenty years later.!!
As Charleston advanced in size .in the eighteenth century, the city remained
- concentrated in its settlement pattern, w1th the city limits officially expanding to
Boundary Street, now Cathoun Street, in the late decades Qf the century.'” Through the
1840s, the developed portions of the Charleston Neck remained primarily plantation
acreage, while most of the steady gi'owth occuﬁed north: of Calhoun Street and to the
west side of King Street leading up to Washington Race Course on the western portion of
the peninsula.” Prior to the Civil War, the city annexed the Neck creating four new
wards, but not until a decade later did the area see a reél surge in population growth ‘
(Figure 6)."* After the Civil War devastated much of the downtown, many Chaﬂestpn
citizens moved to the Neck in an effort to rebuild, and despite the economic instabiiity of
the time, speculators looked to build new suburbs as the city expanded north.”* By 1880
most of the large plantation estates had been subdivided into a configuration of smaller
Iots that echoed those of the old city.'® Keeping with the vernacular traditions of housing,
the Charleston single house and its variants made up the typical dwellings of the Neck
neighborhoods. |

. Even though the Neck’s development depended on the speculative character of
the real estate owned by wealthy whites, the new neighborhoods catered to the lower

social classes of the city. Before the Civil War, African-Americans made up the majority

1 Clty of Charleston, Survey of the Upper Peninsula, 19.
12 Rosengarten, Between the Tracks, 7.
"* City of Charleston, Survey of the Upper Peninsula, 19.
' City of Charleston, Survey of the Upper Peninsula, 21,
P Walter J. Fraser, Charleston! Charleston! The History of a Southern City (Columbia: University of
South Carolina Press, 1991), 175.
1 City of Charleston, Survey of the Upper Peninsula, 23.
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of the population in Charleston, occupying a large portion of the city’s housing. Unable
to shelter all of their slaves within the urban confines of Charleston’s large houses and
lots, slave owners bought property in the Neck to meet the growing housing demand. By
1861, an estimated 10 percent of Charleston’s nearly twenty thousand slaves lived away
from their owner.!” Slaves allowed to move outside of their owner’s house and lot
‘preferred to live on thé Neck, where a large community of both free and enSIaved blacks
- could exist without the constant supervision of their white overseers. bue to the area’s
readily available land and tiie lask of building restrictions, white owhers built
inexpensive wooden tenements to house their slaves. '® By the 1850s, the Neck was filled
.with small wooden buildings occupied by a mix of ownérs and rentefs, including poor
whites, free Blacks, and slaves."” According to the city census completed in 1848, “the
. Neck is becoming rapidly filled with small, cheai) wooden houses, which attract a large
population.””® Looking to remove the presence of the enslaved from the polite,
fashionable downtown, slave owners built tenements in areas intended for those of a
lower social rank. |
- Prior to the Civil War there were maﬁy reasons for the Neck’s popularity among
lowér and enslaved classes. As suspicions 6f African-Americans increased after the threat

of a large scale slave revolt in 1822, the enslaved population looked to the Neck as a

"7 Maurie D. Mclnnis, The Politics of Taste in Antebellum Charleston (Chapel Hill: University of North
Carolina Press, 2005), 189,
18 After a fire burned nearly one-third of Charleston, an 1838 ordinance was passed prohibiting the erection
of wooden structures within the city limits.
1 McInms The Politics of Taste in Antebellum Charlesion, 190

0§, L. Dawson and H.W. DeSaussure, Census of the City of Charleston, South Carolina, for the Year
1848, Exhibiting the Condition and Prospects of the City, lllustrated by Many Statistical Details, Prepared
Under the Authority of the City Council (Charleston: J.B. Nixon, 1849), v, 1-2.
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haven from white supex_'vision.21 Poiice surveillance in the Neck ﬁvas minimal in the area
and prior to 1832 thé Neck was _only policed by citizen patrols.”? A greater freedom in
‘_daily life surfaced in the lower class neighborhoods of the Neck, a freedom which
African-Americans and newly-arrived European immigrants found especially appealing.
As Charleston became more attractive to Irish and German immigrants during the 1840s, .
the Neck incfeasingly became associated with the lower social classes.* Poor immigrants
and free and enslaved blacks were drawn to the Neck due to the readily accessible real
estate at lower pricés and rents, as well as a respite from the police presence and

control.

The availability of land and the affordability of building in wood outside of the
city limits made the Neck a promising and attractive enclave for the working class.?’

It is no surprise that after the Civil War ended, African-Americans looked to the
Charleston Neck as a place to work and live. Without the financial means to build of rent
houses on the largér, more expensive lots of the city core, freedmen looked to small
freedman’s cottages within the suburban fringe as their new homes. Freedman’s cottages
exist in two major areas in Charleston: the East Side, a community on the eastern most
part of the peninsula and the area adjacent to Hampton Park Terrace, located to the south
.of Washington Race Course (Figure 7). Cdnsidered part of the Charleston Neck, both

areas of the city have similar histories revolving around the African-American

community’s attempts to settle and relocate in Charleston in the decades surrounding the

! Once a slave, Denmark Vesey purchased his freedom in 1800, establishing himself as a skilled carpenter
and craftsman. Twenty-two years later Vesey and twenty-eight others were found guilty of planning a -
large-scale slave revolt and were subsequently hanged. See Mclnnis, The Politics of Taste in Antebellum
Charleston, 71,

%2 City of Charleston, Survey of the Upper Perinsula, 20.

 City of Charleston, Survey of the Upper Peninsula, 19.

2% Mclnnis, The Politics of Taste in Antebellum Charleston, 190.

% City of Charleston, Survey of the Upper Peninsula, 20.
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Civil War. For African-Americans the Neck offered a life free from the watchful eyes of

white authority and the opportunity to expand personal independénce. 2%

The East Side |
The neighborhood loéated on the eastern side of the Neck, the East Side, emerg'ed.

as one of i:he earliest suburban projects in the nineteenth-century city (F igﬁre 8). Asthe
comrnerci.al and industrial center of Charleston moved north to the eastern shore of the
Cooper. River, housing for workers followed, encouraged by the inexpensiire prices of
land. The low real estate costs, as well as the availability of large open spaces, Ienient_
building restrictibns, and convenient access to the harbors, promoted the commercial
settlement of the Neck by large manufacturers.”” Iron foundries, a large gas works, and
other manufacturing enterprises moved to the city’s East Side, followed by housing for
the growing iaboring classes.” Whén the South Carolina and Northeastern Railroads

~were built b;etween King and Meeting Streets, the availability of efficient transportation
became yet another advantage used to promote-the area as a place for both industrial and
residential purposes (Figure 9). By the 1850s Charleston’s East .Side population booméd '_
with thé increaséd building of 'hoﬁses alonglnewly laid streets. The developnient of the
eighteenth-century East Side was characterized by the large estates of wealthy land

| owners, including grand brick houses on large lots. By the middle of the nineteenth
century, however, thg évafage East Side lot measured twenty-five feet in width and up to
one hundred feet in depth; while the most common structures in East Side neighborhoods

were single houses built along one property line with their gable ends turned towards the

2 Rosengarten, Between the Tracks, 9.
¥ Rosengarten, Between the Tracks, 22.
?8 Rosengarten, Between the Tracks, 22.
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street. »* Just a century earlier the East Side was sparsely settled with wealthy planters,

but by the eve of the Civil War, the neighborhood functioned as Chaﬂeston’s center for

industry and the home for an expanding class of African-American and immigrant
workers.3é

The African-American population grew at tremendous rates on the EASt Side after
the Civil War. By 1850, the Charlest.on peninsula was divided into eight wards, with.
wards five and seven making up the growing East Side. Ward ﬁve contaiﬁed 572 black
households in 1860 and 1,064 in 1870, while ward seven inclﬁded 351 black households
in 1860 compared to 571 ten years later (Figure 6).>! The large jumpin th¢ area’s
African-American population can be attributed to the iarge in-migration of freed slaves
from the countryside, as Well as the inclusion of black households in the census.*? The
influx of these new urban residents resulted in a serious housing shortage in the two
decades following ihe wat. By the 1880s a surge in building activity occurred in the East
Side, filling in most of the vacant land.** New buildings appeared on small lots in
between existing structures and small freedman’s cottages were cramped along side one
another on once empty streets. It is no coincidence that many of the existing freedman’s
cottages on the East Side date to the 1880s and 1890s, the same time as building surged
triggered by the housing needs of newly free African-Americans.>*

Aléng with Afﬁcan-Ameﬁcans, Irish immigrants moved into the city’s East Side

in the decades preceding the Civil War, living in clustered areas in close proximity to

® Rosengarien, Between the Tracks, 29. -

30 Rosengarten, Between the Tracks, 22.

3 Rosengarten, Beiween the Tracks, 27.

32 Rosengarten, Between the Tracks, 27.

» Rosengarten, Between the Tracks, 29.

* Dates supplied by the City of Charfeston’s Preservation and Planning Office.
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African-Americans.’ ; By 1860, when nearly two-thirds of free blacks lived on the Neck,
Irish immigrants also ﬂ_ockéd to the area in search of cheap housing and jdbs in the
mant_lfaéturing industry.*® For the Irish immigrants the Neck presented an opportunit& for
social mobility, while providing affordable housing in an area less crowded than the

city’s downtown.>” For the most part, blacks and white immigrants lived side by side

creating mixed neighborhoods that survived even after the Civil War.

Hampton Park Terrace and Other Western Neck Neighborhoods

| Unlike the city’s East Side, post-wﬁr development on the western portions of the
Charleston Neck continued to be limited until the twentieth century. In the first few years
of the new century, the western peninsula received a boost in development interest due fo
the city’s decision to hold the South Carolina Interstate and West Indian Exposition in |
Washington Village in 1902 (Figure 10).°® Although nearly five hundred thousand people
visited the exposition, the failure to attract long term capital caused the fair to close and
the buildings to be demolished within the year.”” The unsuccessful exposition did little to
boost the .city’s sluggish economy, but the fair did facilitate suburbén growth in the
central and western parts of the Neck, inbluding Ham_pton Park, the city’s most

picturesque landscape.

* Dee Dee foyce, “White, Worker, Irish and Confederate: Irish Workers® Constructed Identity in Late
Antebellum Charleston, South Carolina” (Ph.D diss., Binghampton University, 1981), 221.

* Joyce, “White, Worker, Irish and Confederate,” 226.

*7 Joyce, “White, Worker, Irish and Confederate,” 227.

*For information on the South Carolina Interstate and West Indian Exposition see Bruce Harvey’s
“Architecture of the Future at the Charleston Exposition, 1901-1902 in Perspectives in Vernacular
Architecture VII: Exploring Everyday Landscapes, eds. Annamarie Adams and Sally McMurray
(Knoxville: University of Tennessee, 1997).

* City of Charleston, Survey of the Upper Peninsula, 49.
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More than a decade after the failed exposition, two local businessmen, James

Allan and W.C. Wilbur, started buying the lots in and aréund- the new park in speculation

“of a development that Would cater to Charleston’s upper middle class.*® By 1913, the
planned landscape took form as a neighborhood consisting of 251 lots bounded by the
newly finished Hampton Park and the relocated Citadel (Figure 11). In 1922 almost two
huﬁdred houses had beeﬁ built inside the city’s nﬁosf stylish suburb, wi_th the érchitecture
of the newly constructed homes diverging from the traditional vernaculﬁr of the cit;,r-."'1

_ Georgé Trescott, a prominent Charleston builder and real estate developer bought many
of the suburban lots, eventually reselling the lots or building houses on them; inclﬁding
his own house at 477 Huger Streef. Situated on an average sizéd lot, approximately fifty
feet in width and 115 feet in depth, Trescott’s house was typical of the early tWentieth—
century residences that lined the streets of the suburb. The frame, two-story foursquare
house with a hipped roof, one-story porch, and a symmetrical plan was the most common

~dwelling type in the neighborhood, probably due to the large number of houses built by
Trescott within the suburb. . |

At a time when African-Americans were settling the Neck in response to the

availability of cheap land, Hampton Park Terrace turned into a haven for white middle

" class families who wanted to remove themselves from the struggles of thé urban

'landscape. As advertising began for the suburb, agents for the community offered an
idealized portrait of life in the quief tree lined neighborhood. The ads announced “It’s just

a step- from the noise of the city, from its confinement, its crowds and bad air- to the

* National Register of Historic Places Inventory and Nomination Form, Hampton Park

Terrace (Washington D.C.: United States Department of the Interior, National Park Service, 1997), Section
8, pg. 33.

*'National Register of Historic Places, Hampton Park Terrace, Section 8, pg. 32.
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open fresh béauty of Hampton Park Terrace.”* Part of the area’s retreat from the
crowded city included several restrictions that upheld thé suburb’s associations with the
wealthier white class. Houses were required to cost at least $1800 and sale or rental of
property to “pefsons of African descent” was suictly prohibited (Figure 12).% .Although
Hémpton Park Terrace was an enclave for wéalthy white Charlestonians, the areas
encircling the neighborhood continued to function as the heart of the city’s African-
American community. While the East Side fpund some racial diversity in white |
imniigrants and black residents, the western part of the Neck grew as a segregated _
landscape, bofh racially and economically. Prior to the development of Hampton Park |
Terrace, the African-American neighborhoods of the western Neck developed in the
decades follbwing the Civil War. In order to assist in the expansion of the area, the city

created a number of new streets between the existing thoroughfares of Rutledge,

- Congress, Huger, and President and rectangular blocks that would continue northupthe - -~ |

 peninsula (Figure 7).* The new blocks were divided into narrow lots, smaller than the
lots of the city’s lower wards or those found in Hampton Park Terrace. The typical lot

_ siie in the areas of the northwestern Neck ranged from twenty to forty feet in width to
sixty to ninety feet in depth, with many of the larger lots containing two or three
freedman’s cottages, single houses or other small wooden dwellings. A gradual .shift of

the African-American population to these newly urbanized parts of the city continued

*2 Advertisements in News and Courier, 26 March 1912, quoted in National Register of Historic Places
Inventory and Nomination Form, Hamptor Park Terrace (Washington D.C.: United States Department of
the Interior, National Park Service, 1997), Section 8, pg. 34.

* News and Courier, 4 February 1912.

* City of Charleston, Survey of the Upper Peninsule, 52.
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throughout the twentieth century and the area surrounding Hampton Park Terrace grew as

one of the largest concentrated neighborhoods of African-Americans in Charleston.*’

Residential Patternsr of the Reconstructed City

Influenced by class and race, thé twentieth-century settlement pattei;ns of
Charleston followed similar arrangements occurring in other cities of the reconstructed
Soufh. The relationshipé between race, class, and space played déﬁm'tive roles in the
development of the lnew southern city. Like Charleston, post-war Charlotte, North
Carolina remained a relatively mixed city after the war. Thomas Hanchett, author of
Sortiﬁg out the New South City, described the residential pattéms of the industrial capital
of North Carolina in the 1870s as a “scattering of salt and pepper.”*® Compared to the
city’s more dividéd land use of today, post-Civil War Charlotte maiﬁtainéd a mixed race
pattern in its residential areas. In the beginning decades of the twentieth century,
encouraged by an increasing raciét rthetoric é,nd strictly enforced Jim Crow laws; space
was reordered.’’” As downtown interests kept black storékeeperé and tenants from
pursuing opportunities in the area, white property owners contributed to improved
housing in other sections of Charlotte. By renting new rows of shotgun houses to the
African-American community, wealthy and powerful white citizens deliberately directed
the first segregatic;n of black and white neighborhoods. Shotgun houses were introduced
in Charlotte around the turn of the twentieth century due to the economy of the small

house. Built by white investors as rental properties, most of the shotgun houses in the city

¥ Powers, Black Charlestonians, 251-252. '
* Thomas Hanchett, Sorting out the New South City: Race, Class, and Urban Development in Charlotte,
1875-1975 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1998) 3.
* Hanchett, Sorting out the New South City, 116.
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Were constructed for laborers working within the service industry. Rows of new and neat
-shotgun structures wer_e.appealing due to the affordability and cleaf_ﬂiness of tile
dwellings and within the next few years the rentable houses became an important tool in
| segregating neighborhoods in Charlotte (Figure 13).**

'Hanchett’s examination of the evolving residential patterns in Charlotte can be
used to understand the urban patterns found in Charleston. Although Charleston remained
a somewhat integrated city following the Civil War, the gradual commercial and
residéntial growth of the Neck provided the impetﬁs for an increasingly segregated
society. Rich and poor, black and white, lived side by side in the first years of
Reconstructioﬁ, with develdpment largely following the city’s antebellum settlement
| patterns. Before the war, many urban slaves lived in énd around their masters” homes,
with the large properties typically consisting of a variety of supportive buildings crowded
behind the main hous@.“9 Slaves lived and worked in close proximity with whites and
aﬁef the war bame to an end, little changed in the urban landscape of the city. NeWIy
freed .slaves living in the backhouses and alleys of downtown Charleston remained the
norm as freedmen often rented f.ro'm'whites or lived with their employer.”® Although
small clusters of the black popl_llation had begun to emerge by the 1880s, the severe
division between whites and blacks was a consequence of twentieth-cenfury politics. By
the twentieth century, residential intermingling within the city disappeared and separate
residential districts for blacks appeared on the edges of the co:mmunity.51 While shotgun

houses were built in Charlotte and other southern cities for African-Americans,

8 Hanchett, Sorting out the New South City, 116,

* McInnis, The Politics of Taste in Antebellum Charleston, 160.
3% powers, Black Charlestonians, 246.

5! Hanchett, Sorting out the New South City, 116.
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freedman’s cottages dominated the architectural landscape of Charleston neighborhoods

associated with the free black populatidn.
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Chapter 2: Form

Although freedman’s cottages line the stréets of Charleston’s Neck, little
documentation or research has been undertaken to understand the structures. Due to
historians’ focus on the older, larger high-style houses of the city core, the appearance
and functibn 6f the freedman’s cottage in the nineteenth century remains a mystery.
Clearly the structures belong to a subset of the well-studied single house, but more
research needs o be completed in order to recognize the cﬁanges in form over time.

The Charleston freedman’s cottage represents ﬁ variation of the welI-established
single house type that defined the city’s domestic architecture by the middle of the
nineteenth century. The two- or three-story, one-room Vwide single house with long side
piazza is an icon of Charleston arc_:hitecfure that shows up in almost évézy book and’
postcard of the city’s famous streetseapes. Built over a period of roughly sixty years,
from 1880 to 1940, the Charleston freedman’s cottage is a one-story, fwo~ or three-room
structure constructed of wood. Standing'with its gable end oriented towards the street, an
open pié.zza runs along the side of the house fronted by a privacy screen and door (Fiéure
14). The interior of a freedman’s cottage varies, but one ﬁsually enters into thf_: house by
way of the piazza through a door into each room. Often the rooms are separated by
central fireplaces and additioﬁs to the structures are frequently placed onto the back, |
elongating the dwellings within thé confines of their narrow urban lots.

9 Woodall Court is an example of a typical freedman’s cottage in its layout of
rooms (Figures 2 & 15). The rooms are arranged in a linear fashioﬁ with the ffont room
separated from the 1n.ack two rooms by a small bathroom. The three core spaces are all of

a similar size measuring 12 by 11°6”, 12 by 10°3%”, and 12 by 11°2%:”. One enters the
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house from the street onto thé piazza through one of two doors. The first door leads
directly into the front room, while the second leads to a small entranceway, giving the
visitor the option to enter the front room, bathroom, or central room, The last room leads
to a narrow, enclosed space behind the piazza, which functions as a kitchen, with a door
Ieadihg out to a small back yard. A similar arrangement of spacés is also found in 177
Fishburne Sueeg which originally contained three linear rooms and a long, side piazza
serving each space (Figure 16). |
Although the linear ﬂeor.plan of ¢ Woodall Court and 177 Fishburne Street is the
most common, it would be unfair to characterize this arrangement as the.oniy model for
the type. While freedman’s cottages maintain similar arrangements of fagade
characteristics, the intéri_or space can vary. Alternative floor plans include an L-shaped
floor plan, like the one found at 9 Desportes Court, or the clustering of rooms like those
of 456 Race Street (Figures 17 & 18). 9 Desportes Court has an L-shaped plan made up
~of one large room with two side fireplaces. The large open space of the residencg may |
have lent itself to a multipurpose use, with cooking occurring on the larger, back fireplace
and sleeping taking fﬂace at either end of the structure. The piazza .also follows an L-
shape and contains two doors, eac_h leading into a separate end of the house. The L-
shaped plan is a rare occurrence among existing freedman’s cottages and can be found in
only two other known structures, however, there are ofher examples that stray from the
| common linear arrangement. For example, 456 Race Street is made up of a cluster of
rooms, with one room to the front and the other twb rooms side by side behind fhe first. A
shallow piazza, much smaller than those found on a majority of freedman’s cottages, is

located on the left of the structure. Two later additions have been added onto the back
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andl side of the house, ex'pandix_tg the original floor plan. All four plans shown here
demonstrate the variety in fonﬂ and layout occurring within the Charleston freedman’s
cottage Vtype. While the interior amngeﬁent of rooms can vary, the freedman’s cottage
fagade follows a similar fashion, echoing the single house filled streetscape of other parts
of the city. | |

Sorting out the freedman’s cottage typology requires both a historical and
statistical approach to the vernacular house form. Since the freedman’s cottage appears'_
throughout the city’s northern parts over an apptoximately sixty year span, concluding
whether or not the structure fits into a specific typology depends on the analysis of
architectural variation. The primary focus of this chapter is to define the relationship
between the freedman’s cottage and other established house forms in Charleston during
the nineteenth century and to understand how the ve.rnacular Builder combined locél
aesthetics and traditions to form a new house type. After distinguishi.ng the freedman’s
cottagé as a unique house form, it is necessary to determine whether the structure can be
- characterized into distinctive types tied to location or date. Since many of the daies
associated with freedman’s cottages are not supported by conclusive evidence, finding
patterns in relation to geographic location provides the means in which to decipher
stylistic change. |

Following the precedent set by archaeologists in the study of architecture as it
appears in the archaeological record, the measurement of variation \,ﬁthin a set of
documented freedman’s cottages cofnpri_ses the core of the ﬁéld research central to this
thesis, a larger discﬁssion of which appears in Appendix A, Tn order to measirre the

exterior variation of the freedman’s cottage, I developed a basic statistical analysis which
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organizes the buildings according to common characteristics. Measuring exterior
variation determines what formal features tie the large body of freedman’s cottages
together as a type. Traditionally architectural historians have thought explicitly in terms
of vaﬁa.fion in design and then placed houses into standard, often rigid classification
groupsr.52 Architectural variation is often determined and measured by the classiﬁcation
of houses into certain subsets. However, with a basic statistical assessment that measures
variation within the same type, the common form of the freedman’s coitage can be /
illuminated, forming a clearer understanding of the typology across the city,

| . The sample of freedmé.n’s cottages used in analysis comes from photographs
prepared during an earlier documentation study.”® One hundred images of freedman’s
cottages collected from Charleston’s Eést Side, Westside, and North Central
nelghborhoods were assembled as a representative set.> Using the address of each
structure as the basis for analysis, the photographs are classified by street location.
Grouping the structures by their geographical proximity to one another demonstrates
variation in design over the city’s landscape.“ After the data set was assembiled, it was
necessary to provide criteria in which fo base tﬁe geographic a.naly'si s, L.ooking at thé
exterior of freedman’s cottages in the samplé, four common characteﬁstics emerged,

including roof type (type A), window type and position (type R), chimney position (tvpe

*2 Fraser D. Neiman, “Temporal Patterning in House Plans from the 17" Century Chesapeake” in The
Archaeology of Seventeenth Century Virginia, eds. Thomas Reinhart and Dennis Pogue (Archasclogical
Society of Virginia, 1993), 254-256.

33 Many of the freedman’s cottage photographs were borrowed from Historic Charleston Foundation’s
archives. As an undergraduate student at the College of Charleston, I also documented over two hundred
existing freedman’s cottages, many of which I used for this study.

*4 Westside and North Central are contemporary riames used to describe the neighborhoods surroundmg
Hampton Park Terrace.

** An analysis of change over time would provide important answers in terms of design variation, but given
the unreliable dates on record for many of the structures, the means to assess the buildings chronologically
is simply outside the scope of this project. Due to the short time span within which freedman’s cottages
were built, roughly a sixty year period, exactness of dates is extremely important in order to present
accurate results.
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C) and the existence and location of the piazza screen and door (type D). .These criteria
oﬂowed the comparison withina singlel aftribute group between structures Ey their
geographic location within the city. Analysis of theso- one hundred buildings suggests that
the following features are typical of the freedman’s cottage: one-story (100%), fram e
construction (99%), side piazza (100%), piazza screen and door (67%), gable roof with
fully enclosed pediment or a pediment with returns (73%), two .separate windows on the
gable end (55%).

From lthe data a.ha.lysis, it is clear that éeogra.phic location ‘playcd little role in
shapiﬁg the physical form of the buildings. Although the limitations of the data set only
provide a glimpse into the larger trends that may have helped form the freedman’s
cottage type, this typological assessment highlights the appearance of key features of the
structures. Geography seems to matter little in the formal characteri stics of the structures
in this survey, but a full inventory of existing freedman’s cottages would determine
whether these trends are true thronghout the city. The data collected here does not
convincingly demonstrate a distinguishable type that varied by neighborhood; howe.ver
| the data does show that certain features, such as the appearance of a side piazza with a
door screen of a gable roof with a fully enclosed pediment or returns, do appear to be
definitive ﬂ:atures. of the freedman’s cottage. Clearly there were essential arohitectural
attributes being utilized by local builders in individual ways. It is apparent from this |
study that the exterior form of the freedman’s cottage was made up of a number of f‘ormai
elements consistent with the iocal vernacular language and arranged to forma popular

building type that appears throughout a number of Charleston’s neighborhoods.
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This preliminary typological assessment demonstrates the kind of formal trends
that emerge over a comparison of space. While the results share some insi ght into the
typology of the freedman’s cottage, a much more exhaustive study needs to be completed
in order to enrich the temporal and spatial history of the structures. Unfortunately due to
the lack of formal historical inquiries regarding the hundreds of freedman’s cottages still
existing. in the city, the exact dates of most structures Siﬁply do not exist. Though the
City of Chérléston dbes list dates of freedman’s cottages within their property rgcords, .'
further investigation has concluded that some of those dates are inaccurate, in some cases
nearly twenty years later than the proposed date of the structure. For example through the
~use of city ward books and deed research, the building date of 9 Woodall Court was
narrowed t6 the approximate year of 1918, howevef Charleston’s property records‘l list
1935 as the building date for this house. Since the time period in which the structures
were built 1s much too narrow for error, the exéctness of building dates remains necessary
in any further statistical analysis. Tn future investigation, the placement of the chimney
and its change over time, wﬁuld provide interesting insight into the evolution of the _.
freedman’s cottage, but first one would have to acquire accurate dates in order to do so,
With the data compiled here, more sophisticated methods coul_d be applied to
further the understanding of the stﬁlculres, An advanced techni que known as multiple
correspondence analysis, which is designed to analyze multiple variables at the same
time, would allow the testing for relationships among all attributes of the ciata sample, By
comparing the multiple attributes, for example, a relationship between when or where
builders were building ornamented gabled roofs with internal chimneys would appear.

The multiple cotrespondence analysis would also allow the investigator to further
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examine whether there is a basic frgedman’s cottage typology o‘écurring within the city or
whether the appearance of the structures is linked toldif?ereht variables being used by a
spcéiﬁc pérson or place. However, this type of analysis requires more data aﬁd an amount |
of ti.me beyond the scope of this thesis. Tn the fisture multiple correspondence analysis
could provide valuable answers to the question of how the freedman’s cottage type

formed and evolved.

The Freedman’s Cottage and 6ther Charleston House Tyﬁes’

Before the Civil War, enslaved blacks would have been intimately familiar with
the local vernacnlar of the city, living and working within the grand mansions, single
houses, and nurerous outbuildings of the city’s urban plantations. Deﬁning rclatiqnships
- between the freedman’s cottage and slavery-era buildings that might have served as-
prototypes will. help classify the freedman’s cottage type and identify its roots and use of

local traditions.

The Kitchen House

According to Gene Waddell, one of the only historians to include the freedman’s |
cottage in an architectural survey of Charleston, thef. structures may relate to the kitchen
houses of the urban back lot. Waddell asserts that the central position of chimneys in
some freedman’s cottages relates more to the similar plan of nineteenth-century kitchen
buildings rather than the side chimney arrangement found in most single houses (Figures

19% 20).56 However, examples of freedman’s coftages that utilize side chimneys do

% Gene Waddell, Charleston Architecture, 1670-1869 (Charleston: Wyrick and Company, 2003), 72
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indeed exist and the physical appearance of the structures displays an obvious
resemblance to the exterior of the single house rather than the form of kitchen

‘buildings.”’ Unlike the one-story freedman’s cottage, nineteenth~cent11ry urban kitchen
houses are commonly two stories, while they also lack the street oﬁentaﬁoh and side
piazza that characterize both ther freedman’s.cottage and single house (Figure 21).%®
During the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, kitchen buildings comprised an important:
~ position in the Charleston back lot. Located away from the main house, kitcheﬁs
functioned both as spaces used for cooking ahd as living areas for the enslaved. Gienerally
kitchen houses consisted of oﬁe-« or two-rooms with central or side hearths on the ground
floor and rooms above functioning as slave quarters.” The spatial patt«;ms of urban
kitchen buildings differ from those of freedman’s cottages, in that kitchens functioned as
_both domestic and residential spaces, utilized only by those of an enslﬁved class (Figure
22). While slaves would have been closely familiar with the kitchen houses of the |
Charleston yard, it does not seem likely that the form provided the basic model for the

freedman’s cottagc;

Slave Quarters
The small, framed freedman’s cottages built after emancipation would not have
been far removed from another domestic building associated with slavery, the plantation

slave cabin. The typical wooden slave quarters of the nineteenth century held similar

*711% of the buildings in the field survey contain side chimneys.
% For more on the Charleston Back lot see Gina Haney’s “In Complete Order: Social Control and
Architectural Organization in the Charleston Back Lot” (M.A. thesis, University of Virginia, 1996) or
Bernard Herman’s article “Slave and Servant Housing in Charleston, 1770-1820” in Historical
Archaeology 33 (1999): 88-101. ‘

- % Haney, “In Complete Order,” 25.




29

attributes to the urban dwellings associated with freed African-Americans decades later.
At Mecl eod Plantation on James Tsland, just ten miles from the heart of the city’s
downtown, the small, .framed slave cottages still survive in rows, rerrﬁnding one of the
similarities hetween the architecture of the city and ¢011ntry, before and after the war
(Figure 23). The twenty by fwelve foot wooden structures, with gabled roofs and exterior
end chimneys, are not far removed from the two-roam freedman’s cottages. Yet the
McLeod slave cabins do not have exterior piazzas, resulting in a different.entrance _
pattern and orientation.%’ The end chimney arrangement of the McLeod structures also
varies fro‘mrthe chimney position of those found in freedman’s cottages, Which are
located in the center or on the Tong side of the house. As a common and accessible form,
the smail, wooden dweiling with a gable roof would have been familiar to those who built
the structures within the city after the war. The recognizable form of small cottage
architecture would have evoked a sense of . familiarity, but within the new framework of
the post-war urhan landscape, the freedman’s cottage symbolized free identity, an

identity suppressed by the slave quarter and plantation life of the antebellum period.

The Charleston Single House

Neither the kitchen building, nor the slave quarter of antebellum Charleston were
protatypes for the freedman’s cottage. Rather, the freedman’s cottage should be
acknowledged as a subset of the single house due to its resemblance to the local type in
its street orientation, ane-room wide plan, and characteristic side piazza. While this |

understanding of the freedman’s cottage and single house relationship is correct in its

% McLeod Plantation Drawings, Historic Charleston Foundation Archives.
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basic formal assumption, the freedman’s cottage shouid not be seen as the architectural
representation of the dominant white upper class. Tnstead the structure symbolizes the
African-American’s employment of local, .established forms in ways that suited their
circumsra.nces. o

Found on every street of almost every historic neighborhood, the Charleston
single house remains the most distinctive urban architectural typology, reflecting the
tasfe, values, and politics of the antebellum city and distinguishing the city’s architecture
Frorﬁ thé,t. of the rest of the country (Figure 3), Charlesfon historian, Gene Waddell,
describes the basic interior plan of the single house as “two or more stories of the same
plan with a central stair hall between two rooms on each floor and an entrance opening
directly into the hall.-”‘?1 With its gable end facing the street, the typical single house has
long piazzas running the length of the residence on each story, overlooking a garden
space within the deep and narrow urban lot. The unique bh)fsical' characteristics of the
single house are indicative of a particular locale, its climate and geography; however the
structure also belongs to the quest for social order in the antebellum period.*

The arrangement of the single house within the narrow city lots has been
characterized as the urban equivalent of a lowcountry plantation. 5 As an architectural
attempt to control the basic antehellum relationships between white and black, the single
house reflects the rituals of a slave holding society, negotiating the rules of access and

authority, Though most discussions of the Charleston single house focus strictly on

formal characteristics, Bernard Herman characterizes the dwellings as an “architectural

% Gene Waddell, “The Charleston Single House” Preservation Progress 22 (March 1977): 4-8.

52 Elizabeth Quasebarth, “The Charleston Single House” (M.A. Thesis, University of Virginia, 1985), 1.
% See Bernard Herman’s “The Embedded Landscapes of the Charleston Single House, 1780-1820" in
Exploring Everyday Landscapes: Perspectives in Vernacular Architecture VII (Knoxville: University of
Tennessee, 1997): 41-57,
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strategy focused on the maintenance of complex social relationships™ rather than a basic
building type.** For Herman, the single house should be understoed not as an isélated
structure but as part of an intricate architectural system within a city lot.° As an
opportunity to explore the concept of “embedded landscapes,” Herman presents the
single house as a place of social organization supporting the local versions of hierarchy.®
The arran gemeni: of the single House and its lot continued from the street to the back yard
in decreasing formality, shifting from a level of polite living and so_cializing to a purely
utilitarian work space.67 In the daily life of antebellum Charleston, the .slave would have |
experienced the single house in quite a different way than the elite white member of
society. Through the carriageway access, the slave moved f‘rdm the street to the woﬂ%
yard below the eyesight of ihe master’s house, while guests of the méin house entered
through the door fronting the piazza; The placement of rooms within the dwelling and the
'relationship' between the house and yard facilitated the hierarchical use of space, its
procession, and c-irn::-l.llatiqn.f’8 It is cleaf from both a formal and contextual perspective
| that the Cha_rleston single house remains a unique example of l'an architectural type |
ada;ﬁted to both the city’s physical arrangement and the Tocal social hierarchy, Tn the
same vein as the larger model, the freedman’s cottage created the architectural setting for |
social relationships, However, whi lé the single house contributes to the idea of social

control by the city’s elite, the freedman’s cottage signifies the constructibn_ of a free,

% Herman “The Embedded Landscapes,” 43.

% Herman “The Embedded Landscapes,” 43. _

% Herman “The Embedded Landscapes,” 43. Herman’s discussion of the Charleston single house as an
embedded landscape derives from a concept out of Tan Hodder’s Reading the Past: Current Approaches to
Interpreration in Archaeology (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1986) and Dell Upton’s Holy
Things and Profane: Anglican Parish Churches in Colonial Virginia (New York: Architectural History
Foundation, 1986). o

7 Herman “The Embedded Landscapes,” 51.

% Herman “The Embedded Landscapes,” 54.

ROy
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black identity in the post-war period. Although it is true that newly freed slaves would
have heen familiar with both kitchen buildings and slave quarters, symbnl$ of their

enslaved past, they would also have known single houses, symbols of free life.

Apbrnpriatinn of the Charlestan Vernacu!ar. and Free Identity

- Like the single house, the freedman’s cottage relied on local traditions and
technology passed down thf011gh generatioﬁs, determining the success of the form
throughout the city. The single house dominated the Charlestoﬁ landscape by the middle
of the nineteenth century, and it is safe to assume that African-Americans found
‘themselves familiar with the form and tedhniques of the building type (Figure 25). With
the imprint of local architectural traditions in their minds, the free African-American
population appropriated the single house form to meet their needs and financial means.
Looking at the single house as a model for free identity in the city, Aﬁican-Ameﬁéans-
- constructed an architectural response to their new position in society.*’

As the moét prevalent architectural form within the city, both before and after the

Civil War, the single house came to epitomize free urban ideﬁtity for African-Americans,
who were forming fheir own bnilding language in the late nineteenth century.
Architecture played an important role in tﬁe reconstruction of the South as lérge numbers
of African-Americans moved into urban areas afier the war ended, insti géting a housing
shortage affecting all major cities of the South.” The simpie form of the freedman’s

cottage provided an affordable approach for the new population’s housing, The layout of

% Qut of twenty-two listings for active builders and contractors in the 1910 Charleston City Directory,
elght were African-American,

™ Wilbert L. Jenkins, Seizing the New Day: Afvican Americans in Post-Civil War Charleston
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1998), 103-104
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a small, two- or three-_room structure would not have varied much from place‘ to -placé,
but the fact that Aﬁ-icé.n-Americans chose to arrange their cottages in the traditional
Charleston manner suggests an attempt to appropriate the local architectural identity. The
economical freedman’s cottagé may have elicited a sense of new found freedom to a
generation of once enslaved individuals.

The development of the freedman’s cottége through the use of local Charleston |
forms follows Thomas Huﬁka’s analysis of the relationship between the vernacular
désignef and traditional architectural ideas in his essay “Just Folks Designing: Verné,cular
Designers and the Generation of Form.” Hubka recognizes the vernacular designer’s |
approach to architecture as one that takes established design motifs available in the tocal
context in order to manipulate them to solve new problems.” The builders and designers
of vernacular buildings are often left out of the historical record due to their anonymity,
but folk designers solve problems in much the same way as modem architects, through
the disassembly of existing forms and the reordering of those ideas.” Claude Lévi-
Strauss coined the térm bricoleur to-describe oﬁe that works within a limited field of
precontrived ideas in order to generate new ones.”” Without the need to determine : |
completely innovative forms, the bricoleur is able to concentrate on specific problems
that need repair or change. The Charleston freedman’s cottage embodies the way |
African-Americans readily adapted established forms, such as the Charleston single

house, in an affordable and useful way. With the single house as a model, the vernacular

™ Thomas Hubka, “Just Folks Designing: Vernacular Designers and the Generation of Form” in Common
Places: Readings in Vernacular Architecture, ed. Dell Upton (Athens: University of Georgia, 1986), 426.
7 Hubka, “Just Folks Designing,” 430.
™ Hubka, “Just Folks Designing,” 430.
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builder cut down the scale of the house, leaving a basic two- or three-room structure
which would provide a.f’f‘ofdability and functionality to the residing family,

In the adoption of the freedman’s cottage form, African—Américans sacriﬁced.the
large amount of space that is found in the typical single house. While the freedman’s
cottage was originally a two- or three-room structure, the single house maintained at least
six rooms (Figures 26 & 27). The large interior of the single house was based upon a
hierarchy of rooms, combining commercial, social, and domestic life into the functional
building type.” A room’s use was dictated by its position within the pian of the structure,
with the most public and formal spaces occupying the front or street side of the house,
while the mare private rooms were found at the hack, overlooking the yard and service
buildings (Figure 28).” The most fonnél room in the single house, the parlor or “bést_
room,” was located in the front of the residence, on either the first or second floors
(Figure 29). In houses close to the commercial center, the first floor room fronting' the
street \&0111(1 have been used as a shop or office, a trend echoed throughout the mercantile
culture of Philadelphia, Baltimore, and London.”® The position of the first floor office or
commercial space of‘féred easy access to the invited visitor, who entered from the street
onto the piazza, into the formal stair hall, and directly into the front room, following a
clearly delineated path that required bbth invitation from the head of the housel_mid and
- familiarity with local social customs and their architectural setting. The front parlor
would have heen the most formal room, with a high degree of interior ornament,

including white stucco finishing with classical motifs.”’ The back room of the first floor

- ™ Herman, “The Embedded Landscapes,” 48.
7 Quasebarth, “The Charleston Single House,” 44.
78 Herman, “The Embedded Landscapes,” 46.
" Quasebarth, “The Charleston Single House,” 44,
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would have been used as a dining room due to its close proximity to the separate kitchen
building.”™ As one ascended up the bisecting stair passage to the second floor, the semi-
public space of the house would emerge with a pérlor or formai dining room overlooking
the street and the best béd chamber located to the rear.” The third floor with the least
amount of ornament and formality and the highest degree 6f pri_vacy, would have
contained two sleeping chambers, The hierarchy of rooms maintained a deliberate social
order, djvided.by public social behavior .and pﬁvétc comfort. While the first ﬂ_oor.was
often the most public with convenient access to the outside, the degree of privacy
increased with the ascending stairs. The single house was divided into specific rooms, all
speaking’ to the local ideas of social customs and hierarchy. |

The large number of rooms and strict spatial hierarchy of the single house was
ahsent from the small space of the freedman’s cottage. The smaller, less expensive
version of the single house required the sécﬁﬁce of strictly defined space found in the
larger models (Figure 30). Although there is no documentary evidence explaining how
space within the freedman’s cottage was utilized by its residents, the two- or three-room
Tayout suggests a multipurpose ﬁlﬁction, Living and sleeping would have occurred in the
same space, with the room nearest to the street maintaining the least'amoﬁnt of privacy.
The back room may have functioned as a kitchen with access to the yard, which may
have been included in the activities of food preparation. While the ffeedman’s cottage
followed the same street orientation and fagade characteristics as the single house, the
interior space was based on an economical and multipurpose arrangement of rooms rather

than the social hierarchy of space.

 (Juasebarth, “The Charleston Single House,™ 48.
™ Quasebarth, “The Charleston Single House,” 48.
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Chapter 3: Culfure
It 1s unclear how or when the term “_fréedman’s cottage” was conceived, but it
most likely appeared during the second half of the twentieth century, becoming a
recognizable part of Cha.rleston’s architectural idjom. Rightly associated with the free
| Afﬁéan-AJnerican community, the freedman’s cottage stands as a unique housing type
contributing as much to African-American architectural history as the New Orleans
shotgun house and epitomizing ihc significant influence of African-Americans on the
ﬁost-elﬁancipaﬁon cityscape. While there is some evidence that the freedman’s cottage
was a form occasionally utiliied by lower class whites, the structures were primarily built
for the large African-American population entering Chérleston after the Civil War and
came to represent a new urban identity for the newly freed community.
| Developed bj prominent African-American businessman Reverend Wallacé
Williams, Woodall Court reflects the importance of the freedman’s cottage form within
the racial landscape of the city. In the_ﬁrst decades of the t\n}entieth century, Reverend |
Williams bought land to thé east of President Street and divided the property into lots,
Iéter selling them to Aﬁ‘ican—Ani_ericans, who built a number of freedman’s cbttages
along the court between the years of 1918 and 1925.(F igure 31).% Many of the original
freedman’s cottages still stand on Woodall Court, allowing for close dissection of form
and plan. The inspection of 9 Woodall Court, built around 1918, reveals the varying
forms of freedman’s cottages from court to court, street to street, and neighborhood to

neighborhood around the city. Originally built as a three-room structure with a half-

* Much of the information about Woodall Court, previously called Williams Court, comes from deed and
tand records, as well as ward books. I also spoke to a longtime resident of Woodall Court, Mr. Walter Lee
Smith, who retold many stories about the development of the court and its early African-American
residents. According to Mr. Smith, many of the area’s first residents played a large part in the constructlon
of their own houses.
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enclosed porch, 9 Woodall Court differs from the typical model of the freedman’s cottage
asa two-foom dwelling (Figure 2). By 1918, a two-room house would have been
functionally inadequate, a fact that explains the addition of an extra room on the back of |
many early twentieth century structures. Entering into the hous_e through two doors from'
the piazza, the circulation is similar to other freedman’s cottages, except that the back
room and the enclosed porch, which now functions as a kitchen, are only accessible from
the interior of the house or the back door (Figure 15). Typical omalﬁehtation for é house
of its size and period decorate both the exterior and interior, including simple treatment
of the fireplaces and the use of beadboard.®' Other freedman’s cottages along Woodall
Coﬁrt féllow the same basic plan as number nine, with most of the houses constructed
around the same time probably by African-Americans (Figures 32 & 33).

Thg freedman’s cottages of Woodall Court speak of the type’s long association
with Charleston’s African-American c'ommunity. Despite its impdrtant position within
the city’s cultural history, the freedman’s cottage has yet to be placed within the larger
ar_chitectural context. This chaptér will offer a variety of interpretative historical frames
that could explain the invention and proliferation of the ﬁeednian’s cottage in Charleston.
The first section explores the appearance of freedman’s cottages along the network of
courts in the city’s Neck. The development of urban courts perpetuated the adoption of
- the freedman’s cottage by African-Americans, who settled along the small streets and
established a coheswe building type that became identifiable with the community. The
next section _uses' the idea of costly signaling to suggest how African-Americans shaped

social relationships among their peer group through the use of local architectural fashion.

. " Interestingly enough, the fireplace surrounds in each room differ in detail and may have been scavenged
from dilapidated houses in the area.
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With the utilization of the freedman’s cottage form, African-Americans demonstrﬁte’d
fheir knowlédge of Chafléston’s building traditions and established an architectural_ type
based on free identity and the knowledge of social principles. The theory of costly
signaling demonstia’tes that Charleston’s African-American corhmum'ty may have
maintained control over their domestic spaces and the hdoption of the .freedman’s cottage
type. However, the third section of this chapter makes the issue of agency mﬁch more
complex, linking the appearance of thg freedman’s cottage to white-owned tenement
housing in the post-Civil War city. The use of the freedinaxi’s cottage by white
Charlestonians suggests that while African-Americans are rightly associated with the |
type, white residents were also familiar with the cultural implications of the local
vernacular. From the multifaceted issue of agency, the chapter moves to the hiétory of
housing during the period of Reconstruction. As the African-American population began
to shift after emancipation, urban housing was in shoﬂ supply, with major cities in the
United States looking towards small, inexpeﬁsive residencés to meet the new demand.
Like the New Orleans shotgun house or the board house found in the Caribbean, the
fre.ed_man’s cottage responded to ldcal circumstances and created an architectural type
that spoke of freedom and identity. In the final section of this chapter, the freedman’s
cottage is approached from a traditional architectural history perspective, discussing the

structure as a part of the larger cultural iconography of nineteenth-century America.

Charleston Courts
Before Reconstruction, the African-American population lived throughout the city

with slaves often residing in the back lot of their master. This residential pattern
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cohtinued even after the Civil War as the stagnant economy ensured the regular contact o
of both races.* Moving into the twentieth century, the housing pattern slowly shifted
towards the racially divided landscaﬁe seen today, as suburban developments like
Hampton Park Terrace or the East Side began to follow socioeconomic lines.®* In the
Charleston Neck, African—Americans often settled within the small, tightly packed courts
and l_am:s‘_oﬂower class nei ghborhoods (Fighre 1). Along with typical Charleston single
-houses, the small, unassuming freedman’s cottages became a housing type associated
with Charleston’s courts. The city’s courts developed as places of communal interaction,
providing African-Americans with a éafe hai_ren removed from the eyes of white
supervision.* Prominent in other American cities, courts or alleyways were usuallj made
up of smaller houses with fhe larger residences lining the main street.®® In the heart of
antebellum Charlesfoﬁ, alleys worked in much the same way, as modest brick and
wooden tenements lined the hidden courts, while grand Georgian mansions dotted the
busy thoroughfares. However, as the expansion of new streets and housing occurred iﬁ
the northern part of the city in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, the
* housing found on courts resembled the structures facing the larger streets due to the
geographic division of socio-economic classes aig the time.

In his essay, “Alley Landscapes of Washington,” scholar James Borchert
theorizes that Washington D.C.’s alley environment was constructed a:rqund a series of

interrelated social networks acting as support systems and organizing forces for those

82 Powers Black Charlestonians, 246.

Powers Black Charlestonians, 247.

* James Borchert, “Alley Landscapes of Washington,” in Commen Places: Readings in Vernacular
Archttecture ed. Dell Upton (Athens: University of Georgia Press, 1986) 281

¥ Borchert, “Alley Landscapes of Washington,” 282.
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who lived within the neighborhoods.®® Since the alley dwellers in Washington were most
often Black immigrants to the city, the issues of racism, employment, and local politics
made it necessary for the development of a social safety net ensuring survival. ¥’ Alley
communities took care of one another and maintained order within the hostile
environmeht, while the physical isolation of an alley allowed for interaction strictly
amongi.;ho_sg:who;lived there *®As homes were built to face alleys, the space between
them grew as communal places, helping i:o institute valuable social connections and

friendships. The same establishment of African-American community and identity -

occurred in the system of courts on the Charleston Neck. Limited by racism and a lack of

stable jobs in the city’s post-war economy, African-Americans used courts as a place to
construct and reinforce social order. Families passed houses on throuéh many
generations, knowing that the independence _of the court provided social protection and
relationships valuable to the security of the community.

| At the turn of the twentieth century, African-Americans built and rented
freedman’s cottages located along courts in the Neck area, perpetuating the racial
division 6_f Charleston. Charleston courts were a prominent feature in the development of
the northern peninsula, further dividing the large city blocks. Courts were a fraction of
the size of the city’s streets, sometimes only measuring ten or fourteen feet in comparison
with the larger fifty or sixty foot streets. Thé small size of courts allowed for a spatial and
communal intimacy not found on the larger thoroughfares. Freedman’s cottages were
often clustered anng the city’s cc;urts in narrow lots, creating a spatial unifoﬁnity anda

retreat from the commotion of the city.

% Borchert, “Alley Landscapes of Washington,” 284,
¥7 Borchert, “Alley Landscapes of Washington,” 284.
% Borchert, “Alley Landscapes of Washington,” 286,
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The clustering of the black poplﬂatioﬁ along courts may partly. explain the
prevalence of the freedman’s cottage typé in the Neck. Although there is evidence that
developers built freedman’s cottages as a source of cheap rental housing geared towards
the lower class reéidents of the city, African-Americans who built their own houses
- adapted the same common architectural forms. Soon the freedman’s cottage not only
became an affordable means of owning one’s-house but grew as an architeciural type
associated with a certain culture. Whether the name “freedman’s cottage™ grew as a
derogatory tefm coined by whites or a proud term used by blacks to demonstrate
independence, the freedman’s cottage remained a ﬁouse deeply roote& in African-

American self-identification.

Costly Signaling and Fashionable Architecture

The archaeological theory of costly signaling explains the appearance of
fashionable consumer goods in the archaeological record of eighteenth-century slave
settlements in the Chesapeake and can be used to understand the appearance of small
freedman’s cottages in the post-emaﬁcipaﬁon landscape of C.harleston. » Archaeologist
Jillian Galle uses the signaling theory to explain the slave consumption 6f an increased
quantity of costly goods in the eighteenth-century Chesapeake. Gaile asserts that slaves
were éware of changing fashions and found ways to acquire clothing buckles, metal
buttons, and tea and table wﬁres that were outside of the essential goods provided by their

owners.” This class based consumption functioned as forms of display and

* See Jillian Galle’s dissertation, “Strategic Consumption: Archaeological evidence for costly signaling
among enslaved men and women in the eighteenth-century Chesapeake™ (Ph.D. diss., University of
Virginia, 2006},

* Galle, “Strategic Consumption,” 277.




42

communication among a social group in order to establish vital relationships. In the
Chcsapeake, slaves used material goods as ways to communicate their abilities and
achievetﬁents, such as wealth, physical strength, and familiarity with and access to the
social ritﬁals of the elite class.”® Through the act of consumption, slaves found an
effective means to express their personal qualities to not only their peer group, but to
highelg.glass,whites, who would have relied on signals to decide which slaves &ould
provide valuéblé business parl:nerslﬁps.92 In the eighteenth—ccﬁmry Chesapeake, slaves
sent signals by way of costly goods to secure their position within their own peer group
as well as vﬁthin the regioﬂal structure of slavery. |
Using Galle’s theory of costly signaling as applied to the slaves of the eighteenth-
| century Chesapeake as a model, the idea of eman‘cipated African-Americans using
architectural signaling in order to form relationships and communication among their
 social group seems plausible. While some African-Americans lived in freedman’s
cottages after the Civil War, other newly freed slaves remained in the urban confines of
their former master’s yard. Meany of Charleston’s blacks remained in the same domestic
quarters in which they had lived in prior to emancipation, while others remained in the
crowded tenements built by whites on the city’s East Side. However, the African-
Americans who chose to live in the small, one-story versions of the single house may
have been signaling to the black community, displaying their knowledge of local
architectural traditions and elite faslﬁon_s. In order to carve out a place in a society that
still denied political and economical access to newly freed African-Americans, those who

lived in freedman’s cottages may have signaled both to their own peer group and to the

* Galle, “Strategic Consumption,” 44.
*? Galle, “Strategic Consumption,” 74,
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local white establishmeht that they possessed the knowledge and ability to understand
and maintain local architectural customs. The appearance of the freedman’s cottage
suggests that African-Americans were attempting to establish themselves within a white

community by their association with the architectural model of free identity.

Eickmeyef’l‘enemeﬁts

| Although freedman’s cottages are primarily connected with Aﬁican—Americans,
other grouﬁs recognized the form as an efficient and profitable house type. On the city’s
East Side, immigrants lived and worked side by side with the African-American
comm'unity. Even though Charleston’s;immigrant population was rélatively small
compared fo the larger cities of the North; white immigrants from Ireland and Germany
contributed to the diverse landscape of the working class community. The city’s East
Side provided affordable land to the working classes, and immigrants took advantage of
the relatively underdeveloped area.”® After the Civil War, the grow£h of the immigrant
population declined, but those who remained on the city’s East Side took advantage of
new business opportunities that catered to the African-American community. It is safe tb
itagine that white irﬁmigrants would have been familiar with the freedman’s cottage
form, even living within the structures in some instances.

The white working class would have been well aware of the associations of the

small freedman’s cottage with the African—Amgrican community, and some evidence
suggests that white immigrants built freedﬂlan’s cottages as rental housing for the area’s

growing black population. Born in Germany, William Eickmeyer, owned thirteen small

= Rosengarteh, Between the Tracks, 125,




44

freedman’s cottages and rented them out to African—Americans in his own neighborhood.
On the corner of Cedar and Meeting Streets, in the northern most part of the Charleston
peninsula, the Eickmeyer Tenements housed a number of African-American families
during the early decades of the twentieth century (Figure 34)™. Eickmeyer, who owned a
grocery store across the street at 620 Meeting Street, lived_ above his place of business
with the ability to wafch his tenants, wlﬁle his store certainly served fhe neighboring
community of Aﬁ'ican-AIﬁericans. The thirteen small. freedman’s cottages were
approximately thirteen by twenty feet, appearing to be smaller versions of the type that
exists on the rest of the Neqk (Figure 35). Located in a tight arrangement, the structures
were placed with their gable end facing Meetihg Street. The Eickmeyer Tenements
demonstrate the p_roliferation of the freedman’s 6ottage as an architectural type associated
with the free black population. The fact that a German immi grﬁnt undérstood the
irnplications of the form and its connections with African-Americans, a group that would
have been the majority of renters throughout the city, enforces the idea that free blacks
were identifying w1th and choosing to live in the one-story versions of the single house.
As a keen businessman, Eickmeyer would have intentionally used the recognizable

freedman’s cottage as rental housing explicitly intended for African-Arﬂericans.

Reconstruction Housing
As large numbers of African-Americans moved into the urban environment
during Reconstruction, the adoption of local architectural forms proved to be an easy

response to the problem of new housing. Before the Civil War, both enslaved and free

** Information concerning the residents of the Eickmeyer Tenements comes from the 1910 United States
Census.
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African-Americans lived in single house type residences which were either rented or
owned depending on the status of the individual or family living there. It seems probable
that Aﬁ‘icﬁn—American builders would have beeﬁ familiar with this form and the adoption
of the single house fagade for their own houses can be expected; After the war, when
many African-American families could not afford the expense of a large two-story house,
the one-story freedﬁlan’é cottage emerged as an inekp‘ensive housing option that appeared
shrﬁlm to the larger houses dotting the Char}eston Tandscape. The freedman’s cottage
form grew out of the need to adapt to both the financial circumstances of an unstaBIe
social system and a way of life that had been well-@établished in the city. |

The proliferation of the vernacular freedman’s cottage plays into the notion of
adaptation in the turbulent society of the post-antebellum South. As African-Americans
migrated to the urban centers at the War’s end, housing for the population was in short
supply. All over the country, cities looked towards quick and inexpensive housing to
meet the needs of the growing African-American comrhunities. The newly established
Freedman’s Bureau and United States Army made an attempt fo curtail the mass
immigration in urban centers, but the changing demographic of America’s cities would
be forever changed.” Duﬁng the years of Reconstruction, housing surfaced as a constant
dilemma, with many cities, like Charlotte and Atlanta looking towards small shotgun
structures as answers to the housing crisis.

Regarded as the most significant Africaﬂ-American contribution to America’s
architectural cultufe, the shotgun house developed as a typical form of shelter for those of

low economic means in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Spreading from Haiti to

# Howard Rabinowitz, Race Relations in the Urban South, 1865-1890 (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1978), 20.
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New Orleans and throughout the Southern United States, the shotgun dwelling, a small -
rectangular structure, one-room wide and one- to three-rooms deep, is steeped in the
culture of sla\'rery, repfesenting the translation of architectural ideas from West Affrica,
the West Indies and the United States (Figures 36 & 37). The shotgun house provided
an affordable form of shelter, often built or rented by African-Americans from the
nineteenth century onwards. Iﬁ.eighteenth-century New Orleans, the free black

community maintained the ability fo buy or build their own houses and adopted the

functional shotgun style form for their new environment. TA century later, poor African- -

Américans moving to Charlotte, North Carolina found long, narrow shotgun houses
lining the streets of new districts aimed at housing'tﬁe growing black population. Often
built by prominent white businessmen, Charlotte’s shotgun houses provided an
economical arrangement for rental accommodations.”® In both cities, the shotgun house
answered the problém of a severe housing shortage caused by an increasing African-
American population, a trend that can be found in most other major cities of the
southeastern Ijnited States, such as Richmond, Louisville, and Houston, all of which
sustained a large number of shotgun housing meant for the working class. Understanding
the prominence of the shotgun house in the postbellum landscape of the South, it is
-striking that ﬂo evidence of the structures appears in Charleston. While shotgun houses
were built in almost every major city in the South, builders in Charleston ignored the

form, instead adapting the freedman’s cottage type as their primary housing solution.

% For a more thorough examination of the shotgun house, see John Michael Viach’s “The Shotgun House:
An African Architectural Legacy” in Common Places, ed. Dell Upton (Athens: University of Georgia
Press: 1986), 58-78.

7 Vlach, “The Shotgun House,” 62-63.

** Hanchett, Sorting out the New South City, 122
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Unlike the shotgun house, the freedman’s cottage is unique to its locality and developed
through the adaptation of local vernacular forms and traditioné.

Like the shotg_un house, the board .housc emerged as a common house type in the
Caribbean duﬁng its post-emancipation period. On the small island of San Andrés off the
coast of Columbia, small, framed board houses were constructed following slave
emancipatjoﬁ in 1850.%° After planters lefi the island due to the collapsé of the plantation
economy, Iaﬁds were distributed to former slavés, where they developed tﬁeir own
profitable economy based on the cultivation of coconuts.'* In the midst of social and
economic productivity, former slaves built comfortable wooden dwellings, cbnsisting of
two- or three;rooms, a gabled roof, and a long piazia (Figure 38). Widely adopted by the
builders of San Andrés, the small cottages underwent an evolution over the course of a
century, using the basic two-room module as a starting point to buil& and expand into
larger residences.'” Similar to the freedman’s cottage, the houses of San Andrés emerged
as a cultural tradition steeped in the local context and brovided a common architectural -
language to connect a community of freed staves. |

The freedman’s cottage represents .an African-American building typology that
speaks of both a specific time and locale. The type belongs specifically to the C.harleston |
landscape and symbolizes the attempts made by local African-Americans to develop their
own sense of identity through architectur_e_. The forms of the buildings appear local, but
the socio-economic conditions of the post-emancipation environment are shared across

international borders. Bernard Herman discusses the embedded landscapes of the

% Jay Edwards, “The Evolution of a2 Vernacular Tradition,” in S. Jeffrey K. Wilkerson, ed. Cultural
Traditions and Caribbean Identity: the Question of Patrimony (Gainesville: University of Florida, 1980),
291-339,

9 g dwards, “The Evolution of a Vernacular Tradition,” 77.

! = dwards, “The Evolution of 3 Vernacular Tradition,” 78.
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Charleston single house as a structure that is at the same time local and international. The
distinctive_singie house and its local exterior are united with the townhouses of the
northgrn United States and England in their arqhitectural adherence to international 7
valués and fashion. The hierarchy and decoration of interior spaces in the single house
reflects the transatlantic nature of meréantilism during the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries. The same style of ornament in Charleston single houses can be found in its
English contemporaries, as can the hierarchy of rooms witlﬁn the houses. Liké the sihgle-
house, the freedman’s cottage is not an isolated phenomenon, other examples of post-
emancipation architecture quth by freed slaves of Afncan déscéﬁt share common
attributes with the small Charleston dwellings. The previously discussed shotgun house, a
form denivative of West African and Caribbean traditions, and the boérd house of the
Caribbean, are examples of small, one-story, timber-framed structures built by former
slaves after emancipatidn. The freedman’s coitage and its distant cousins share common
formal characteristics, but more. irnp(;rtantly the siructures provided a means in which
newly freed slave populations created their own architectural language that spoke of

freedom and cultural identity.

The Cottage Aesthetic

Through the process of invention énd adaptation, the Charleston freedmsin’s
cottage was a part of the local African-American cultural iconography. The freedman’s
cottage represented not only the free identity of African-Americans but stood as an
architectural phenomenon implying a set of social attributes accepted and reinterpreted

by black Charlestonians. The propagation of the freedman’s cottage form throughout the
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African-American parts of the city signifies an attempt by blacks to appropriate a
traditional architectural type in order to counter a disadvantaged position within society.
As a means to gain social recognition within the post-Civil War South, domestic
architecture was reinvented to promote and strengthen the Afn’can—Ameﬁcan population.
Through a consistent iconography of a socially acceptablé domestic architecture and
behavior, the -bleick community attempted to mediate.conﬂict and stereotypes and created
a local version of the domestic cottage narrative so populz.tri in Americaﬁ middle .class
households of the time.'" |

During the m'neteénth century, as Andrew Jackson Downing spread his domestic
gospel around the young republic, the popularity of an ideal way of life with picturesque
housing and gardens took hold of a public searclﬁng enthusiastically for a tasteful and _.
uniquely American vérsion of the modern home. Downing, along with numerous other
domestic philosophers such as Catherine E. Beecher and William H. Ranlett, looked to
the establishment of the single family home as a way to spread morality and taste to a
burgebning populaﬁon. The home rose as the center of morality and social fefonﬁ, as
well as a symbol of a purely American ideology that recOgni'zed the clean, orderly, and |
tasteful single family dwelling as a democratic right. While Downing and his
contemporaries focused on white middle class families, the end of the Civil War brought
about an attempt to entice a new sector of the population into the cult of domesticity.

The identification of domestic architecture with black virtue can be traced back fo
the years before the Civil War, as Frederick Douglass set out to associate an orderly,

moral, and tasteful domestic environment with the enlightenment and acceptance of

12 For further discussion of the domestic iconography of African-American architecture see Barbara
Bulison Mooney’s article “The Comfortable Tasty Framed Cottage; An African American Architectural
Iconography™ The Journal of the Society of Architectural Historians 61 (March 2002).
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Af_'rican—Ame_ricans-w?’ -Il)ouglass attempted to establish black participation within society
through the adherence to conventional architectural and social principles. After the Civil
War African-Americans had an opportunity to create their own domestic settings, a
chance that did not go unnoticed by political reformers and the United States government.
General Clinton B. Fisk’s Plaiﬁ Counsels for Freedmen set out to provide an architectural
and behavioral program for African-Americans aﬁer the war. Fisk stressed
industriousness, sobriety, economy, and piety, and listed the principles of a successful
domestic setting as comfort, cleanliness and beauty.'®* The Superintendent of Education
- in Florida, C. Thurston Chase, also strove to bring appropriate housing to newly freed
African—Americans. Under the United States government, Chase compiled cottage and |
school house designs deemed suitable for the black population. Stressing Christian
morals, cleanliness, and a healthy lifestyle, the manual promoted the idea of the good.
house as a means to social elevation and acceptance (Figure 39).'% Chase asserts, “As a
rule, the man is a better, more stable citizen who owns a home of his own. That house,
though it be oﬁly an humble cabin, is his castle.”'® The irﬁpoﬁance of the domestic
impulse and the notion of tasteful cottage living was promoted throughout the South to an
African-American population lqoking for a means of sufficient shelter.

The freedman’s cottage, adopted from the conventional characteristics of the
single house, fits the idea of a comfortable, framed cottage dwelling, efficient in its
- function and communicative of its social purpose. However, while the federal

government promoted the ideas of cottage living during the turbulent years of post-war

1% Mooney, “The Comfortable Tasty Framed Cottage,” 49.

1% Mooney, “The Comfortable Tasty Framed Cottage,” 52-3.

1% C. Thurston Chase, 4 Manual on School-Houses and Cottages for the People of the South (Washington
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1868), 66.

"¢ Chase, 4 Mamnual on School Houses and Cotiages, 67.
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América, freedmen in Charlestoﬁ would have appropriated the visual symbols of the
cottage out of necessity and familiarity rather than ideology. Without the financial means
or opbortunity to build the wide range of Victorian housing options, the freedman’s
cottage was buiit as a cost-effective version of other Charleston housing. Although it is
unknown if the governinent’s attempts af Reconstruction housing were inﬂﬁential in
Charleston, it seems that the widespread appearance of the freedman’s cottage is tied to
' the faﬁﬂliaﬂty and economy of the structures, rather than governmenf intervéntion. -
By associating themselves with tﬁe ﬁmdﬁan’s cottage, black Charlestonians
aftempted 10 catve out their place within the post-emancipation atmosphere of the city,
making the form representative of their own culture. The history of the freedman’s
cottage within the architectural speétrum of post-war Charleston remains vague. Few
histories have acknowledged the presence of the small houses, as most historians have
found tﬁe larger Georgian structures of greater interest. Like the celebrated Charleston
single house, the freedman’s cotté_ge is a unique local type and represents the adaptation

of traditional and locally recognized foﬁns already available in the city landscape.
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Conclusion

John Michael Vlach classifies the New Orleans shotgun house as an attempt by
| African-Arﬁcﬁcans to make sense of their new environment through the development of a
building form that was both familiar and practical. At the ceﬁter of the shotgun’s history
is the survival of Africanisms, or African derived architecture in the New World,

supported by the blend of local building mentalities and different cultures. While Viach

makes a case for the .persigténce of Aﬁ*iéan hou_se forms in Haiti and New Orleans, the
Charleston freedman’s cottage directly adapted to local circumstances through the use of
the established single house as an architecﬁnal model. Both the freedman’s cottage and
the chattle house of the Caribbean suggest the adaptation to the local environment by
those of African descent, rather than the propagation of an arqhitectu:rg which ultimately
origiﬁated from West Aﬁjcan traditions. The survival of African heritage in the New
Orleans shotgun house helps characterize the type as the most important residential fﬁrm
associated with African—Americans. However, the Charleston freedman’s cottage is
- unigue in its construction of free identity through the appropriation of traditional and
local forms, and therefore deserves a place beside the shotgun house within architectural
history. |

The Charleston freedman’s cottage is an urban dwelling WMCh takes formal -
influence from the recognizable vernacular of the city. Although the structure derives
from the single house, the freedman’s cottage embodies the spirit of newly liberated
African-Americans, transforming the urban landscape of Charleston’s post-Civil War
‘neighborhoods. Removed from fhe grand houses of the eighteenth-century city core, the

freedman’s 6ottage epitomizes the spirit of African-American builders and their attempts




to create an architecture representative of free ideals and community. Influenced by
traditions, economic considerations, and the new urban dynamic of the reconstructed

South, the freedman’s cottage should be recognized as a valuable African-American

contribution to domestic architecture.

The history of Charleston after the Civil War has been thoroughly documented by

contemporary scholars. We have detailed histories of the lives of both white and black

members of society and their responses to emancipaﬁon and Reconstruction. Many
histories detaiiiﬁg the lives of both urban and plantation slaves or the pionéering blacks of
the mid-twentieth century have been published, but few stories regarding the pbst-
_ émancipétion African-Americans’ attempts to shape new lives and identity have been
told. After emancii:)étion blacks continued to play a leading role in Charleston’s economic
-order and built a community based on shared free identity that influenced the physical
appearance of the city’s northern neighborhoods well into the twentieth century.

Today the legacy of post-emancipation blacks is readily apparent in the hundreds
of freedman’s cottages still lining Charleston streets. Unfortunately the lack of historical
‘research and attempts at preserving the small vernacular structures remain iﬁadequate,
and until a greater appreciation of the freedman’s cottage form and its place within the
city’s larger historical context is gained, the structures remain on the verge of extinction.
Due to the ambiguity of the freedman’s cottage’s history, the preservation of the
hundréds of structures that still survive in the city’s downtown districts continues to be at

great risk. As Charleston expands and real estate prices in the area soar, the historical

integrity of the small freedman’s cottages in the city’s historic suburbs remains in danger,

while demolition lingers in the face of new real estate developments.
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No where else is the discrepancy between the understanding of the local
freedman’s cottage and the academic architecture of the city more apparent than in the
district surrounding historic Hampton Park Terrace. Although Hampton Park Terrace was
designated as a historic district by the State Historic Preservation Office in 1994, the
nomination excluded many freedman’s cottages from the .diStn'ct. Basing the nomination
around the Arts and Crafts style occurring in Charleston in the early decades of the
- twentieth century, freedman’s cottages, which predate the historic bungalows, were not
| incorporated into the historic djshicf. Although three freedman’s cottages gained

inclusion in the nomination inventory, most freedman’s cottages are referred to as “non
| contributing structures.”'”” One might argue that part of the Arts and Crafis Movement in
the United States promoted the use of vernacular traditions and designs. Freedman’s
cottages demonstrate these qualities; therefore inclusion in the historic district would
seem plausible. However the freedman’s cottages that suﬁomd Hampton Park Terrace or
still exist on the East Side deserve their own historic district, one focused on the history
of African-American architecture and its effect on Charleston’s cultural landscape. Until
the freedman’s cottage becomes resﬁected as an architectural type and as an important
compénent of local rhistory, the perpetuation of neglect and demolition of the structures
wiil continue.

Even though Charleston has one of the premier preservation movements in the
United States, the African-American architectural story remains in the background of
most mainstrearn efforts. As the most prominent African—American house form, the

freedman’s cottage should be integrated into the city’s architectural narrative. An

197 National Register of Historic Places Inventory and Nomination Formn. Hemmpton Park Terrace
(Washington D.C.: United States Department of the Interior, National Park Service, 1994) 1.
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important part of Africaﬁ-Axﬁerican history, the structures are vital to the community’s.
cultural consideration and understanding of the past. Recognizing and preserving the
histori_cal value of the typology, along with finding alternative uses for the abandoned
structures, could secure the future survival of the freedman’s cottage.

This thesis is just a beginning' in the definition and understanding of the
freedman’s cottage and offers an introductory explanation of its development and
prbliferatioh in the city. Though it is important to recognize the freedman’s cottage as an
example of Charleston architectﬁre, its value to the larger.architectural history of the
South remains evident in the free black identity it came to represent. With a fuller
comprehension of Charleston’s built environment as a goal, the freedman’s cottage
deserves a place among the single houses, double housés, and plantation estateé that

' cun'enﬂy occupy the front row of the city’s architectural story.

T T .
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Appendix A
- Statistical Analysis Method and Fi;idings

The roof type of the house was broken down into féur different categories: the
gable end with a fully enclosed pediment or a pediment with retmﬁ_s (Figure 30 &31), the
gable end with no ornamentation (Figure 32), a roof that spans both building and piazza
(Figure 33), or a gable end not visible from the photographic evidence. Throughout all
_geograplu'c locations, the gable end with a fully enclosed pedimént or one with retums |
was the most common characteristic, found in more than 70 percent of the structures.
Therefore it safe fo assume that this feaﬁlre is the most prevalent roof type among
freedman’s cottages (Table 1). While the gable end without ornamentation was found in
only 20 percent of the surveyed strﬁctmes, it was much more common than a roof
spanning both the piazza and building, which occurréd in only four of the one hundred

- buildings. The infrequency of these two roof types further supports the evidehce that the
form of the freedman’s cottage most often includes an ornamented gable end with a
separate roof over the side piazza.

For attribute B, window type and position, nine common traits emerged as
possiblé characteristics for the structures in the data set. The B attributes are as follows:
B1 two .separated windows six over six (Figure 34), B2 two separated windows two over
two (Fl_'gure 33), B3 two separated windows one over one (Figure 36), B4 paired
windows six over six (Figure 37), BS paired windows two over two (Figure 38), B6
paired windows one over one, B7 bay window (Figure 39), B tripartite window (Figure
40), BO windows not visible. The most common attribute, two separate six over six

windows, tends to predominate in most areas, but the tripartite window is spectfic to two
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different parts of the city, sections 4 and 5, in the areas surrm_mding Hampton Park
Terrace (Table 2). The appearance of the tripartite window in one clustered area could be
explained as a trend that may be specific to the same builder, a moment in time, or a
fashion popular among neighbors.

The chimney position of each house was the most difficult attribute to decipher
from photographic éﬁdence. Chimney location was split into tﬁree types, Cl internal
chimney (Figure 41), C2 side chimney (Figure 42), or CO chimney riot visible.
Unfortunately many times the chimney stack no longer exists or is not seen in the
pictures available for this project. This presented a difficult task in which many chimnéys

' and flues had to be listed as nof visible. Closer investigation of. eacﬂ building is necessary
to extract a more représentative set of structures with remaining chimneys. However, in
looking at the data, chimney location does seem to be largely internal, but when
comparing geographic location no obvious trends emerged (Table 3). Side chimneys were
found most often in sections four and five, but since the sample data is skewed towards a
larger number of houses in that area, the results carmnot be accepted as typical.

Like the position of the chimney, the existence of the piazza screen and door
seems to favor one attribute in most locations. Reminiscent of the single house, the side
piaiza and piazza entry are the most distinguishable traits of the freedman’s cottage form.
Divided into six different characteristics, D1 open piazza with no screen or door and side
entry (Figure 43), D2 piazza door with no transom window (Figure 44), D3 pié.zza door
with transom (Figure 45), D4 direct entry into house of any fashion (Figure 46), D5 no
door and closed piazza (Figure 47) and D6 set back piazza door (Figure 48), the piazza

door and its ornamentation demonstrates the formal relationship between the freedman’s
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cottage and the single house. While most of the structures maintain a piazza door fronting
the side porch, the majority of doors do not include any ornamentation such as a transom
window or decorative hood (Table 4). Like the chimney location, there does not seem to
be any clear delineation in this characteristic according to geography, as the position of |
the piazza door varies evenly throughout the city’s neighborhoods. Tracking the existence
and lecation of the piazza door is difficult due to the major interior and exterior changes
which have occurred in many of the structures in order to provide a modernized and
livable space. Many of the side piazzas have been enclosed, offering a larger amount of
square footage. There is also evidence of freedman’s cottages béing constructed with
half-enclosed piazzas, making room for modem convem'ences.in the eaﬂy part of the

twentieth century. '

! In examination of 9 Woodall Court, the back section of the side piazza seems to have been enclosed at the
time of construction. Now used as a kitchen and laundry room, the enclosed space would have provided
additional floor space to the three room house.

R A
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Street by
location . B1 B2 B3 B4 B5 B6& B7 38 BO
1 ' : '
Cannon St. 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Coming St. 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2
Ashton St. 3 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 3
Norman St. 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
3 .
Bogard St. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0
Kennedy St. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0
4
. Woodall Ct. 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 3 0O
President St. 3 3 .0 0 0 0 0 1 1
Fishburne St. - 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 4] 1
Orr's Ct. 1 Q -0 0 Q 0 0 0 0
Lames St 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
Court St. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1
Race St. 1 4] 0 1 0 0 0 0 2
Sumter St. 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1
Congress St. 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hagood St. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Carondolet St. 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
Carolina St. 1 0 ] 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ashley Ave. 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 o
5
Huger St. 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o
Moultrie St. o] 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cleveland St 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0
Maverick St. 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6
H St. 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
F St 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
7
Jackson St. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 "4
Cooper St. 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
8
Nassau St 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Amherst St. 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
America St. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
39% 14% 2% 10% 1% 0% 1% 15% 18%

Table 2. Window Type.
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Street by
location D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 ‘D6
1 ‘
Cannon St. 1 0 0 0 0 0
~ Coming St. 0 2 0 0 0 0
2 _
Ashton St. 3 3 2 1 G 0
Norman St. 0 2 0 0 0 0
3
Bogard Si.- 0 1 0 G 1
Kennedy St. 1 0 0 0 0
4
Woodall Ct. 1 6 0 0 0 0
President St. 0 3 5 0 0 0
Fishburne St. 0 2 0 1 0 1
Orr's Ct. 0 0 1 0 0 0
Lames St. 1 2 0 0 0 1
Court St. 2 1 1 0 0 0
Race St 1 1 0 0 0 2
Sumter St. 0 -2 2 0 1 0
Congress St. 0 4 0 0 0 1
Hagood St. 4] 0 0 0 1 0
Carondolet St. 0 3 0 Q 0 1
Carolina St. 0 1 0 0 0 0
Ashley Ave. 2 2 1 0 0] 2
5 .
Huger St. 1 0 0 0 0 0
~ Mouilirie St. 0 1 1 0 Q 0
Cieveland St. 1 1 0 0 0 1
Maverick St. 0 0 2 O 0 0
6
H St. 0 0 2 0 0 0
F St. 2 2 0 0 0 0
7
Jackson St. 1 3 0 0 0 0
Cooper St. 0 3 1 0 1 0
8
Nassau St. 0 2 0 0 O 0
Amherst St. 0 1 0 0 0 0
America St. 0 1 0 0 0 0
17% 49% 18% 2% 4% 10%

Table 4. Piazza Door Type,
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Woodall Court on the Charleston Neck.

Figure 1




9 Woodall Court, Charleston, South Carolina.




Typical nineteenth-century single houses in Charleston’s Ansenborough neighborhood.

Figure 3



Figure 4. Shotgun House in New Orleans, Louisiana.
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Figure 6 1850 Ward Map of Charleston, the shaded areas make up the East Side wards.
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Figure 10

Sunken gardens and Auditorium Building at the 1902 South Carolina Tnterstate and West -
Indian Exposition, located in the western “Neck”.
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Figure 12

Advertisement for Hampton Park Terrace in the 1923 News and Courier.




Figure 13

Shotgun House, Charlotte, North Carolina.
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Figure 19




Figure 20

Interior of kitchen building, Heyward Washington house, ca. 1740,
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Figure 21




Figure 22 Plan of kitchen building, John Robinson House, ca. 1814.




Figure 23 Typical nineteenth-century slave cabin, McLeod Plantation, James Island, South
Carolina.
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the nineteenth century.

Figure 24



Figure 25

Cromwell Alley, now Cromwell Street. Photograph showing the modest single houses
which would have been familiar to African- Americans.



AN Vet ag st o
S8R

3, 90 and 92 Church Street

le house

Sing

igure 26

.

¥




T

STAIR

- 1 .

i S o —— |

NE

80 CHURCH STREET "y
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Figure 28 Charleston single house lot and plan, 176 Meeting Street.




Figure 29 View of a parlor, William Pinckney Shingler House, 1857.




Figure 30 Plan of the Denmark Vesey freedman’s cottage.
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Figure 31

Lots on Williams, now Woodall Court, drawn by G.M. Howe, Surveyor in 1917.
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Figure 32 Freedman’s cottage on Woodall Court.




Freedman’s cottage on Woodall Court.
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Figure 34

Sanbormn Insurance map from 1910, the Eickmeyer Tenements are located on the comer
of Cedar and Meeting Streets.




NEcro TeENEMENTS, Cuarvesvon, S. C.

These and twenty more have as sole water-supply an open dipping well

Figure 35 “Negro Tenements, Charleston, S.C.” Similar freedman’s cottages may have been

constructed for William Eickmeyer.




Figure 36 New Orleans shotgun house.
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Figure 37 Plan of New Orleans shogun house.



Figure 38 Single-story board house, San Andrés Island.




Figure 39 7 “Design for a Saddle-back Log House” from C. Thurston Chase’s 4 Manual on School-
houses and Cottages for the People of the South, 1867.




Figure 40

Example of gable roof with returns, 170 Fishburne Street.

Figure 41

Example of gable roof with fully enclosed pediment, 5 Ashton Street.




Figure 42

Figure 43

Example of unornamented gable roof, 7 Ashton Street.

Example of roof spanning both house and piazza, 456 Race Street.




Figure 44 Example of two separated six over six windows, 187 Coming Street.

Figure 45 Example of two separated two over two windows, 148 Congress Street.




Figure 46

Figure 47

Example of two separate one over one windows, 16 Moultrie Street.

Example of paired six over six windows, 202 Nassau Street.




Figure 48 Example of paired two over two windows, 211 Fishburne Street.

Figure 49 Example of a bay window, ¢ Lames Street.




Figure 50

Example of a tripartite window, 7 Woodall Cout.




Figure 51 Example of an internal chimney, 9 Maverick Street.

Figure 52 Example of a side chimney, 356 Huger Street. 5
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Figure 55 Example of piazza door with a decorative transom window, 379 Sumter Street.

Figure 56 Example of direct entry into the house, 177 Fishburne Street.




Figure 57 Example of a closed piazza with no door, 383 Sumter Street.
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gure 58 Example of set back piazza door, 22| Fishburne Street.





