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PREFACE AND ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

Since the publication of John Burrison's study of the Georgia stoneware tradition, 

Brothers in Clay (1983), many changes in the ways in which Southern stoneware is 

perceived (particularly ware made in Georgia), and the audience interested in it, have 

resulted. After Brothers in Clav. other scholars in the region followed suit, with fine 

studies on the pottery traditions of neighboring states. These efforts have also resulted in 

a tremendous increase in scholarly and popular interest in the subject. Fascination with 

the "brotherhood of clay" (Burrison 1983:xviii) has had its greatest impact on pottery 

collectors, some of whom have built impressive, museum-quality collections, and in a few 

instances careers, in pursuit of the fruits of the treadle wheel. 

Unfortunately, archaeologists in Georgia have, with a few exceptions, failed to add 

significantly to the work begun by Burrison and others. Recognizing that historical records 

documenting early Georgia potters are scarce, a few Georgia archaeologists, some in 

cooperation with Burrison, stepped forward to take the lead in this important research. 

Prior to the publication of Brothers in Clay. Rowe Bowen and Linda Carnes conducted 

excavations at the Rolader Site in Atlanta (Bowen and Carnes 1985). Garrow and 

Associates, Inc. (Garrow et al. 1984) recorded a possible kiln site (9WG52) in 

Washington County in their survey of a Georgia Power Company transmission line 

corridor. In 1987 Chris Espenshade, Dennis Blanton, Mary Beth Reed, and J. W. Joseph 
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reported their excavations at the Sligh Pottery in Paulding County (Espenshade, et. al., 

1987). 

This study is the first systematic archaeological project designed to locate, map, 

record, and study early nineteenth century stoneware kiln sites in Washington County, 

Georgia, location of the first alkaline-glazed stoneware kilns in the state. There is no 

outside source to thank for funding this research, since no outside funds were provided. 

Everything that was done was accomplished through the generosity of the many people 

who unselfishly volunteered their time to the effort. All of the credit (and none of the 

blame) goes to them. 

Just as Burrison's research inspired many others to become students and collectors 

of Georgia stoneware, an archaeologist who led early work in the field inspired me. Chris 

Espenshade's expertise and interest in ceramics goes far beyond alkaline-glazed stoneware, 

encompassing aboriginal pottery of the Southeastern United States, and African-American 

Colonoware. Although not from a traditional pottery family, Chris is as an active potter 

and has become an adopted member of the "brotherhood of clay." More than anyone else, 

he is responsible for opening my eyes to the importance of expanding our knowledge of 

Georgia potters through archaeology. I am grateful for his inspiration, willingness to share 

ideas and information, and most importantly, his encouragement in my pursuit of this 

research. 



iv 

Many people have made important contributions to this work. A brief notice here 

cannot begin to express my gratitude for their assistance. There are some life-long 

residents of Washington County who love their history and have been unselfish in their 

willingness to explore it with me. My first contact in the area was suggested by Dr. 

Burrison, who was assisted with his original research in the area by Sandersville native, 

and highly-regarded Washington County historian, the late Elizabeth Newsome. Mrs. 

Newsom's research also made a significant contribution to this study. Before my first field 

visit in the summer of 1995, Dr. Burrison suggested that I contact Mrs. Newsom's 

daughter, Mrs. Jo Cumrrungs and her husband Frank in Sandersville. Our first day in the 

field, with their son and granddaughters, resulted in the discovery of a kiln site. That 

discovery would not have been possible without the assistance of the Cummings' friend 

Dr. Osgood Bateman, who showed us the way to the site. Other Washington Countians 

who gave their time to this research are Mr. John Barker and Mr. Billy Smith. Early 

aerial photographs of Washington County, saved from destruction thanks to the foresight 

of Mr. Barker, were particularly useful in this research. 

While enjoying lunch consisting of some fine east Georgia barbecue, Mrs. 

Cummings introduced me to a man who became a critical part of this research. Mr. Jewel 

Turner of Warthen, Georgia was to become my most prolific informant, trusted counselor, 

and supportive friend in Washington County. During this work I often traveled to the area 

alone. Being a "stranger in a strange land/' frequent meetings with Jewel gave me a 
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much-needed sense of orientation. Jewel made me feel welcome at Turner's Store. I didn't 

always need to talk to Jewel, but I always wanted to, and I always did when time 

permitted. In sharing my triumphs and disappointments, answering incessant questions as 

new information became available, he became my anchor in the field. One day, Jewel 

helped me with survey in his dress clothes until an hour before the start of a funeral of one 

of his close friends. Much of the success of this field research results, both directly and 

indirectly, from the unselfish help of Mr. Jewel Turner. 

Jewel introduced me to another longtime resident of northern Washington County, 

Mr. Felton Ennis, whose information proved significant to this research. Such information 

is invaluable, since it could not be inferred from written records. I am grateful for Mr. 

Ennis' interest in history and for his willingness to make such an important contribution 

to this work. 

I am indebted to Mr. Drew Marczak and Ms. Joelle Harrell with Georgia-Pacific 

Corporation for their time and support in allowing me to conduct survey and testing at the 

Cyrus Cogburn site. Georgia-Pacific is to be commended for their recent commitment to 

the preservation of significant natural and cultural resources identified on their land. 

Without this policy, these investigations might not have been possible. I am grateful to 

Mr. Robert Campbell of Warthen. I appreciate the cooperation of Mr. Frank Wills of 

Federal Paper Board Company, Thomson, Georgia for allowing me access to large tracts 

of land for survey and for making available an old aerial photograph which facilitated 
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location of the Cogburn site within a huge timber tract. I am also indebted to Ms. Millie 

Renfroe and Mr. Brian Tucker for their assistance. 

Supplies, equipment, office, and laboratory facilities are necessary to properly 

conduct, interpret, and report archaeological investigations. This would not have been 

possible without the generous support and assistance of Dr. Paul E. Brockington, Jr. and 

my colleagues at Brockington and Associates, Inc. Dr. Brockington's generosity in 

making resources available for conducting this study, including valuable advice and 

guidance with the archaeological work, was critical to its successful completion. 

Archaeologist Mr. Bobby Southerlin, always patient with my inexperience, was also very 

generous in his willingness to offer assistance, and guide me in effectively planning field 

work. 

Ms. Connie Huddleston, Brockington and Associates, Inc. Laboratory Director, 

generously provided laboratory space, equipment, supplies, and helpful advice for the 

completion of laboratory analysis. Artifact interpretation was also facilitated thanks to a 

customized artifact catalog database created by Connie for this project. I began this 

process in my home, and found the task incredibly difficult without proper facilities, which 

Connie generously provided. Mr. David Diener, Graphic Artist for Brockington and 

Associates, contributed greatly toward improving the visual quality of the report, done out 

of pity for the "graphically challenged." Mr. Scott Butler's help with archival research 

is also greatly appreciated. Contributions to the compilation of research by other friends 



and co-workers were so numerous that time and space restrict my ability to enumerate 

them all here. 

Magnetometer testing and data analysis were conducted by Ms. Nina Serman, a 

University of Georgia graduate student. Given the topography, vegetation, and insects 

on the site, combined with the heat and humidity of Washington County in July, remote 

sensing was a difficult and frustrating task, which finally made a very important 

contribution to this research. Thanks also to Dr. Ervan Garrison, University of Georgia 

Department of Anthropology, for his input in the process. 

Thanks to the staffs of the Georgia Department of Archives and History and the 

Washington County Courthouse, and to Mr. Russel Liner of the Georgia Historical Society 

for their assistance. Noteworthy for his help and moral support is Mr. Dale Couch of the 

Georgia Archives. Dale is to be commended for his knowledgeable and patient assistance. 

It was a fortunate turn of events for me that a person so knowledgeable about early Georgia 

material culture was in a position to provide so much assistance in helping uncover critical 

information. Like some other scholars I encountered along the way, his interest in the 

outcome of this study also served as incentive for me to continue striving to do my best, 

sometimes under stressful circumstances. 

Another important supporter and friend of this project has been Mr. Chip Morgan, 

Staff Archaeologist with the Georgia Department of Natural Resources, Historic 

Preservation Division. 
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Thanks to Mr. Brad Rauschenberg for searching the Museum of Early Southern 

Decorative Arts automated database for information on early Georgia potters. Thanks also 

to Dr. Sue Moore, Professor of Archaeology, Georgia Southern University, for access to 

artifacts collected during Garrow and Associates 1984 survey of 9WG52. 

Mrs. Green Amerson, Mr. Charles Comolli Mr. Jerry Campbell made valuable 

contributions to this research by making their collections of early southern stoneware 

available for study during this project. 

The connection between the early potters of Washington County and those of the 

old Edgefield District, South Carolina is a significant finding of this study. Many of our 

good neighbors in that state deserve credit for their help in fleshing this out. First among 

them is Mr. Carl Steen, who generously shared his expertise, particularly with regard to 

his archaeological work in Edgefield. Archaeological research on pottery sites in 

Edgefield serves as an example of what could be accomplished in Georgia given sufficient 

interest and financial support. Mr. Lee Tippett, South Carolina Department of Archives 

and History, was also generous in providing important information requested. Ms. 

Sharon Pekrul, South Carolina Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology, provided access 

to artifacts from survey and testing projects in Edgefield. It was a pleasure spending time 

with the living Edgefield potter, Mr. Stephen Ferrell. His insight from the standpoint of 

a scholar knowledgeable on the history of Edgefield pottery, and the practical art of 

stoneware production, was extremely helpful. Ms. Carrie Clark, also of Edgefield, 
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provided information critical to understanding the chronology of the earliest Edgefield 

potteries. 

Archaeological field work (done properly) is a time-consuming, labor-intensive 

process, and therefore costly. In addition, travel, supplies, equipment, vehicles, food, and 

lodging are required: these are also expensive. At the risk of detracting from 

acknowledgement of the many other people who helped accomplish this task, field work 

is where "the rubber met the road" on the Washington County survey. Without a dime in 

compensation for anyone, the fieldwork got done. It was done by people who love 

archaeology and history, who were willing to freely sacrifice weekends and holidays, 

much-needed rest, and time with family and friends, to see the field phase of this research 

to its conclusion. The volunteers who did the field work on this project are, with a few 

exceptions, experienced archaeologists, people who do this work five days a week for pay. 

In some instances they returned to their homes on Fridays from projects hundreds of miles 

away, and met me early the next day in Washington County to do the same thing again, 

most of them traveling to Washington County from the Atlanta area, a four hour round 

trip. They answered their alarm clocks early on Saturday, Sunday, and holiday mornings 

to be there. It was bitterly cold in January and February as we walked acres of thick 

timber, and the wind blew strong across the naked clearcut tracts. From May to August 

it was hot as blazes, the humidity stifling, and the ticks hungry at the Cogburn site. 

Despite all of this they came, and they worked hard. 



X 

To the following people I owe a debt of gratitude that I hope I can repay to each 

in kind some day. Assisting with survey and site discovery were Brockington and 

Associates, Inc. archaeologist Mr. Scott Butler, and field assistants Mr. Don Patton and 

Mr. Chip Wright. Discovery of the Cogburn site on that cold day in January was an event 

which Messrs Butler, Patton, Wright, and myself will not soon forget. Congratulations 

to all of you! Mr. Butler and Mr. Wright also shared in the excitement of finding the 

cemetery containing alkaline-glazed stoneware grave markers made at the Redfern site. 

Also contributing to the survey field effort were Dr. Osgood Bateman, Mr. Felton Ennis, 

Mr. Frank Cummings, Mrs. Jo Cummings, and Mr. Jewel Turner. I am indebted to Mr. 

Scott Butler for metal detector survey of the Cogburn site. I am also grateful to my wife, 

Jan Jordan, and my son, Winn Jordan, for joining me in assisting Ms. Nina Serman in 

conducting magnetometer survey of the Cogburn site. Archaeological testing of the 

Cogburn site could not have been completed before deer hunting season without the 

unselfish help of Brockington and Associates, Inc. archaeologists Mr. Scott Butler and 

Mr. Jeff Gardner, along with field assistants Mr. John O'Donnell and Mr. Don Patton. 

Jan, Winn, and Allison Jordan also made significant contributions toward the timely 

completion of testing. I am also grateful to Mr. Joe Sanders, field assistant with 

Brockington and Associates, for on-site transit work at the Cogburn site and for his work 

with the Surfer mapping program. 
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The fragile archaeological sites visited in this study are like the last copy of a book; 

once a page is lost, its lull story can no longer be told. My hope for the future is twofold; 

that these property owners, as well as those who failed to cooperate with this research, will 

value and protect their inheritance in these important resources, and that funds will become 

available to conduct additional research on the early Georgia stoneware tradition before 

more sites are lost forever. 



xi i  

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

INTRODUCTION 1 

CHAPTER 1. HISTORIC CONTEXT 12 
Development of a Regional Market for Ceramics 12 
Early Southern Pottery Production 17 
Edgefield Potters Move West 29 

CHAPTER 2. GEORGIA'S FIRST ALKALINE-GLAZED STONEWARE 
POTTERS 41 
Cyrus Cogburn 43 
Abraham Massey 46 
James Long 48 
William Brown 50 
John Beckom 52 
William Lewis 54 
James Bustle 55 
Lucius Jordan 56 
Branson Redfern 57 

CHAPTER 3. RESEARCH GOALS AND METHODS OF 
INVESTIGATION 60 
Archival Research 60 
Surface Survey 62 
Archaeological Testing, 9WG86 65 

Research Goals 66 
Field Methods 69 
Waster Dump Excavations 72 
Laboratory Analysis 73 

Limitations 74 

CHAPTER 4. RESULTS OF INVESTIGATIONS 76 
9WG52 77 

Background 77 
Field Survey 78 
Artifact Analysis 82 
Summary 85 

9WG86, The Cyrus Cogburn Kiln Site 88 
Background 88 



xi i i  

Field Survey 89 
Artifact Analysis 93 
Summary 96 

9WG87, The Lucius Jordan Kiln Site 97 
Background 97 
Field Survey 101 
Artifact Analysis 103 

9WG88,The Redfern Kiln Site 106 
Background 106 
Field Survey 107 
Artifact Analysis 108 
Summary 119 

9WG89, The James M. Bussell Kiln Site 121 
Background 121 
Field Survey 121 
Artifact Analysis 123 
Summary 125 

9WG90 127 
Background 127 
Field Survey 12.7 
Summary 140 

Survey Conclusions 141 

CHAPTER 5. 9WG86, ARCHAEOLOGICAL TESTING 147 
Results of Kiln Area Excavations 152 

Summary of Kiln Area Test Excavations 157 
Results of Waster Dump Excavations 158 

Summary of Waster Dump Area Test Excavations 162 
9WG86 Artifact Analysis 163 

Alkaline-Glazed Stoneware 164 
Potters Marks From 9WG86 176 
Brown Alkaline-Glazed Stoneware 185 
Other Ceramic Artifacts From 9WG86 188 
Kiln Furniture 189 

Surviving Vessels From 9WG86 191 
Summary 195 

REFERENCES CITED 201 

APPENDIX 



xiv 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure 1. Project Location in Washington County, Georgia 6 
Figure 2. Survey area in Washington County 8 
Figure 3. Georgia Fall Line Hills (after Hodler and Schretter 1986:16) 33 
Figure 4. Early Trading Roads Through Georgia (Goff 1955) 39 
Figure 5. View of 9WG52 looking west 79 
Figure 6. 9WG52 Site plan 80 
Figure 7. Selected diagnostic artifacts from 9WG52 83 
Figure 8. Bowl fragment and rim sherds from 9WG52 85 
Figure 9. View of 9WG86 looking north toward waster dump 90 
Figure 10. View of 9WG86 looking north, beyond waster dump 90 
Figure 11. 9WG86 Site plan g\ 
Figure 12. Reconstructed Lucius Jordan bowl with makers mark 100 
Figure 13. 9WG87 Site plan 102 
Figure 14. Artifacts from 9WG87 103 
Figure 15. View of 9WG88 looking north (upslope) 108 
Figure 16. 9WG88 Site plan 109 
Figure 17. Large jar from 9WG88 (Provenience. 1.0:23). Note extreme amount 

of metallic fluxing in glaze Ill 
Figure 18. Jug collars and strap handles from 9WG88 112 
Figure 19. Strap handled storage jars (jar on right missing handle) 

from 9WG88 113 
Figure 20. Strap handled storage jar (right), missing handle, from 9WG88 113 
Figure 21. Small wide mouthed jar with strap handle, and bowl 

fragments from 9WG88 114 
Figure 22. Ovoid storage jars with straight (bottom left) and curved lug 

handles from 9WG88 114 
Figure 23. Unusual sherds and kiln furniture from 9WG88 116 
Figure 24. Unglazed stoneware vessel with indented band collar from 9WG88. . . 116 
Figure 25. Stoneware grave markers from 9WG88 118 
Figure 26. 9WG89 Site plan 122 
Figure 27. Selected artifacts from 9WG89 124 
Figure 28. View of 9WG90 looking north. Note that five of six markers 

visible are oriented in two intersecting rows, approximating a 90 
degree angle 128 

Figure 29. Site plan of 9WG90 129 
Figure 30. View of marker 5, 9WG90 132 
Figure 31. Detail of marker 5, 9WG90 133 

Figure 32. View of marker 3, 9WG90 134 



X V  

Figure 33. Detail of marker 3, 9WG90 135 
Figure 34. View of marker 2, 9WG90 136 
Figure 35. View of marker 7, 9WG90 137 
Figure 36. View of marker 1, 9WG90 137 
Figure 37. View of marker 4, 9WG90 138 
Figure 38. View of marker 8, 9WG90 138 
Figure 39. View of marker 6, 9WG90 139 
Figure 40. Map of subsurface anomalies at 9WG86 151 
Figure 41. 9WG86, View of Unit 204, north profile 154 
Figure 42. 9WG86, Test Unit 204, south profile 154 
Figure 43. 9WG86, Test Unit 206, north profile 159 
Figure 44. 9WG86, Test Unit 207, north profile 160 
Figure 45. 9WG86, Nondiagnostic sherds and brick returned to Test Unit 

207 prior to backfilling 162 
Figure 46. Examples of strap handles from 9WG86 168 
Figure 47. Examples of lug handles from 9WG86 169 
Figure 48. Examples of jug collars from 9WG86 170 
Figure 49. Examples of rims from 9WG86 172 
Figure 50. Examples of rims from 9WG86 172 
Figure 51. Large rim sherds from 9WG86 173 
Figure 52. Light green alkaline-glazed sherds with incised lines 

from 9WG86 174 
Figure 53. Green and brown alkaline-glazed sherds with incised lines 

from 9WG86 175 
Figure 54. Numeral marks from 9WG86 176 
Figure 55. Slash marks from 9WG86 177 
Figure 56. Letter and round punctate marks from 9WG86 178 
Figure 57. Sherds Marked "C" from 9WG86 179 
Figure 58. Marked sherds from 9WG86 184 
Figure 59. Brown alkaline-glazed stoneware bases from 9WG86 186 
Figure 60. Brown alkaline-glazed stoneware collars, rims, and handles 

from 9WG86 186 
Figure 61. Other ceramic artifacts from 9WG86 188 
Figure 62. Kiln furniture and glaze mix from 9WG86 196 
Figure 63. View of upper portion of large ovoid jug. Collection of Charles 

Comolli 192 
Figure 64. View of ovoid jug base. Collection of Charles Comolli 193 
Figure 65. View of marks on ovoid jug. Collection of Charles Comolli 194 



xvi 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table 1. 9WG52 Artifact summary 78 

Table 2. 9WG86 Survey artifact summary 94 

Table 3. 9WG88 Artifact summary HO 

Table 4. 9WG89 Artifact summary 124 

Table 5. Stoneware markers, 9WG90 131 

Table 6. Summary of artifacts from 9WG86, kiln area 156 

Table 7. Summary of artifacts from 9WG86, waster dump area 161 

Table 8. 9WG86 Artifact summary 165 



1 

INTRODUCTION 

In the broadest sense, this research involves the study of a folk craft, the stoneware 

pottery tradition. More specifically, this thesis is concerned with the alkaline-glazed 

stoneware tradition of the Deep South as it was practiced in northern Washington County, 

Georgia. What were the antecedents of Washington County stoneware production? What 

were the methods of pottery production in Washington County? Are there distinctive 

characteristics of this stoneware and, if so, what are they? How did Washington County 

pottery production influence growth and spread of the tradition? What do these potters tell 

us about the development and evolution of folk crafts? 

In the first decade of the nineteenth century, when pottery production was becoming 

industrialized in the North, a large stoneware production district, utilizing slave labor, 

developed in the old Edgefield District (now Aiken, Edgefield, and Greenwood Counties) 

of west-central South Carolina. A distinctive characteristic of Deep South stoneware, the 

alkaline glaze, was probably developed there. As Indian land cessions opened the 

Southeast to White settlers, the demand for household goods spread westward. Potters 

using this innovative and distinctive alkaline glaze migrated from Edgefield to Georgia, 

North Carolina, Alabama, Mississippi, and eastern Texas, leading to the formation of 

similar craft communities in new locales. Before 1820 stoneware kilns were in operation 

in northern Washington County, Georgia. This pottery figured predominantly in domestic 
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food and beverage storage and preparation in the South until the early twentieth century. 

Some Southern potters still practice the craft in this distinctive tradition today. 

Stoneware is one of two major classes of ceramics utilized primarily for food and 

beverage storage, preparation, and, to a lesser extent, serving. The other major class of 

utilitarian ceramics is earthenware, generally constructed from a lower grade of clay and 

usually fired at lower temperatures than stoneware. Stoneware gets its name from the 

dense, durable nature of the product. In contrast to earthenware, stoneware is fired at a 

high temperature, sufficient to achieve vitrification of the clay. Vitrification—the fusion 

of the pores between individual particles which comprise the clay-creates the main 

properties which distinguish stoneware from other forms of ceramics. 

The glaze of a ceramic vessel is "a glassy coating that seals the surface of the pot 

and also contributes to its appearance" (Burrison 1983:57). The alkaline glaze, used by 

potters in China since the Han Dynasty (206 B.C. - A.D. 220) (Greer 1981:202), depends 

on a combination of three primary ingredients: clay, an alkaline fluxing agent (either 

slaked wood-ashes or lime), and a silica-bearing substance. Clay is mixed with the other 

ingredients into a liquid and applied to the vessel prior to burning (firing). During 

burning, the alkaline fluxing agent melts the silica-bearing material (usually sand, 

feldspathic rock, or glass). Clay in the glaze mixture contributes additional silica and 

serves as a bonding agent. The clay's iron content reacts with the atmosphere in the kiln 

to determine the basic glaze color. 
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The old Edgefield District of South Carolina is the "cultural hearth" of the alkaline-

glazed stoneware tradition in the United States (Winberry 1990:13). Two distinctive 

features of the Deep South stoneware tradition, alkaline glaze and rectangular crossdraft 

kilns, were introduced to the United States by potters in the Edgefield District between 

1810 and 1820. Some of the same potters transmitted these traditions to other parts of the 

southern United States. 

"The stoneware tradition of the Deep South" refers to certain manufacturing 

techniques and decorative methods which were not used outside the Deep South. Southern 

potters burned (fired) stoneware in rectangular kilns which have been referred to as 

"tunnel and "groundhog" kilns, similar to those used in Germany and England, while 

Northern potters preferred round kilns (Burrison 1983). Alkaline glaze was not used by 

potters outside of the South (Burrison 1983). Pottery grave markers, often found in 

cemeteries near pottery production districts, were concentrated in the South (Burrison 

1983; Baldwin 1993). The face vessel, although not entirely Southern, is a whimsical 

adaptation of form and decoration showing a human face. This stylistic element was made 

in Edgefield by the 1850s. Stoneware production centers of the Deep South tradition 

exhibit one or more of these distinctive features. 

Burrison (1983) reported archival sources suggesting the first Georgia potters to 

produce stoneware in the Deep South tradition moved from the old Edgefield District, 
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South Carolina to northern Washington County, Georgia. These were Cyrus Cogburn and 

Abraham Massey, who settled there by 1820. 

Deep South Stoneware Tradition Studies 

Folklorists, with an emphasis on the living pottery tradition of the Deep South, are 

responsible for creating the corpus of knowledge available on the subject. An early study 

of a living Georgia potter was conducted by Rinzler and Sayers (1980). In 1983 Burrison's 

Brothers in Clay provided the most comprehensive study to date of the history and living 

tradition of Georgia stoneware. Similar studies of the North Carolina (Zug 1986) and 

South Carolina (Baldwin 1993) pottery traditions followed. A regional coverage of the 

living tradition has also been published (Sweezey 1984). An early study by Greer (1977) 

was also important in identifying and documenting typical Southern stoneware kilns. 

Previous researchers (Smith and Rogers 1979:iii; Burrison 1983:xvi-xvii) recognize 

that the advancement of knowledge in this area has been hampered, since few early records 

which provide specific information about the early potters survive. A quote from an early 

researcher on this matter, found in Smith and Rogers (1979:iii), deserves repeating here: 

It is extremely difficult to secure adequate information on the potters of the 
South. Historical details are difficult to obtain and are then not too reliable. 
There are several adequate reasons for this obscurity. Since the industries 
of the South played a negligible part in its development, Southern historians 
have confined their attention to past glories, political, military, and social, 
and few of those studies of local industry so valuable to a compilation of 
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such as this have been made. Further, in the aristocratic, almost feudal, 
civilization of the South, the potters were individuals of slight importance, 
so that local historians give them scant attention, and the problem of 
reconstructing their lives and work is a difficult one (Ramsay 1939:1-2). 

It follows that another productive method of obtaining additional information about the 

early tradition, which has received little attention in Georgia, is archaeological study. 

Archaeological research can often fill in the blanks left by the lack of written 

words. Identification of site locations can provide information about settlement habits and 

preferences, trade networks, product demand, as well as labor and raw materials 

availabitilty. Site survey and excavations often help to identify potters, forms and 

functions of vessels produced, as well as details about production methods. In some cases, 

the makers of surviving intact vessels can be determined through archaeological 

comparison. Ceramic chronologies, useful to archaeologists in dating cultural components 

identified at archaeological sites where similar ceramics are recovered, can also be 

developed from such data. 

As part of this thesis study, archaeological survey was conducted in selected 

locations in northern Washington County, Georgia (see Figure 1) from January to May 

1996 for the purpose of identifying alkaline-glazed stoneware production sites, and other 

sites related to stoneware production. The study area encompasses most of the northern 

portion of modern Washington County, Georgia; it is bounded on the north by Hancock 
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Figure 1. Survey area in Washington County, Georgia. 
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County, on the east by the Ogeechee River, on the south by Warthen, Georgia, and on the 

west by Buffalo Creek (Figure 2). 

Four kiln sites (9WG86, 9WG87, 9WG88, and 9WG89) were identified as a result 

of survey, and one previously recorded site (9WG52) was revisited. In addition, an 

abandoned cemetery (9WG90), containing alkaline-glazed stoneware grave markers 

produced at 9WG88, was identified. Archaeological excavations were conducted at the 

Cyrus Cogburn site (9WG86) from May to August 1996. 

It is hoped that an increased understanding of the earliest Georgia manifestations 

of the Deep South pottery tradition will result from this study. As stated above, Burrison's 

(1983) characterization of the fully developed Deep South pottery tradition includes several 

determining factors, including the use of alkaline glazes, crossdraft kilns, pottery 

communities, and the production of face vessels and grave markers. This characterization 

is tested, when possible, against the finding of the survey. 

Archaeological survey and archival data indicate that northern Washington County 

was a typical example of a Deep South pottery community, as characterized by Burrison. 

Potters were found to have been living in close proximity to one another, forming a 

loosely-structured pottery community which persisted across generations. Alkaline-glazed 

stoneware vessel forms typical of those made in the Deep South tradition were produced 

at the sites. Evidence of the production of pottery grave markers was found at one site, 

and intact examples of the same markers were recorded in a local cemetery. Although no 



Figure 2. Survey area in Washington County. 
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surviving kilns were excavated, visible features observed at these sites suggest that 

rectangular, cross-draft kilns, similar to those identified at other sites of Deep South 

stoneware potters, were also used in by potters in Washington County. 

One of the sites identified during the Washington County survey was occupied prior 

to 1820, very early in the development of the Deep South pottery tradition. Land records 

and marked sherds found at the site link it to the earliest known Georgia stoneware potter, 

Cyrus Cogburn. Cogburn's pottery, though in operation before the introduction of face jug 

and cemetery marker forms to the Deep South tradition, shows that many aspects of the 

stoneware tradition were well-developed when potters first began to take the craft out of 

Edgefield. The fact that no evidence of the production of face vessels or grave markers 

were identified at the Cogburn site tends to support the idea that these were later 

developments in the Deep South stoneware tradition. 

Although Burrison identihed Washington County as the first stoneware production 

district in Georgia, many question remain unanswered. Prior to this research it was not 

known if intact examples of early alkaline-glazed stoneware thought to have been made by 

potters in Washington County was actually their work. Attributions of early ware to 

Washington County was based on little more than speculation. Although the names of 

some early potters in the area were known from the archival sources, the sites of their 

shops were not known to archaeologists. One significant later site had been ravaged by 

looters. One possible stoneware kiln site in Washington County, 9WG52, was previously 
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known to archaeologists, but from survey level only; no detailed excavations had been 

done (Garrow et al. 1984). This study will attempt to shed some light on some of these 

questions. 

The goals of this study were to utilize archaeological, historical, and genealogical 

research to locate, document, analyze, and evaluate alkaline-glazed stoneware pottery 

production sites (with emphasis on sites of the pioneering early and mid-nineteenth century 

potters) in northern Washington County, Georgia. More specifically, this research 

examines elements of the stoneware production process that can be accessed through 

archaeological investigations, such as analysis of site location preferences, glazes, maker's 

marks, and vessel forms, types, and uses. Identification of the potters who worked at these 

sites was accomplished through the analysis of marked sherds, supplemented by historical 

documentation and informant interviews. Evaluation of the condition of one site, 9WG86, 

and its potential for further research, was accomplished through archaeological testing. 

The specific objective of this research is to address the following question: 

What new information about the first Georgia potters who practiced in the 
distinctive stoneware tradition of the Deep South can be obtained from 
surviving early records and archaeological investigations of production 
sites? How can that information contribute to our understanding of the 
significance of northern Washington County to the Georgia folk pottery 
tradition? 

An important topic for further research in the area is a more thorough field 

examination of the sites discussed in this research. Especially needed are excavations of 

sites which exhibit evidence of the earliest phases in the development of Georgia's 
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stoneware production tradition. Such work is needed to validate research about Georgia 

potters' responses to new glazes and vessel forms and to consumer preferences, as well 

as the attribution of known vessels to potters and pottery districts. Further research should 

involve additional archaeological survey in northern Washington County and other 

unsurveyed Georgia stoneware production districts. 

Chapter 1 of this report describes the environmental and historical contexts of 

pottery production in Washington County. Chapter 2 provides information about some 

important nineteenth century Washington County potters. Research methods are presented 

in Chapter 3. Survey results are found in Chapter 4. Chapter 5 contains results of 

archaeological testing at 9WG86, the Cyrus Cogburn site. Artifact catalogs from the 

survey and testing phases of this research are found in the Appendix. 
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CHAPTER 1. HISTORIC CONTEXT 

Development of a Regional Market for Ceramics 

fhe Deep South stoneware tradition developed during the period of American 

frontier expansion, to meet the demands of a growing population moving west across 

western South Carolina and eastern Georgia. The British journeyed into the Native 

American lands of interior Georgia and South Carolina as early as the late 1600s. Anxious 

to establish relationships with interior settlements for the purpose of expanding their 

commercial and political boundaries, representatives of the British colonial government 

ventured westward soon after the founding of Charles Towne (Charleston, South Carolina) 

in 1670. Visits to the interior region by Dr. Henry Woodward in 1674 (Milling 1969) and 

James Moore in 1690 (Mooney 1982) were oriented primarily toward establishment of 

trade and political alliance. 

The first White people to travel through the modern Washington County area on 

a regular basis were hunters, trappers, Indian traders, and cattle drivers. The roving 

traders brought in goods such as beads, mirrors, and cooking pots and traded for the 

Indians' deerskins, furs, wild honey, and dried deer meat. Trading posts were gradually 

established along their routes. Fort Moore was established in 1715 near present-day 

Augusta for protection against the Indians and as a trading post. After that time, traders 

working in eastern Georgia carried their pelts to Augusta to sell or trade for supplies 

(Baker n.d.; Chapman 1897). 
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Pursuit of natural resources such as gold and clay was also important to early 

explorers on the Southern frontier. By 1740 traders were hauling kaolin out of the back 

country of the Carolinas, shipping it from Charleston to ceramic factories in England 

(Rauschenberg 1991b:67). 

Although Augusta developed as an early regional commercial center, local markets 

to the west developed more slowly. While permanent White settlement in Georgia 

officially began with Oglethorpe's's landing at Yamacraw Bluff (now Savannah) in 1733, 

movement of settlers into the study area did not occur until the second half of the 

eighteenth century. Georgia was divided into counties soon after the Revolutionary War 

began. About two million acres of land were made available for settlement in Georgia 

north of the study area in 1773 when the Royal Governor of the province wrote the 

proclamation offering the newly-ceded lands, obtained from the Creek and Cherokee 

Indians, to prospective settlers from the Atlantic seaboard. Grants varied in size, but most 

were less than 200 acres. Settlers began moving into the new lands that same year, 

primarily from North and South Carolina, Maryland, and Virginia. Many of the early 

settlers in eastern Georgia came in large extended family groups, or were neighbors; they 

settled near each other and a few brought their slaves (The History Group, Inc. 1983). 

These settlers were primarily stockmen and subsistence farmers (Perryman 1933). The 

advent of the American Revolution, with its disruption of governmental offices in the 
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colonies, caused the Georgia land office to close after January 1775. The Indians were 

sometimes friendly, but would attack the traders and settlers at other times. 

In the decade after the end of the Revolution, eastern Georgia and western South 

Carolina were rapidly settled by farmers and plantation owners. Agricultural products 

were hauled by wagon to Savannah River port cities, for shipment to Savannah. 

Petersburg, at the confluence of the Savannah and Broad Rivers, and Augusta, just 

northeast of Washington County, quickly became the two major river ports for this interior 

area. Petersburg was the center for sales of tobacco, and cotton was usually sold in 

Augusta. Some Georgia farmers in the area became wealthy, and log cabins were 

gradually replaced by plain-style frame houses. One-room schools were built, and 

churches were established (Hays 1950; Perryman 1933). 

In 1783 Georgia obtained a cession of Creek lands between the Ogeechee and 

Oconee Rivers, north from the Altamaha River to the southern boundary of Franklin 

County. Georgia passed the Land Act of February 25, 1784 for the purpose of creating 

and opening Washington and Franklin counties. The original Washington County included 

present Washington, Greene, Hancock, Johnson, and Montgomery Counties. By April 

1784 a county land court was opened in Warthen, in northern Washington County, for the 

purpose of issuing bounty grants. There was a large influx of settlers from Virginia and 

North Carolina into Washington County beginning in 1784 (Jordan 1989). Many of these 

settlers were looking for new fertile tobacco land. Tobacco was the only cash crop 



15 

in the study area during this period, and the leaves, or tobacco "certificates", were used 

as a medium of exchange until cotton became "king" (Standard 1970). 

The Washington County land court in Warthen began to distribute land by issuing 

head-right land grants in 1786, which allowed incoming settlers to select land and then 

have it surveyed by the state. This resulted in an increase in the number of settlers moving 

into the area. Generally, early settlement and economy in Washington County followed 

established frontier patterns. Initial settlement was primarily along river and stream 

valleys where rich alluvial soils were available. The first homes were small one or two 

room log cabins. Farms were initially small and scattered, owing to contemporary 

agricultural technology. Pioneer farming focused on clearing trees on the best soils to 

establish a garden, some fruit trees, a cash crop, and a food crop. Pigs, sheep, and cattle 

were allowed to roam the open range and woodlands (Mcintosh 1940). 

Augusta's importance as a regional commercial and agricultural center grew as 

cotton replaced tobacco as a major crop in the study area during the late eighteenth/early 

nineteenth century. The cotton gin was patented by Eli Whitney in 1793, and by 1796 was 

in common use in the area. As cotton replaced tobacco as the major cash crop in the study 

area Petersburg's economic base was affected, and the town was abandoned. Augusta, on 

the other hand, grew into a much larger town (Perryman 1933; Elliott 1988). By the late 

eighteenth century, Augusta was the central cotton market for upper South Carolina and 

Piedmont Georgia. Its population had grown substantially and it was the main commercial 
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center lor western South Carolina and eastern Georgia. Given Augusta's importance to 

the region, it should not be surprising that several early pottery centers in Georgia and 

South Carolina were located within 75 miles of the city. 

From 1790 to 1800 Washington County's population more than doubled, from less 

than 5,000 to over 10,000 (Garrow et al., 1984:57). With the growth in population came 

a growth in agriculture and commerce. At least one market segment demanded stoneware 

in 1810, since Cornman (1814:148-153) reported that 25,600 gallons of liquor were 

produced in Washington County, and 60,481 gallons were made in neighboring Hancock 

County. By 1820 Cyrus Cogburn and Abraham Massey were making jugs in Washington 

County to store the local liquor product. Also in 1810, across the Ogeechee River in 

Jetterson County, a cotton mill generated $1,875 in revenue. In the same year a tannery 

was also in operation in Jeflerson County, and three were in Hancock County, about a mile 

north of the Cogburn pottery (9WG86). 

White s Statistics of the State of Georgia (1849) provides some useful information 

about Washington County during the later antebellum period. By 1845 some land near 

Williamson's Swamp Creek (near the study area) produced 3,000 pounds of cotton per acre 

(Garrow et al., 1984:60). In 1849 the county had two "very superior" flour mills, 

thirteen saw mills, and thirteen grist mills (White 1849:603). Agricultural products 

included cotton (10.000 bags annually), corn, wheat, rye, and oats. White did not mention 

pottery manufacture in the county. 
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Belore the Civil War, many residents of the study area moved farther west, 

searching for more land, or more fertile land; cotton swiftly decreased the fertility of 

farmland. The Georgia residents were replaced primarily by people moving in from South 

Carolina (Perryman 1933). Many stockmen in the area increased their landholdings by 

trading a cow and calf, for instance, for the 40 or 80 acre plot owned by someone who 

desired to move further west (Chapman 1897). 

Early Southern Pottery Production 

Pottery and other clay products such as brick and tile were needed on the early 

frontier, but people with the skill required to produce them were rare in the early South. 

Early settlers in western South Carolina and east Georgia initially depended on goods 

imported from England, or shipped from producers in the northeastern colonies and 

southern coastal cities. However, the expense of transporting products over such great 

distances would have made them scarce on the southern frontier, only available to a small, 

wealthy clientele. 

The high cost of imported ceramic products led to the use of wood and other 

materials where possible. Ceramics were also obtained from local sources. In the South, 

slave owners had slaves making and using their own pottery, referred to as Colonoware. 

Indians also made pottery for sale to settlers. Both slave made and Indian made ceramics 
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were occasionally used by small farmers and plantation owners; city residents (White and 

Black) also used these wares (Ferguson 1992:90). 

Skilled potters (along with brick and tile makers) were highly sought after, first in 

coastal cities and later on the western frontier. There were high financial rewards, but the 

skills and resources needed were difficult to acquire. Failures sometimes resulted from 

attempts to make pottery, particularly refined tableware. As the population increased along 

the southern coast, then grew west across the South Carolina Piedmont into eastern 

Georgia, experienced potters seized the opportunity for profits and soon followed. 

The first American stoneware potters had appeared in major northeastern 

commercial centers of Philadelphia and New York. Potters with Germanic and English 

backgrounds, such as William Crolius of Manhattan, were active in America by the early 

1700s (Greer 1981:18). An English Huguenot, Anthony Duche, began making salt-glazed 

stoneware in Philadelphia by 1725 (Rauschenberg 1991a:4). Duche became one of the 

most prominent Philadelphia potters; in addition to local sales, he engaged in trade with 

the other colonies (Bower 1985:269). Steen (1989) has documented this trade by 

identifying specific diagnostic ceramic sherds made in several Philadelphia shops at 

archaeological sites in major eighteenth century port cities on the Atlantic Coast. 

As the importance of southern ports like Charleston, and later, Savannah grew, 

their populations also increased. With the increases in these cities' populations came 

increased needs for cheaper household goods, due to the restrictive prices of imported 
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English and northeastern ceramics. Wares from potters operating in major southern 

population centers such as Charleston, Savannah, and Augusta would also have been more 

available and more affordable on the developing western frontier of the South. 

Even though Georgia was established as an English trusteeship, its first known 

potters were of French and German ancestry. By 1734 Anthony Duche's son Andrew was 

established as a potter in Charleston, South Carolina, and is the earliest known potter south 

of Virginia (Rauschenberg 1991a: 11). In 1736 the Moravian German potter John Andrew 

Dober arrived in Savannah, but his attempt to produce pottery there was a failure (Burrison 

1983:108). By 1738 Andrew Duche had established a pottery business in Savannah, with 

the hope of producing porcelain (Burrison 1983:102). However, evidence indicates that 

his main stock-in-trade was utilitarian salt-glazed stoneware and lead-glazed earthenware 

(Rauschenberg 1991a:37). Duche left Savannah in 1743. 

From 1749 to the early 1760s William Ewen, a former associate of Duche, assumed 

Duche's role as potter in Savannah (Rauschenberg 1991a: 103). No other information on 

potters in Georgia is available until 1797 (Rauschenberg 1991a: 107), when an 

advertisement in a Savannah newspaper announced the manufacture of earthenware by the 

French potter Charles Radiguey. Nothing else is known about Radiguey's pottery 

operation in Savannah. 

In 1810 another Moravian potter, John Frederick Holland, of Salem (now Winston-

Salem, North Carolina), is known to have produced pottery for eight months at the Creek 
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Indian Agency in the interior of Georgia. Holland was invited by Colonel Benjamin 

Hawkins to join him at his Agency, located on the Flint River in present Crawford County, 

Georgia, for the purpose of teaching the Indians European pottery production methods 

(Burrison 1983:108). 

Another possible source for ceramics on the early Georgia frontier was earthenware 

and "Carolina creamware" manufactured by John Bartlam at his Cain Hoy pottery from 

the late 1760s to 1770. The large number of waster sherds recovered by archaeologists at 

Bartlam's pottery (South 1993), situated on the Wando River nine miles from Charleston, 

suggests that a large volume of ware was produced at the site, perhaps in sufficient 

quantity to export to the frontier market developing in the Carolina Piedmont and even to 

broader markets. Bartlam moved his pottery from Cain Hoy to Charleston in 1770, where 

he produced "Queen's Ware." 

As the population grew in the interior of the state, potters followed. Likely aware 

of the availability of kaolin in the area, Bartlam moved to Camden, South Carolina, where 

he is known to have settled by 1772 (Rauschenberg 1991b: 19). A 1774 newspaper 

advertisement suggests that Bartlam established a pottery in Camden, where he made 

refined tablewares and earthenware (Rauschenberg 1991b:20). 

German earthenware potter Adam Effurt obtained a grant for land in the Camden 

District between 1784 and 1787 (Baldwin 1993:11), and in a deed dated 1787 Effurt is 

referred to as "potter'' (Steen 1994:9). Effurt could have been trained in one of the 
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Moravian potteries in North Carolina before establishing a pottery on his land in the 

Edgefield District. Effurt moved to the Edgefield District c. 1791, but research to date has 

failed to determine conclusively if Effurt was potting in the Edgefield District (Steen 

1994:9). 

1 wo local pottery shops were established early in the nineteenth century to supply 

the population of Augusta and its surrounding regional market. Nathaniel Durkee managed 

a pottery shop at the old Augusta Academy, on the river bank, from 1801 to 1803 

(Rauschenberg 1991b: 107-108). Local newspaper accounts of the period indicate that 

Durkee was an investor in businesses, and it is unlikely that he was a potter himself. An 

1801 advertisement placed by Durkee in a local newspaper stated that the head workman 

at his pottery was Mr. Fouts, a more likely candidate for the potter at Durkee's shop 

(Steen 1994:14). In 1803 Durkee advertised to sell his estate in Augusta, which included 

a pottery (Steen 1994:13). 

Hightower Davis is also identified as an early earthenware potter in Augusta. 

Pottery shop owner Henry Evans advertised in the Augusta Chronicle (1813) for the sale 

of earthenware at his pottery at the "Indian Springs," which had been Nathaniel Durkee's 

Summerville plantation near Augusta (Rauschenberg 1991b: 108). A notice for what 

appears to be the same establishment ran in the September 16 edition of the Chronicle 

(1814), providing the name of the potter: "Hightower Davis, Manager for the Proprietor 
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ol the Pottery." Apparently Davis was a potter, operating an earthenware pottery shop 

owned by Evans. 

In 1808 Reverend John Landrum acquired lands on Horse Creek and Shaw's Creek 

in the old Edgefield District South Carolina; these lands became sites for pottery 

production shops (Steen 1994:17). John Landrum, born in 1765, was the eldest of three 

brothers living in the old Edgefield District during the period of alkaline-glazed stoneware 

development. An announcement in the 15 July 1809 Augusta Chronicle put residents of the 

area on notice that John's younger brother, Dr. Abner Landrum, had discovered a high 

quality "Chalk (kaolin) in the Edgefield District, and implied that he would soon put it 

to use in the manufacture of ceramics (Steen 1994:16). Augusta merchants Tuttle and 

Russell advertised "Stone Ware" for sale at their shop in 1816, but the manufacturer of the 

ware is not given (Augusta Chronicle: June 1816). Augusta was the only urban center near 

the old Edgefield District for most of the nineteenth century (Baldwin 1993:27). Given 

the proximity of Edgefield to Augusta, it is tempting to speculate that Edgefield was the 

origin of the pottery advertised. It has not been confirmed that the third Landrum brother, 

Amos, was directly involved in stoneware production (Steen 1994:18). 

Exactly when the Landrums' Edgefield pottery shops began operation is not known, 

but "it is generally believed that he [Abner Landrum] was firing pots by 1810 " (Vlach 

1990:20). However, no archival sources support such an early date for establishment of 



23 

the Landrum pottery operations. By 1817 John and Abner Landrum had separate 

potteries, as indicated on a map of the Edgefield district (Thomas Anderson 1817). 

Archaeological research at a site on Shaw Creek (38AK497) suggests that the John 

Landrum pottery located there could be older. Baldwin (1993:39), reported that kiln 

furniture and fired, unglazed (bisque fired) waster sherds found at 38AK497 could 

evidence a transition from earthenware to stoneware production at the site. Although this 

would be a logical expectation for the earliest period in the development of alkaline-glazed 

stoneware, no conclusive evidence of earthenware production has been identified at 

Edgefield sites. 

Although many questions about the development of alkaline-glazed stoneware in 

Edgefield remain unanswered, the presence of two earthenware potters in the Edgefield 

District, Adam Effurt and Hightower Davis, suggest a possible source of supervision and 

training for the potters who turned at the Landrum shops. Although not known as a potter 

in the Edgefield district, Davis later appeared as manager of the Nathaniel Durkee pottery 

in Augusta (see above). Hightower Davis was in Edgefield in 1810, and appeared on the 

same page of the census of that year as John "Cogbrunt" (spelled Cogburn in the 1800 

census). If Effurt had a kiln in the Edgefield District, Davis could have worked at his 

pottery shop, and with Effurt. could have trained some of the potters who later worked at 

the Landrums' shops. Evidence of earthenware manufacture at the John Landrum pottery 
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(38AK497) might represent early efforts on the part of Effurt, Davis, or both to begin the 

operation. 

Development of the Deep South Folk Pottery Tradition 

In their statewide surveys of pottery traditions in Georgia and North Carolina, 

Burrison (1983) and Zug (1986) have documented that, throughout history, stoneware 

pottery making has typically been a folk craft. Skills have been handed down within a 

family or community setting, where the craft is learned from first-hand contact with skilled 

potters. Even though change was introduced, often slowly, through adaptation and 

innovation (new vessel forms, glazes, etc.), the wares of the folk potters tend to be 

traditional. Typically, pottery making in the Deep South has consisted of small operations 

involving a limited number of people. In many cases Deep South folk potters have been 

part-time potters, often using pottery sales to supplement their income derived from 

farming or other sources. Some folk potters reported their occupation as fanner, rather 

than potter, on census records (Zug 1986:266). Folk potters rarely work in isolation from 

one another. Historically, they have tended to form pottery communities, where a number 

of potters live and work near one another. 

Pottery operations established less than 20 mile northeast of Augusta, in the old 

Edgefield District, South Carolina, had a profound influence on the stoneware tradition 

transmitted to Washington County and across the Deep South. The earliest Georgia potters, 
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Cyrus Cogburn and Abraham Massey, learned the craft in Edgefield. It is generally 

recognized that one of the distinguishing characteristics of the Deep South stoneware 

tradition, the alkaline glaze, was first adapted for use in the New World in Edgefield. 

The earliest potters in America continued the European traditions of using salt and 

lead glazes through the eighteenth century. However, the early nineteenth century saw the 

decline of production of utilitarian lead glazed earthenware. In 1801 John Bordley 

published a pamphlet in Philadelphia describing the health hazards resulting from the use 

of lead glaze on earthenware (Baldwin 1993:13). As a result of the spread of information 

about the dangers of the lead glaze, potters in the North and upper South shifted to the use 

of salt, as well as natural clay and slip glazes. 

Salt was a valuable commodity on the inland Southern frontier, therefore 

expensive. A less expensive substitute glaze, made from locally available materials, was 

needed to make the production of stoneware practical and profitable in the Deep South 

frontier regions. In 1735 Jean-Baptiste Du Halde published the letters written from China 

by a Jesuit missionary (Burrison 1983:60). These letters included the formula for an 

ancient Chinese pottery glaze, the alkaline glaze. An abstract of Du Halde's book was 

was published (in English) in the South-Carolina Gazette in 1744 (Burrison 1983:61). 



26 

Burrison suggests that the Landrum brothers of Edgefield, being the educated men that 

they were, would have likely been aware of the South-Carolina Gazette article, and could 

have subsequently obtained the glaze formula from DuHalde's book (Burrison 1983:61). 

Alternately, Greer suggests that the same information could have reached South 

Carolina by word-of-mouth through several sources familiar with the ceramic experiments 

conducted in England by William Cookworthy in the mid eighteenth century (Zug 

1986:71). Zug (1986:71) also suggests two other possibilities. One is that the glaze 

formula could have been obtained from articles published in Northern newspapers in the 

early nineteenth century (which were likely the result of information obtained from the 

earlier Du Halde publication) (Zug 1986:72). He also proposes that some German potters 

in North Carolina, who might have been familiar with glass-making, could have developed 

an alkaline stoneware glaze, since similar ingredients are used in glass-making (Zug 

1986:73). 

Despite the current debate about the first use of the alkaline glaze in the Deep 

South, and how that was accomplished, evidence strongly suggests that Edgefield was the 

M 

site of the first large-scale use of this major innovation in American pottery. By breaking 

with the longstanding traditions of lead-glazed earthenware and salt-glazed stonware, and 

adopting a glaze unlike that popular in the rest of the country, a new tradition was born at 

Edgefield. Former Edgefield potters transmitted this innovation into Washington County, 

Georgia, and then across the South as far as Texas (Greer 1981:202). The 
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alkaline glaze remains one of the distinctive characteristics of the Deep South folk pottery 

tradition. 

Deep South stoneware potters have tended to form, to varying degrees, craft 

communities. Pottery communities have been common throughout the South since the early 

nineteenth century, and are another aspect of the old Edgefield pottery operations which 

was transmitted to Washington County which later influenced the Deep South folk pottery 

tradition. The Landrums purchased large tracts of land in the old Edgefield District, which 

became a community of potters. The earthenware pottery district near Salisbury, North 

Carolina, possibly established as early as the 1750s (Zug 1986:12), is the only other 

pottery community known to have existed in the South prior to the establishment of 

Pottersville, South Carolina. Zug (1986:80) provides information linking Samuel 

Landrum, father of John and Abner Landrum, to the Salisbury pottery community. The 

elder Landrum was a resident of Salisbury before moving to the Edgefield district in 1775, 

and records suggest his association in Salisbury with Peter Craven and John Philip Hartso. 

Peter Craven's descendants later became salt-glazed stoneware potters in North Carolina. 

Hartso is likely an ancestor of Hartsoe family of Lincoln County, North Carolina, the 

state's first producers of alkaline-glazed stoneware. 

One aspect of the early Edgefield pottery operations did not become popular in the 

Deep South. John and Abner Landrum came to the old Edgefield District from a pottery 

community (Baldwin 1993:31), however there is no evidence that John was a potter in the 



Edgefield District. Like Nathaniel Durkee, he was a businessman who provided the capital 

and equipment for others (possibly Effurt and Davis, initially) who had the necessary skills 

to produce the ware. An 1830 column in the Edgefield Hive suggests that Abner Landrum 

himself made pottery (Steen, personal communication 1996). The Landrums hired skilled 

workmen, and used slaves and children as laborers. The potters who worked in their shops 

were certainly folk potters in the sense that they obtained their training and practiced their 

craft in traditional ways, and turned traditional vessel forms. However, the owners of the 

early Edgefield District pottery shops considered themselves manufacturers, producing 

ware in a volume sufficient to supply a vast regional market. There have been some 

instances where owner/investors have financed pottery operations in Georgia (Burrison 

1983:7-8), but they were exceptions to the norm. 

Unlike the earliest Georgia potters, who were of Continental European stock, "it 

is certain that they [the Landrums] employed men whose ancestry extended back to the 

British Isles. Their names include Cogburn, Massey, Ferguson, and Duncan" (Vlach 

1990:21). According to Robert Mills (1826), "Edgefield was settled principally, and 

indeed almost altogether, by emigrants from Virginia and North Carolina" (Baldwin 

1993:27). Three of the potters named by Vlach. Cyrus Cogburn, Abraham Massey, and 

Charles Ferguson, are responsible for transmitting the Edgefield pottery tradition to 

Georgia (Burrison 1983). 
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Edgefield Potters Move West 

Proximity to local markets was an important factor that determined the location of 

stoneware pottery centers (Burrison 1983; Zug 1986; Baldwin 1993). Although Augusta 

was an early regional commercial center, local markets to the west developed more slowly. 

Indian land cessions and subsequent land lotteries eventually made land available, 

attracting new settlers to Georgia. This could have inspired Cogburn and Massey to make 

their products available to the wave of people moving progressively across the interior of 

the state. Northern Washington County, close to several early Georgia population centers, 

was the destination of Georgia's first alkaline-glazed stonware potters. It is only 25 miles 

from two early Georgia capitals, Louisville and Milledgeville, 10 miles from the early 

cotton center of Sparta, and 70 miles from the major regional commercial center, Augusta. 

According to Greer, "The exodus of journeyman potters out of Edgefield began as 

early as 1816 or 1818" (Greer 1990:89). Cyrus Cogburn, born in Virginia in 1782, was 

paying taxes in Washington County in 1818. Abraham Massey was born in 1785 in North 

or South Carolina. In 1814 Massey, Cyrus Cogburn, and Isaac Kirkland witnessed a deed 

for John Landrum's purchase of one acre of land on Horse Creek (Edgefield Deed Book 

32, p. 88). In 1815, Massey again witnessed a deed, this time for Abner Landrum's 

purchase of the land which later became the village of Pottersville (Edgefield Deed book 

32, p. 441). 
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Greer (1989:89) further stated that "The potters who moved out of Edgefield were 

the hired master and journeyman potters who did the everyday throwing of the pots as well 

as the preparation of the glaze and the loading of and firing of the kilns." Given the fact 

that Cogburn and Massey accompanied the Landrums to the county courthouse and 

witnessed deeds suggests that they were perhaps more than just skilled workmen. It is 

more likely that by that time they were managers of the daily operations at the Landnim 

potteries. However, no additional information about their status with Edgefield pottery 

operations is known. When Cogburn and Massey left Edgefield is also not known, but by 

1820 they were established as potters in northern Washington County, Georgia. 

Burrison (1983), Zug (1986), and Baldwin (1993) showed that most of the potters 

in the Deep South have historically tended to form loosely structured pottery communities, 

clustering in close geographic proximity to one another for many reasons. Factors that 

typically encouraged formation of these craft communities include (1) affordable land, (2) 

the ready availability of the major raw materials used in pottery production (i.e., high-

quality clays and wood), (3) viable regional and local markets for pottery, and (4) access 

to markets for their products by transportation routes. All of the elements favorable to 

formation of pottery communities attracted Georgia's earliest potters to northern 

Washington County. 

Availability of inexpensive (and sometimes free) land in the early settlement period 

of Georgia was an important consideration in the development of pottery communities. 
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When Washington County was opened in 1784 land was offered by the state in the form 

of headright and bounty grants. As subsequent treaties with the Indians opened land to the 

west, the state held land lotteries (1803, 1805, 1819, 1820, etc.) (Hodler and Schretter 

1986:74) to insure that enough Whites moved into these areas to displace the native 

inhabitants. Many original Washington County landowners took advantage of these 

opportunities and moved west. It is likely that, because of the ready availability of free 

land in the western portion of the state, the resale value of land in Washington County was 

low. This created a good opportunity for potters such as Cogburn and Massey to follow 

the spread of population westward, and set up their own operations with a low initial 

investment. Following this trend, several early Washington County potters (Cyrus 

Cogburn, James Long, John Beckom, and Bowling Brown) won land in other newly 

formed western counties in subsequent lotteries, moved into the new frontier, and formed 

what would become major Georgia stoneware pottery centers in Crawford County and 

Jugtown (Upson/Pike Counties) (Burrison 1983). 

An obvious explanation of the choice of location for pottery communities has been 

that potters gravitated to areas containing clay of a quality appropriate for the manufacture 

of stoneware pottery. For example, in the mid-late eighteenth century, potters in England 

and the North American colonies (Rauschenberg 1991a, 1991b) went to great lengths to 

find deposits of kaolin for porcelain manufacture. The Landrums found high-quality kaolin 

in the old Edgefield District, and experimented with the manufacture of refined tableware. 



Kaolin is still mined in Washington County, illustrating the existence of high-quality clay 

deposits in the area. 

The Geological Survey of Georgia's Second Report on the Clay Deposits of Georgia 

(Veatch 1909) is a good source for technical information about the clays found in Georgia. 

The Potomac formation extends along the Fall Line Hills across the entire width of 

Georgia, tracing the northern boundary of the Coastal Plain (Figure 3). It is no 

coincidence that this formation roughly traces the path of migration of the Deep South 

stoneware tradition after leaving the old Edgefield District. The Potomac formation abuts 

the crystalline rock formations of the Piedmont region. Created from disintegrated and 

decomposed crystalline rocks of the Piedmont Plateau, the Potomac consists of "coarse 

grained, cross-bedded, generally unconsolidated sands, and white and stained kaolins and 

fire clays" (Veatch 1909:92). 

Veatch defines clay as 

a variable mixture of mineral fragments, an essential constituent of which 
is hydrated silicate of alumina, kaolinite, or some allied mineral, which 
must be present before the mixture can have certain physical properties, 
requisite for its use in the manufacture of clay wares (Veatch 1909:17). 

Washington County potters took advantage of the two major types of pottery clays 

available in the Potomac formation, those classified by geologists and clay technologists 

as residual kaolins and alluvial clays. In its purest form, kaolin is a white clay composed 

of 40 to 50 per cent silica, 34 to 40 per cent aiumina, and 1 to 3 per cent titanium dioxide 

(Veatch 1909:104). Formation of residual kaolin results from weathering, which occurs 
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Figure 3. Georgia Fall Line Hills (after Hodler and Schretter 1986:16) 
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when the earth's atmosphere causes the decomposition of rock masses. Suspended by 

moving water, alluvial clays are transported from the source of original disintegration 

(higher landtorms of the Piedmont region) and deposited in flood plains, lakes, estuaries, 

and seas. During periods of flooding, streams overflow, depositing silt in their flood 

plains, creating alluvial deposits of clay mixed with sand. The physical properties of clays 

determine their behavior during the stoneware production process. Since the Washington 

County potters took advantage of the ready supply of kaolin, mixing it with less pure 

alluvial clays, the physical properties of kaolin were important to them. Plasticity is the 

property that clays possess, when mixed with water, of being molded into desired shapes, 

and of retaining the shapes after molding. Because of the fine-grained texture of residual 

kaolin clays, they exhibit a medium to high level of plasticity, requiring more water to 

reach a desirable state of plasticity than alluvial clays. 

"Air-dried strength" describes clay's resilience after turning, and before burning. 

Veatch (1909: 52) tested some purer Cretaceous kaolins (like those found in Washington 

County) and found that they exhibit high air-dried strength, standing pressure up to 135 

pounds per square inch. This would have been a great advantage to potters in handling the 

green (unfired) ware. Drying shrinkage, the reduction in the volume of clay after 

evaporation of water, is another important factor. Potters needing uniformity of size and 

shape in their ware consider this an important property for clay. Various Georgia kaolins 

tested (Veatch 1909:56) demonstrated dry shrinkage rates from low to high. 



As clay matures during the burning process more water is lost, and pores in the 

body of the vessel contract. This reaction, called "burning shrinkage," is a problem with 

kaolin clays, which displayed the highest propensity for burning shrinkage of the clays 

tested. Burning shrinkage causes warping and cracking, which results in more ware loss 

for residual kaolin clays than with alluvial clays. Sand was often mixed with kaolin to 

reduce the percentage of burning shrinkage. The depth of color increases with temperature 

during burning. Although purer grades of kaolin burn white to buff color, more impurities 

will cause a greater variation in color depending on the temperature. Iron oxide is an 

impurity occasionally observed in Washington County stoneware kaolin; this is seen in 

copper-colored splotches in the glaze. During burning the iron, which fluxes at a lower 

temperature than the glaze, leaches to the surface. Kiln conditions (oxidizing or reducing 

atmosphere) also influence coloration. 

According to Veatch's (1909:176) assessment of kaolin deposits in Washington 

County, "the surface is largely covered by Tertiary sands and clays, and the [deeper] 

Cretaceous is exposed only along stream valleys where erosion has been most active." 

Veatch identified a kaolin outcrop near Warthen which was assessed as "of excellent 

quality." It is likely that this outcrop was part of the kaolin deposit exploited by the early 

potters in the area. Washington County produces the largest yield in the state from 

contemporary kaolin mining operations. 



Approximately 70 per cent of modern Washington County is commercial woodland 

(Smith 1985:44). Sites identified in this study are located on or adjacent to managed 

timber tracts. The uplands of the Lower Piedmont and Fall Line Hills today support both 

Oak-Pine and Loblolly-Shortleaf Pine forests (Hodler and Schretter 1986:52). Commonly 

associated species include southern pine, oak, and sweet gum. Wood is an important 

resource for traditional southern potters. Large amounts of wood are burned in kilns over 

a long period of time to generate sufficient heat to produce stoneware. Not only large 

amounts of wood, but specific types of wood, were preferred by early Southern potters. 

An 1824 legal notice published in the Southern Recorder newspaper described Cyrus 

Cogburn's property on the Ogeechee River as "300 acres of pine land" (EPN). When 

Cogburn's land was originally surveyed in 1800, the surveyors marked the property 

boundary on 14 trees. Of the 14 marked trees, 8 were pine, 5 were oak, and 1 was 

hickory, suggesting that the majority of mature trees on the tract in 1800 were pines. The 

Cogburn site (9WG86) is situated in the midst of what is today a large managed pine 

timber tract. 

Some insight into the issue of potters' preferences for pine comes from sources both 

contemporary with Cogburn and later. In an 1827 contract, Edgefield District pottery 

owner Abner Landrum sold timber from his land to potters Harvey and Reuben Drake 

(Baldwin 1993:35-36). Landrum's contract specified that the timber sold (oak, hickory, 

and black jack) was for use in the "furnace and shops," presumably the stoneware kiln 
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operated by Landrum, and later, by the Drakes. Interestingly, Landrum also sold the 

Drakes pine, and placed a higher price on it than on the hardwoods. The agreement 

stipulated that the price ot pine would vary, depending on the number of kiln burnings per 

year. This suggests that although both pine and hardwood were used in the kiln, pine was 

preferred, thus bringing a higher price. 

Living Georgia potter Harold Hewell reported that John and Maryland Hewell, 

former Gillsville, Georgia potters, "used to use hard forest pine when it was available" for 

kiln burnings (Burrison 1983:233). 

Easy access to major transportation routes, facilitating the shipment of their 

products, was another factor influencing the choice of location of manufacturers, such as 

potters, who desired to sell their products to a broad market. Products for east Georgia 

were imported into the ports of Charleston and Savannah; from there they were hauled to 

Augusta by traders on overland routes, or by water up the Savannah River. As 

manufacturing developed on the frontier, the same transportation corridors were used to 

export products to markets in the interior of the state, coastal cities, and overseas. 

The Philadelphia Wagon Road is one example of early road development in the 

interior. This road was one of the heaviest traveled paths of migration to the interior of 

the South in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. The Great Wagon Road 

extended from Pennsylvania and Virginia down through the Catawba River Valley of the 

Carolinas to Camden, South Carolina, where it crossed the main road from Charleston. 
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From there it followed an old Indian trail to Ninety-Six, in northwestern South Carolina. 

Another extension of the Great Wagon Road could be followed from Camden southwest 

to Augusta, Georgia. 

The road branched west of Augusta, linking it with the best-established arteries into 

the Georgia frontier from that point: the Upper Creek Trading Path (known as Mcintosh 

Road in the western part of the state) and the Lower Creek Trading Path (Goff 1955:1). 

The Upper and Lower Creek Trading Paths (Figure 4) had been the primary routes for 

British trade with the Creek Indians since the 1680s, and became the major highways for 

westbound settlers as the Georgia interior was opened by Indian treaties in the early 

nineteenth century. About 70 miles southwest of Augusta, the Lower Creek path crossed 

northern Washington County, linking the shoals of the Ogeechee to Rock Landing on the 

Oconee River, near present Milledgeville, Georgia. The Lower Creek Path extended 

eventually southwest to the Columbus area and into present-day Alabama. 

Situated close to the Lower Creek path, northern Washington County gave the 

potters ready access to regional markets via the main land transportation routes ot the 

period. Cyrus Cogburn's Washington County pottery (9WG86), established c. 1818, was 

less than a mile south of the Lower Creek Trading Path. Cogburn probably used this 

major east-west road to ship his products by wagon to Augusta, Milledgeville, and other 

developing regional population centers. Railroad transportation was not available in the 

area until shortly before the Civil War. 
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Cheap land as well as abundant supplies of good clay and wood in Washington 

County made stoneware production possible in the area. In addition, its location near the 

center of frontier development provided viable markets for the ware produced; access to 

these markets by early roads and trails provided the potters with a means to distribute their 

products. Later railroads were built in the area, expanding their reach to more distant 

pottery markets. 
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CHAPTER 2. GEORGIA'S FIRST ALKALINE-GLAZED STONEWARE POTTERS 

Cyrus Cogburn and Abraham Massey were potters in Edgefield, and soon thereafter 

m northern Washington County. A pottery was likely in operation on Cogburn's land in 

Washington County by 1818. Cogburn and Massey pioneered pottery communities, 

creating a center that attracted other skilled potters and that inspired some local residents 

previously unfamiliar with pottery-making to learn the craft. Early Washington County 

census records indicate that all ot the early potters in the county lived within a few miles 

of each other. 

Several Washington County residents who later were recorded as potters elsewhere 

(James Long, William Brown, and John Beckom) owned land in northern Washington 

County in the late eighteenth century, prior to the Landrums' establishment of pottery 

operations in Edgefield, and decades before Massey and Cogburn appeared in Georgia. 

However, it has yet to be determined if the Beckoms, Browns, and Longs made pottery in 

Washington County prior to the introduction of the Edgefield tradition. 

Cyrus Cogburn paid taxes on 300 acres of land in Washington County in 1818, and 

might have lived on the land at the time. The 1820 Washington County Manufacturers 

Census indicates that Cogburn and Abraham Massey were potters in the county by that 

time. It is still not known if Cogburn and Massey worked together at Cogburn's site, or 

if Massey has his own operation. Careful reading of that census also suggests that there 

could have been another pottery shop in the county at that time. Massey and Cogburn are 
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described as Stone ware manufacturers' in the census, with each paying taxes on the 

value of their ware. Although Cogburn's land was on the Ogeechee River, Massey paid 

only a poll tax in 1825, indicating that he was not a landowner. At the end of the 1820 

Washington County Manufacturers census a notation describes what could be interpreted 

as a separate '"Stone-ware Manufactory" operated by more than one potter on the Little 

Ogeechee River, near Cogburn's land. It could also be argued that this is a description of 

a joint Cogburn/ Massey shop. However, since the taxable value of their products is listed 

before this notation, perhaps it was another shop which the census taker perceived 

important enough to be noted in the census, but so small that it did not produce taxable 

revenue. Unfortunately, the potters names and the value of the products made at this shop 

(if it is indeed another operation) are not listed. 

Although Cogburn moved west again by 1830, stoneware production continued in 

Washington County well into the period of Reconstruction. These middle to late 1800s 

potters grew up within a few miles of Cogburn and Massey's shops; they possibly learned 

the craft from Cogburn or Massey. In addition to these "second generation Washington 

County potters, there are other potters known to have lived near Cogburn and Massey, but 

who are documented as potters only in other Georgia counties. Other Georgia potters of 

the middle and late 1800s had fathers who lived near Cogburn and Massey in Washington 

County. The second-generation Georgia potters were likely trained by, and were certainly 

influenced by, the two pioneers of Georgia pottery—Cyrus Cogburn and Abraham Massey. 
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Cyrus Cogburn 

Cyrus Cogburn is one of the primary figures responsible for transmission of the 

alkaline-glazed stoneware tradition across the Deep South. Born in North Carolina in 1782 

(1850 Rusk County Texas census), he is the earliest known alkaline-glazed stoneware 

potter in Georgia. The Cogburn family genealogist believes that Cyrus arrived in the old 

Edgefield District, South Carolina with John Cogburn (ca. 1745-1810). Born in Isle of 

Wight County, Virginia, John was likely a resident of Martin County, North Carolina in 

1772 when he received a land grant in what would become the Edgefield District, South 

Carolina. Along with John Cogburn in the 1800 Edgefield District population census are 

other family names later associated with stoneware production in Georgia: Joseph Massey, 

William Lewis, and Jacob and Peter Timmerman. In 1810 an Aaron Cogburn was also 

listed in the Edgefield District. 

After settling in Edgefield, John Cogburn became associated with Edgefield District 

pottery shop owner John Landrum (Burrison 1983:293). Prior to his arrival in Georgia, 

Cyrus Cogburn was also associated with John Landrum, as evidenced by his signature 

witnessing a deed for property bought by Landrum in the old Edgefield District in 1814 

(Edgefield Deed Book 32, p. 88). 

In 1818 Cyrus Cogburn sold 300 acres of land in the Edgefield District, and paid 

taxes on 300 acres of land on the Ogeechee River in northern Washington County 

(Burrison 1983:123). By 1820 the Washington County Manufacturers census lists him as 
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a "Stone Ware manufacturer," producing "Jugs, Jars, & etc." with a taxable value of 

$3,000 (Burrison 1983:123). 

I he 1820 Washington County population census indicates that Cogburn was 

surrounded by a group of people who are known to have been potters later, and men with 

i amily names later linked to stoneware production in Georgia. Proximity in the census 

listing in the early 1800s is highly correlated with residential proximity. Listed in the 1820 

census on the page with Cogburn are Abraham Massey, James Long, John Cofield, and 

three male members of the Bustle (Bussell) family. John Beckom is listed on the following 

page. Records indicate that Abraham Massey was also a potter in Washington County in 

1820. Although it is not known if James Long and John Beckom (spelled "Becham" by 

later generations) were potters in Washington County, they are documented as patriarchs 

of what became a long and prolific tradition of alkaline-glazed stoneware production in 

Crawford County (Burrison 1983:131-161). A Jesse Beckum is listed on the same page 

of the 1810 Edgefield District census as John Cogburn. James Bussell worked for 

Cogburn at his later Talbot County, Georgia pottery before moving to Crawford County. 

By 1820 Cogburn had a pottery in Washington County. Others living nearby were 

probably working for him and learning the craft (if they did not come with him from 

Edgefield). 

On January 27, 1824 a legal notice in the Southern Recorder announced that 300 

acres of pine land on the waters of the Ogeechee River, property of Cyrus Cogburn. was 



to be sold at a sheritf s sale to pay a debt to local merchant Reuben Leggett (EPN). The 

1825 Washington County Tax Digest (Newsom 1968:128) lists Cogburn as a tax defaulter 

on 300 acres of pine land on the Ogeechee River in Captain Warthen's District (96th). 

Cogburn was also listed as owing taxes on 202 1/2 acres in the 1st district of Dooly 

County, Georgia, which he won in a land lottery (Newsom 1968). Cogburn was 

apparently not successful as a potter or farmer during this period. 

On October 8, 1827 the Southern Recorder reported that Serus Cogburn had a letter 

in the Sandersville post office (EPN). It is likely that the letter was undelivered because 

Cogburn had moved by that time. In 1827-1828 Cogburn was paying taxes on 202.5 acres 

on Tobler's Creek in southern Upson County. Georgia (Burrison 1983:123). By 1830 the 

Cogburn family, and a group of men known to have been potters (James, Louis, and M. 

J. Kirbee, and James Bussell), were in Talbot County, Georgia. The Kirbees went west, 

to Montgomery County, Texas, and were operating a pottery there by 1850 (Greer 

1990:102). James Bussell was still making pottery in 1837 (Burrison 1983:126), and listed 

in the Talbot County census again in 1840. Cogburn moved on to Macon County, 

Alabama by 1840 (Greer 1990:92). According to Greer (1990:89), "Cogburn and some 

of his sons moved westward at least every ten years, until they reached Rusk County, 

Texas, according to their listings in various census schedules. The Cogburns settled in 

Rusk County, Texas and operated a pottery there by 1850. This area was also the location 

of a stoneware operation run by another potter with Washington County connections, 
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Taylor Brown, Sr. (see below). Cogburn and his sons made pottery as they travelled 

across the South, and contributed to the diffusion of the tradition, since it is likely that they 

trained apprentice potters along the way. 

The only previously published photograph of a possible Cogburn vessel is a c. 

1850 preserve jar, attributed to Cyrus or T. I. Cogburn, Rusk County, Texas (Baldwin 

1993:59, plate 2.31). Information obtained from archaeological investigations of the Cyrus 

Cogburn kiln site in Washington County (9WG86) is presented in Chapters 4 and 5. 

Abraham Massey 

Abraham Massey was also affiliated with the Landrum family during the period 

when potteries were being established in Edgefield. Like Cogburn, little is known about 

Massey's background. He is said to have been born in 1785 in North or South Carolina. 

In 1800 a possible family member, Joseph Massey, was living in the Edgefield District, 

but Abraham was not listed. In 1810 an Abraham Massey was listed in the Pendleton 

District, South Carolina population census. In 1814 Abraham Massey and Cyrus Cogburn 

witnessed the deed (discussed above) for land purchased by John Landrum. In 1815 

Massey also witnessed Abner Landrum's signature on a deed tor another tract ot land in 

Edgefield (Edgefield Deed Book 32, p. 441). 

Abraham Massey first appeared in Washington County records in 1820, near 

Cogburn and other potters in the 96th Militia District. The 1820 Manufacturers Census 
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of Washington County lists him as a "Stone ware manufacturer" with the following 

additional information: "Abraham Massey. Jugs, Jars, Coffee boilers, etc. $2000." The 

November 28, 1820 Southern Recorder newspaper lists Massey as a land lottery winner. 

In 1820 Abraham Massey, shown as a resident of Cummings' District (Washington 

County), was the land lottery winner of lot 27516 in Irwin County, Georgia. In 1822-1826 

Massey had an account with a Washington County store, probably that of William Bennett, 

Sr. (EPN). 

Based on Washington County tax digests, it is unlikely that Massey owned land in 

the county. It is also likely that his place of residence was in a different area than his 

pottery shop. His 1820 land lottery announcement places Massey in Cummings' District, 

although the population census shows him in the 96th, near Cogburn. In 1825, 1828, and 

1836 he paid only a poll tax, not property taxes, and none of these records lists the location 

of land next to Massey's name, as they do with landowners. Since Massey paid taxes on 

his pottery operation in 1825, this suggests that he likely had his own kiln and workmen, 

operating on another person's land in the 96th District. Apparently Massey moved his 

residence from Cummings' Militia District after 1820, since he paid a poll tax in the 96th 

Militia District in 1825 and 1828. He was in Gainers District of Washington County in 

1832 when he won land in the Georgia Gold Lottery (Lucas 1988.315). The final 

documentary evidence about Massey in Washington County comes from the 18^6 tax 

digest, where he again pays only a poll tax, but this time in the 90th District. 
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Greer (1990:91) and Baldwin (1993:59, Figure 2.30) show a 3-4 gallon alkaline-

glazed storage jar attributed to Abraham Massey, incised "M" in the shoulder. No sherds 

have been tound in Edgefield District pottery sites with a similar mark. Washington 

County sites have tailed to produce archaeological evidence of Massey's work or that this 

mark is indeed indicative of his work 

James Long 

James Long, born in Maryland in 1785, is not known to have been a potter in 

Washington County. His proximity to Cogburn and others in the 1820 population census 

suggests that he could have been a first generation Washington County potter, or his oldest 

son could have apprenticed under Cogburn or Massey. Long was the same age as Cogburn 

and Massey when he lived near them in Washington County. He is believed to have been 

a potter later in Crawford County, and his sons are known to have been potters there. 

In 1791 Nicholas Long, Jr. (possibly related to James) received a headright grant 

for land on the Ogeechee River near the shoals (north of what would later become 

Cogburn's land). In 1807 James Long, resident of Burney's Militia District (Washington 

County), won land in Wilkinson County, Georgia. In 1808 James Long s son Jesse 

Bradford Long was born. James Long was listed as living next to Abraham Massey in the 

1820 Washington County census (EPN). On October 24, 1820 the Southern Recorder 

listed James Long as a land lottery winner (EPN). In 1822-1826 James Long had an 



account (p. 92) with a Washington County store, probably operated by William Bennett, 

Sr. (EPN). In 1822 his son Joseph H. Long was born. In the 1825 Washington County 

Tax Digest (p. 128) Long is listed as a tax defaulter one line below Cyrus Cogburn, owing 

taxes on 100 acres of land in Captain Warthen's District (96th) on "W.S.P" (Williamson 

Swamp Creek), and 250 acres in the 11th District of Early County, Georgia (EPN). 

James Long was in Crawford County, Georgia by 1826 (Greer 1990:91), the first 

suspected potter to appear in the area that would soon became a major stoneware pottery 

community (Burrison 1983:134). Since his son Jesse Bradford Long was eighteen years 

old at the time of their move, it is possible that Jesse learned to make pottery in 

Washington County, from his father, Cogburn, or Massey. James Long's sons, Jesse 

Bradford and Joseph H. were soon established as potters in Crawford County. Joseph H. 

Long was listed as a "jug maker" in the 1850 Crawford County census, but he died the 

next year. James Long died in Crawford County in 1869. 



50 

William Brown 

1 he Brown family of potters is one of the most important in the Deep South 

tradition. According to Burrison (1983:166), 

There are few southern states whose clay has not been touched by this 
amazing dynasty ol peripatetic potters, apparently beginning in eighteenth-
century Virginia. In their perambulations over the next two centuries they 
have worked in North and South Carolina, middle, north, and south 
Georgia, Alabama, Mississippi, and Texas. 

Like James Long, William Brown was not documented as a potter in Washington County, 

but early records suggest that he could have been a member of the first generation of 

Georgia potters. Washington County census records and Georgia headright and bounty 

grant plats list several Browns who owned land on and near the Ogeechee River (near 

known potters) in the late eighteenth-early nineteenth centuries. Because of the numerous 

Browns in the early records of Washington County, this name has raised more questions 

than it has provided answers. There are two William Browns, one of whom is probably 

the father of two known potters, and a Turner Brown—a name that evokes images of a 

potter forming clay at a treadle wheel. All the Browns are in the right area to have known 

Cogburn or Massey, to have worked in one of their pottery shops, or to have operated 

their own shops. According to Burrison (1983:167), Brown family tradition holds that 

the family patriarch was an immigrant potter named John Henry Brown. Could he be the 

John Brown who received headright grants in northern Washington County? Would it be 

unreasonable to propose that a potter might have named a son who he hoped to take up the 
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cralt lurner? Given these possibilities, and the early dates of the Brown family land 

grants in the pottery district of the county (John 1784, 1785, 1790, 1797; William 1785), 

it is conceivable that they were making pottery in northern Washington County before the 

arrival of the Edgefield tradition. 

In the 1820 census a William Brown was listed near known potters (IBID). In the 

1825 Tax Digest two William Browns are listed in the 96th District (which included the 

pottery community) (Newsom 1968:10, 23). One William Brown is listed next to Turner 

Brown. The other owned 160 acres of land on the Ogeechee River and paid taxes on 202 

1/2 acres of land in the 5th district of Fayette County, Georgia. A John Brown was also 

shown as paying taxes on 255 acres on the Ogeechee. 

Evidence suggests that William Brown moved his family to the Jugtown area 

around the same time that Cyrus Cogburn and the Beckom family left Washington County, 

and settled in the same vicinity as Cogburn. In 1827 William Brown sold land in Upson 

County and bought land in Pike County (Burrison 1983:167). It is certain that one of the 

William Browns who lived in the 96th district of Washington County was the father of a 

potter. In 1851 William Brown died in Pike County (Jugtown pottery district), and 

"turning implements" were listed as the final item on his estate inventory (Burrison 

1983:167). William's son Bowling (or Boiling, Bowlin. Bolden) Brown, born in 1806, 

was listed in the 1860 census of Pike County as a jug manufacturer (Burrison 1983.168). 
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He would have been old enough to have turned in the Washington County shops of 

Cogburn or Massey. 

There is sketchy evidence suggesting that it William Brown was a potter in 

Washington County, he might not have been the only Brown potter in the area. A deed 

in the Washington County courthouse provides a link between the Brown family of 

Washington County and potter Taylor Brown of Rusk County, Texas, the destination of 

two other potters with Washington County connections. Taylor Brown, Sr., born in 

Georgia in 1807 (Burrison 1983:311), was in Rusk County, Texas by 1837, and owned a 

pottery by 1870 (Greer 1990). After Cyrus Cogburn left Washington County, he lived 

near the Jugtown district (home of William and Bowling Brown), before he ended up in 

Rusk County Texas. Taylor Brown, Sr. was old enough to have been trained as a potter 

by Cogburn in Washington County. 

John Beckom 

As perplexing as the Brown family is the Beckoms/Bechams. Not only did many 

Beckoms own property in Washington County, Georgia, research is further complicated 

by the fact that there were many variations in the spelling of the last name used in early 

deed records. According to Burrison (1983:144), several of the early Becham potters who 

were involved in the formation of the Crawford County, Georgia pottery community were 

the sons of John Beckom. formerly of Washington County. In 1784 John Beckham 



53 

received a land grant in Washington County, Georgia. However, according to Baldwin 

(1993:60), a John Becham, Jr. (the spelling used by the Crawford County potters) was 

granted 612 acres in the Ninety Six District, South Carolina in 1786. Later a Thomas 

Beckum sold 300 acres in Edgefield County to potter Lewis Miles' father, Aquilla. That 

land was bounded by land of two known Edgefield pottery families, Hatcher and Presley. 

In 1810a Jesse Beckum is listed on the same page of the Edgefield population census as 

John Cogburn. 

I he Beckoms were one of the largest early landholding families in northern 

Washington County, with several large tracts on the Ogeechee and Little Ogeechee Rivers, 

near the earliest known potters. The names and spelling deviations found in the 

Washington County headright and bounty grant records are Allen, Samuel, Sherod, and 

Sherwood Beckcom; Samuel Becksom\ Samuel, Sherwood and Solomon Beckom; Allen, 

John, John Y., Samuel, Simon, and Solomon Beckham (Lucas 1992:38). Family members 

were living in the area in 1793, when their names appeared on the county muster rolls 

(Burrison 1983:144). 

Burrison (1983:144-145) documented that many members of the Becham family 

were in Crawford County, Georgia by 1830. Known Becham potters in early Crawford 

County were sons of John Beckun - William, John, Allen, and Washington. Additional 

genealogical research is required to sort out the Bechams who became Crawford County 
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potters and to determine it the tamily was involved in the pottery business in Washington 

County. 

William Lewis 

The 1850 Washington County census recorded William B. Lewis (born in 1804) 

as a potter (Burrison 1983:124). Some early Edgefield records also suggest a possible 

South Carolina connection for Lewis. A different William Lewis, possibly related, is 

listed in the 1800 Edgefield District population census. An 1818 Edgefield estate record 

shows that John C. Lewis was released from his responsibility for security for the debts 

of Abner Landrum (Baldwin 1993:32). 

William Lewis was in Washington County in the 1820 census. In the 1828 

Washington County Tax Digest William Lewis is listed as paying a poll tax, his name 

appearing on the line below Abraham Massey (Washington County Tax Digest, 1828). 

Lewis soon joined the migration from Washington County to the Jugtown pottery district; 

in 1830 William B. Lewis married Lucretia Cobb in Upson County. Back in Washington 

County and listed as a potter in 1850, Lewis received a grant for land in Washington 

County in 1851 (DeLamar & Rothstein 1985:15). William B. Lewis is listed as a farmer 

in Washington County again in the 1860 census. Lewis' wife Lucretia died, or they were 

divorced. In 1867 he married Jane Hooks (Washington County Marriages, Book C, p. 

346). 
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Lewis died in Washington County in 1874. His estate inventory listed the 

following items: " Earthen Ware [$]1.00 . . . 1 Lot Crockery Ware [$12.00 . . . 2lndl 

Lot Earthen Ware . . . 3[rd) Lot Earthen Ware [$]2.00" (Washington County 

Appraisement Book B:210). It cannot be determined from the inventory if these items 

were made by Lewis for sale, or were his personal kitchen ware. Not listed on the estate 

inventory, but sold later by the Administrator of Lewis' estate, were one "Mud mill" and 

one lot of "Raw Brick," both bought by local potter John Redfern (Washington County 

Estate Sales Book C:606). 

James Bustle 

Born in 1804 or 1805 in Washington County, James Bustle signed and dated a 

alkaline-glazed stoneware jug (Burrison 1983: Figure 67). It is likely that Bustle was born 

next to Cyrus Cogburn, since John, Priscilla, Isaac, Solomon and Nancy Bustle are listed 

above and below Cogburn's name on the 1820 Washington County census. Raised in close 

to the pottery shop, James (16 years old in 1820) probably learned to make pottery from 

Cogburn. He was in Hancock County in 1830, and made and signed a jug in 1837 (later 

found in Washington County). Interestingly, James Bussell was in still Talbot County in 

1840, possibly taking over the Cogburn pottery operation there after Cogburn moved west 

again. He was in Crawford County by 1850, and married Elizabeth Campbell there the 

same year. Bussell is listed as a jug maker in Crawtord County in 1860 (Burrison 
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1983.312). A potter named James M. Bussell, probably James' son, was born in Crawford 

County in 1844, was present in Washington County by 1880, and identified as a potter 

there in 1898 (Burrison 1983:312). Archaeological survey of the James M. Bussell kiln 

site (9WG89) is discussed in Chapter 4. 

Lucius Jordan 

The Washington County potter whose ware is perhaps best known to scholars and 

collectors of Georgia stoneware is Lucius Jordan. Burrison (1983:124-125, Figures 64, 

65) featured a group of vessels attributed to Jordan in Brothers in Clav. Burrison 

(1983:124) also determined that Jordan occasionally marked his wares with "J" or "LJ" 

on the shoulder below the neck. Many intact Jordan vessels, such as those photographed 

by Burrison, remain in Washington County homes. 

Washington County census records revealed that Lucius Jordan was born in 

Georgia in 1816. In 1853 Jordan married Charity Long (born 1818), possibly a member 

of the Long pottery family (Burrison 1996: personal communication). In the 1860 census 

(p. 294) Jordan was listed in house 1023, 44 years old, white male, "jugmaker," "$00-

$300" (annual taxable product?) "GA" (place of birth). Mary Jordan, who was 60 years 

old (possibly his mother) lived with him (EPN). In the 1864 militia census Jordan is listed 

as a potter again. The last record ot Jordan is in the 1880 census. Results of 
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archaeological investigations of the Lucius Jordan kiln site (9WG87) are presented in 

Chapter 4. 

Branson Redfern 

In 1838 Branson Redfern arrived in northern Washington County from North 

Carolina. Isaac and Samuel Redfern, one of whom is possibly grandfather of Branson, 

were residents of Randolph County, North Carolina. Randolph County was also the home 

of the Peter Craven and Samuel Landrum, as well as the first stoneware production center 

in that state. Branson's sons John R. (1827/28-1910) and Andrew (1838-1918) are known 

to have been potters in Washington County. He had two other sons, James (J. T.) and 

Wilson, who are not documented as potters. Andrew, 22 years old, still lived with his 

father in 1860, when he was listed as a potter in the census. 

James Redfern apparently had business dealings (perhaps pottery business) with 

another local potter, William Lewis, before or during the Civil War. In 1862 the 

Washington County sheriff placed a notice in the local newspaper for the sale of land 

belonging to William Lewis, to satisfy a debt owed to James Redfern and another party 

(Evans 1994:309). James died in Washington County in 1890. 

When William Lewis died in 1874, John Redfern served as an appraiser of the 

property of the estate, possibly because he was qualified to appraise some ot the items on 

the inventory. Listed in Lewis' estate were lots of "Crockery Ware" and "Earthen Ware" 
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(Washington County Appraisement Book B:210). John was also present at the Lewis 

estate sale, where he bought a mud mill and a lot of raw brick (Washington County Estate 

Sales Book C:606). 

Branson Redfern has the distinction of being the first person connected to the 

pottery business in Washington County to pay taxes to the Internal Revenue Service (IRS). 

In June 1870 an IRS agent must have caught Branson about the county with a wagonload 

of ware. He paid $25 in federal taxes, and was classified by the tax collector as a second-

class "peddler" (IRS Field Records, Georgia, District 3, 1868-1870, p. 21). Branson 

Redfern died in 1870/71 with a respectable estate valued at $3,065.12 (Washington 

County Appraisement Book B: 171). None of the items in his estate inventory suggest that 

he was involved in pottery making at the time (Washington County Estate Sales Book 

C:522). 

In 1898 the Georgia Geological Survey reported that John and Andrew Redfern 

were still potters in Washington County. John died in 1910, and Andrew in 1918. Results 

of archaeological investigations of the Redfern kiln site (9WG88) are presented in Chapter 

4. 

The Washington County alkaline-glazed stoneware tradition influenced several later 

pottery communities. As Indian cessions continued to make land available for settlement, 

many Georgians moved west; several Washington County potters who won western land 

in Georgia land lotteries followed the trend. The Beckoms, Browns, and Longs were early 
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settlers of Washington County, familiar with the trials and benefits of pioneering new 

territory. They must have realized that pottery would be needed by the many settlers 

moving to the new counties, and anticipated the opportunity for profits. Since they were 

farmers as well as potters, they also understood the benefits of the availability of free farm 

land. Members of the Cogburn and Bussell pottery families also joined the westward 

migration. These first Georgia pottery families are primarily responsible for forming new 

pottery communities, transmitting the Washington County pottery tradition to the new 

Georgia counties, and across the southern United States. William Lewis, Lucius Jordan, 

the Redferns, and James Bussell made alkaline-glazed stoneware in Washington County, 

continuing the tradition in the area up to the turn of the twentieth century. 
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CHAPTER 3. RESEARCH GOALS AND METHODS OF INVESTIGATION 

The purposes ot the Washington County survey were to locate and map stoneware 

pottery sites in the project area, generate data to assess site potential for additional 

archaeological investigations, and if sites located exhibit research potential beyond the 

survey level of effort, to conduct archaeological testing of a site. Locating stoneware 

production sites provides preliminary information useful in identifying the geographic 

extent of the Washington County pottery district. Mapping and evaluating sites also 

provides information useful to archaeologists interested in conducting more detailed studies 

of alkaline-glazed stoneware production sites in Washington County, Georgia. In addition, 

this information determines if potters in the district preferred to be close neighbors, or live 

distant from one another. Site testing determines whether intact features (such as kilns 

and waster dumps) exist on the sites, leading to evaluation of their integrity, and their 

potential to make a valuable contribution to research. Methods used in the survey phase 

of the project include archival research, informant interviews, and surface survey. 

Archival Research 

Archival research was conducted to identify residents of Washington County who 

were potters, and determine the location of pottery sites. In addition, archival research 

provided details about the history of the area, and the lives ot the people who lived there. 
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Personal information about potters such as family size, family relationships, personal 

income, and social status can be obtained through archival research. 

A significant historical feature of the study area is that early roads from South 

Carolina to the interior of Georgia ran from east to west through the study area. It was 

thought that close examination of early maps of the area might reveal important fords, 

bridges, mills, and other infrastructure which would indicate possible centers of early 

population in the historic period. However, the few surviving maps of the study area from 

the early nineteenth century show insufficient detail to assist in site location. Knowledge 

of early settlement patterns in the study area offered useful clues in locating general areas 

where early pottery kilns were likely to exist. However, human occupation was widely 

scattered in the study area in the early nineteenth century. 

Few archival sources are available to research specific locations of Washington 

County property owners between 1795 and 1865. An 1855 fire in the Washington County 

courthouse destroyed many records. Fire struck the Sandersville courthouse again in 1864, 

when Union forces burned it on their March to the Sea (DeLamar and Rothstein 1985). 

Most surviving records valuable in expanding existing knowledge in this field of research 

have been published in secondary sources. 

Historic maps on file at the Georgia Department of Archives and History, Surveyor 

General Department (Atlanta), Georgia State University (Atlanta), the University of 

Georgia Libraries (Athens), and the Georgia Historical Society (Savannah) were consulted. 
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Genealogical information was obtained from sources on file at the National Archives 

Atlanta Center (East Point) the Georgia Department of Archives and History, the Georgia 

Historical Society, the Washington County Public Library and Washington County 

Historical Society (both in Sandersville, Georgia). Records of an architectural survey 

conducted in northern Washington County were obtained from the Georgia Department of 

Natural Resources, Historic Preservation Division (Atlanta). Information on previously 

recorded archaeological sites was obtained from the State Site Files, University of Georgia 

(Athens). 

Study of artifact collections from previous similar research proved useful in 

understanding two sites. Artifacts collected by Garrow and Associates (Garrow et al. 

1984) at 9WG52 were borrowed from the curation facility of Georgia Southern University 

(Statesboro) and reanalyzed for this project. The resulting artifact catalog may be found 

in the Appendix. Because of suspected connections between the Cyrus Cogburn site 

(9WG86) and the John Landrum site (38AK497), artifacts collected during the first survey 

of Rev. Landrum's Horse Creek pottery (Casteel et al. 1988) were examined at the South 

Carolina Institute of Archaeology and Anthropology (Columbia). 

Surface Survey 

Limitations of time, funding, and personnel constrain archaeologists. Surface 

survey is a cost-efficient data- generating technique which has been used to discover sites 
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and establish regional culture histories (Lewarch and O'Brien 1981). Surface survey 

research operates on the assumption that if recurrent patterning is attributed to prehistoric 

cultural systems rather than post-depositional processes or collection biases introduced by 

archaeologists, then any given body of surface material is useful for research purposes 

(Dancy 1974). Though Dancy's proposal addressed prehistoric site distribution, the same 

facts have proven to hold true for historic sites. A review presented by Lewarch and 

O'Brien (1981) of agricultural practices and their role in formation of surface assemblages 

has effectively proved that destructive effects of agricultural disturbances are less severe 

than commonly assumed. Sufficient information has been obtained from surface contexts 

to display their potential in addressing complex research questions, such as the practice of 

Deep South stoneware traditions in northern Washington County, Georgia. 

Field survey procedures for the northern Washington County survey were designed 

to effectively locate kiln sites of the early Deep South stoneware tradition in the area, given 

the limited resources available for this project. In contrast to the Garrow (Garrow, et. al., 

1984) survey, which was constrained to the investigation of a long, narrow corridor and 

small tracts of land, this survey was designed to cover larger tracts of land within a 

focused geographic location. For this research, planted timber tracts and clearcut areas 

near the Ogeechee River and Cowpen Creek were investigated. Unfortunately, no plowed 

fields were observed in the study area. Most upland field systems have been converted to 

silviculture and pasture for livestock, making them inaccessible for surface survey. 
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A modified full coverage" survey approach was used (Fish and Kowaleski 1990; 

I ish and Gresham 1990). This method involves coverage of tracts of land having good 

surface visibility. Systematic coverage was achieved by spacing survey crew members at 

close intervals (10-15 m) along designated transects. This method guarantees uniform and 

intensive coverage and has been used successfully along the Oconee River Valley in 

northeast Georgia (Freer 1989, Rudolph and Blanton 1980, Elliott 1981). Modifications 

were made for the survey which limited the areas covered to targeted flat landforms on the 

highest elevations in the area. These landforms are proposed to have the highest 

probability for stoneware kiln locations. This assumption was based on the findings of 

previous similar research and current project background research on early Anglo-

European settlement patterns in the study area. This approach proved to be reliable 

throughout the course of this research, as will be seen in the discussion of site locations 

in Chapter 4. 

For the purposes of this survey, a site is defined as an area containing a high-

density surface scatter of stoneware artifacts within a relatively small area (approximately 

one thousand square feet). In addition, the sherd scatter would be found in association with 

a brick scatter or intact brick features. 

Field procedures attempted to insure that consistency was maintained in recording 

field data. Upon discovery, each site was given an even closer interval walkover (5 m) 

than that of the general field coverage. When a site was discovered, its location was 
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recorded on United State Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5 minute quadrangle field maps. 

Site dimensions were measured based on artifact distributions. Site collection procedure 

varied depending on site size and artifact density. For example, all artifacts from small 

sites were collected, while large sites with high artifact density were sampled for diagnostic 

artifacts (marked sherds, unusual glazes or decorations, rims, collars, and handles). 

However, an attempt was made to collect representative samples of all artifact categories. 

This collection procedure was selected due to the limited amount of time available for the 

field and laboratory portion of the research, and artifact curation considerations. 

Archaeological Testing, 9WG86 

The research design for archaeological investigations of the Cyrus Cogburn site 

(9WG86) was developed using the large body of historical, archaeological, and 

ethnographic information now available concerning Deep South alkaline-glazed stoneware 

development and production in the nineteenth century. Detailed historical research of the 

period of ownership by Cogburn suggested that 9WG86 may be generally typical of early 

alkaline-glazed stoneware production sites in the Deep South. In preparing this research 

design, archaeological investigations at seven similar sites were specifically reviewed: 

Kirbee Kiln, Montgomery County, Texas (A Mid-19th Century Texas 
Stoneware Pottery, James M. Malone, Georgeanna Greer, and Helen 

Simmons, 1979); 
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Rolader Pottery, Fulton County, Georgia (Historical and Archaeological 
Investigations of an Atlanta Folk Pottery: The Rolader Site, William R. 
Bowen and Linda F. Carnes, 1984-85); 

Trapp and Chandler site. Old Edgefield District, South Carolina 
(Archaeological Investigations at the Trapp and Chandler Pottery, Kirksey, 
South Carolina, Gerald K. Landreth, 1986); 

Sligh Pottery, Paulding County, Georgia (Archaeology at Sligh Pottery: 
Observations From the Initial Season of Archaeological Study, Chris 
Espenshade, Dennis Blanton, Mary Beth Reed, and J. W. Joseph, 1987); 

Miles Mill, B. F. Landrum, and Amos Landrum/SC 191 sites, Old 
Edgefield District, South Carolina (An Archaeological Surx'ey of Pottery 
Production Sites in the Old Edgefield District of South Carolina, Carl 
Steen, 1994). 

These five Deep South tradition alkaline-glazed stoneware kiln sites were investigated in 

Georgia, South Carolina, and Texas over the past seventeen years. These projects are the 

only archaeological investigations reported to date on sites most like the Cogburn site. 

Research Goals 

Two primary research goals were proposed for the Cyrus Cogburn site (9WG86) 

excavations. The first goal was to obtain data usefid in answering research questions 

regarding ware produced at the site. Waster dumps are piles of sherds found at kiln sites, 

containing the remains of pottery rejected by the potter as unacceptable for sale. Artifacts 

found in waster dumps are important in understanding production methods and strategies 

at the site such as: (1) experimentation with forms and glazes; (2) changes in preterences 
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tor torms, styles, and glazes over time; (3) identification of kiln damage/rebuilding 

episodes; and (4) identification of the earliest vessels manufactured at the site. To answer 

these questions it was necessary to: (1) obtain data about vessel forms, styles, and sizes; 

(2) identify potters who worked at the site (marked sherds); (3) identify decorative motifs 

used; and (4) determine glazes used. Another important goal of waster dump excavations 

was to attempt to confirm Cogburn's involvement with this operation. Archival research 

revealed a strong likelihood that this was the land owned by Cyrus Cogburn in 1820. 

Archaeological data are necessary to confirm this. Marked sherds from the site containing 

Cogburn's name or initials would firmly establish his operation. 

Excavations were also conducted at 9WG86 to obtain specific data regarding kiln 

design and construction (size, shape, and construction details) without damaging the kiln 

structure. Information necessary to understand kiln design and construction includes: kiln 

height, length, and width; stratigraphy of the kiln floor; placement and size of the bag 

wall, firing chamber, and chimney. 

Data regarding kiln design and construction is important in understanding 

production methods. Such data would provide useful insight into such questions as: (1) 

amount of ware burned in a kiln load; (2) whether ware was stacked in the kiln; (3) 

cultural origins of kiln type and building traditions; (4) whether kiln design and size 

changed over time; and (5) availability and use of raw materials in kiln construction and 

ware burning. 
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Data obtained trom excavation of the Cogburn site will have benefits extending 

beyond the present study. Few materials that provide evidence to archaeologists of human 

occupation survive the ravages of time. Textiles, paper goods, and wooden objects 

deteriorate rapidly. Metal eventually oxidizes, often leaving little trace of its former 

existence. Over the past 125 years archaeologists have found that ceramics, which survive 

almost indefinitely, are a reliable source for information about human occupation and 

subsistence technologies. In many cases, particularly with prehistoric ceramics found by 

archaeologists, many suppositions must be made about dating, geographic and cultural 

origins, and production technology. 

However, archaeological investigations of the Cogburn site provided the 

opportunity to obtain data which will allow archaeologists to better understand Cogburn 

ceramics when they are found at domestic sites. Information such as mean ceramic date, 

vessel usage and volume, and trade patterns on the Georgia frontier, are a few examples. 

The raw data on Cogburn ceramics generated by this project will facilitate such ceramics 

study for archaeologists in the future working on sites where Cogburn ceramics will be 

found. 

Another important reason for investigating this site was the necessity to study it 

before it is damaged by looters. As a result of this research, the broad extent of this 

problem has become evident. A similar significant site in the study area, the Lucius Jordan 

kiln site (9WG87), had been seriously damaged during looting by stoneware collectors; 
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other kiln sites in the Crawtord County, Georgia pottery district have been similarly looted 

and destroyed in recent years.. It was important to study the Cogburn site before it 

suffered such damage, since experience has proven that it is only a matter of time before 

it will be found by looters. 

Field Methods 

The nature of the two primary features present at stoneware production sites, the 

kiln and the waster dump, and the artifacts they contain, differ. For this reason, certain 

field methods differed. Field methods used in the areas of the kiln and waster dump 

components at the Cogburn site are discussed below. 

Since the location of Cogburn's kiln was not evident from surface observation, an 

attempt was made to identify the most likely location for the kiln before the excavation of 

formal test units. Close-interval (5 m) shovel tests (30 by 30 cm) were excavated to sterile 

subsoil in an area of large push-piles containing a high concentration of kiln brick. 

Excavated fill material was screened through 0.25 inch hardware cloth. Records of each 

shovel test were made in a field notebook, including information on content (e.g., presence 

or absence of artifacts), and context (e.g., soil color and texture descriptions, depth of 

definable soil levels, observed natural and cultural features). Artifacts collected from these 

shovel tests were examined, counted, recorded in the field notebook, and returned to the 

test holes. Soil removed from the holes was backfilled over the artifacts. 
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Following close-interval shovel testing, probing was conducted in the same general 

area in an attempt to locate buried brick concentrations. A tile probe, consisting of a 42 

inch long, 3/8 inch diameter high-carbon steel rod with a welded steel "T" handle was used 

in this process. The prescribed probing method consisted of pressing the probe into the 

ground at relatively short, even intervals (2 to 3 feet apart) and gauging relative soil 

resistance. 

In addition to probing, soil coring samples (1 inch diameter) were taken in the same 

area. If found, samples from the kiln floor were expected to contain charcoal, hardened 

clay, and fine grained, clean sand. 

Proton magnetometer testing was also conducted over an area measuring 26 m by 

11m, which included the same area examined by shovel testing, probing, and soil 

sampling. Prior to magnetometer testing, a 26 m by 11 m grid, oriented to magnetic 

north, was established on the site. Removal of undergrowth with hand tools was required 

within the grid to facilitate magnetometer testing. Magnetometer readings were taken at 

one meter intervals within the grid, and at selected random locations in the area of the 

waster dump and brick concentrations. Readings were recorded in a field notebook, and 

processed on computer, using Surfer software, at the Department of Geology, University 

of Georgia, Athens. A site map was generated from this data which revealed areas of 

distinct subsurface magnetic anomalies within the grid. Ms. Nina Serman of the 
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Department ot Geology took proton magnetometer readings at the site and processed the 

data. 

The site and surrounding area was also examined with a metal detector in an 

attempt to locate nails and other metal hardware that might be associated with the remains 

of historic structures such as the pottery shop. 

An overall site grid aligned with magnetic north was established using a transit. 

A point designated 100 north, 100 east was established from a central point (near the 

northeastern corner of a large push-pile). Shovel tests and formal test units were mapped 

in relation to the site grid. Prominent topographic and modern cultural features (road) near 

the site were also mapped in relation to site boundaries. 

Five formal 1 by 2 m test units were excavated in the area of high subsurface 

magnetic anomalies identified by proton magnetometer testing. Three units were excavated 

using 10 cm arbitrary levels, while two were dug in natural levels. All fill was screened 

through 0.25 inch hardware cloth. In four of the five units, specific proveniences were 

maintained for all recovered cultural material by placement in resealable acid-free plastic 

bags. In one unit, only a selective collection of diagnostic artifacts was retained. 

Uncollected artifacts were returned to the unit and covered with backfill. Excavation notes 

were kept on standard level forms, and at least one representative soil profile was drawn 

to scale and photographed in 35 mm black and white and color slide formats. Soils and 

stratigraphy were described using the Munsell color and USDA texture classification 
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systems. Test units were backfilled upon completion. Finally, a site plan map was drawn 

recording locations of cultural and natural features (e.g., road, ditches), shovel tests, and 

test units. 

Waster Dump Excavations 

During field survey garden rakes were used to carefully remove leaves and other 

debris in the waster dump area, revealing surface boundaries of dense sherd 

concentrations. Probing and close-interval shovel testing (as described above) were also 

conducted to verify density of waster deposits. Areas containing the densest deposits of 

artifacts were flagged in the field to locate subsequent test units. 

Two 1 by 2 m test units were excavated into the waster dump. In the 9WG86 

waster dump, unlike most archaeological excavation units, the majority of the material 

encountered is artifacts, instead of soil. For this reason, the waster dump units were 

excavated in natural levels. Natural levels in the waster dump began at ground surface and 

terminated when sterile subsoil (without artifacts) was encountered. With the exception 

of artifact collection, all procedures for test unit excavation (described above) applied in 

the waster dump units. 

Diagnostic stoneware sherds recovered in the waster dump were taken to the 

laboratory for analysis. Sherds considered diagnostic are those (i.e., bases, rims, handles, 

marked sherds, and decorated sherds) which provide information useful in understanding 
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vessel typology, production techniques, or other questions stated above in the Research 

Design. Plain body sherds are not considered useful in answering the research questions 

ot this study. They were examined, counted in the field, kept away from the excavation 

areas during fieldwork, and placed back into the excavation units prior to backfilling. The 

sherds were then photographed in the units prior to backfilling. This procedure is reported 

here to alert future researchers. All other artifacts were taken to the laboratory for 

analysis. Bricks and brick fragments in the waster dump were not recorded or taken to the 

laboratory. 

Probing and close interval shovel testing (30 by 30 cm test units, at 10 m intervals) 

were also conducted at the bottom of the slope containing waster deposits, in an attempt 

to identify areas which could contain intact vessels or large vessel fragments. 

Laboratory Analysis 

All artifacts collected were transported to the Atlanta laboratory facilities of 

Brockington and Associates, Inc., where they were washed and cataloged. Distinct 

provenience numbers were assigned to each unit level and surface collection. Artifacts 

from each provenience were divided by class/type, and assigned a catalog number. The 

primary reference used for artifact identification is American Stonewares, The Art and 

Craft of Utilitarian Potters (Greer 1981:55-136). Whenever possible, which is in the 

majority of cases, artifacts are cataloged according to Greer's (1981) categories. It is 
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hoped that such standardization will make this study accessible to other researchers. This 

was done despite the fact that certain nomenclature typically used by some Southern 

stoneware scholars and collectors differs from some of Greer's (1981) categories. 

Artifacts were identified based on observable stylistic and technological attributes. 

Artifacts were described by color, material of manufacture, form, method of manufacture, 

and intended function, when possible. 

Artifact analysis data were entered into a database (dBASE IV system) for 

compilation and manipulation, and a computer-generated artifact catalog was produced. 

The catalog is arranged by site number and provenience number; report graphics include 

the assigned provenience numbers for each unit to facilitate review of the findings. The 

artifact catalog is presented in the Appendix. 

Limitations 

Although the investigation of stoneware pottery sites in northern Washington 

County, Georgia is intended to present new information regarding the first stoneware 

potters in Georgia, there are limitations to the study. The data presented are available for 

future reevaluation to test the findings of this study. 

The field survey involved systematic coverage of areas considered likely to contain 

kiln sites. Decisions on areas selected for survey were based on land and census records, 

on informant information, and on topographic conditions. The survey did not incorporate 
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elaborate sampling procedures. Despite this shortcoming, the size of the coverage and the 

detail with which these areas were surveyed provided sufficient data to identify and 

evaluate some of the early stoneware production sites in the area. One problem with this 

study is that it focused on a limited portion of what is believed to be the northern 

Washington County pottery district. The project area is probably not large enough to 

identify all of the early pottery sites in the northern part of the county. This is illustrated 

by the fact that this geographic limitation would have missed the one possible early 

stoneware site in the county known to archaeologists prior to this study, 9WG52. 

Potential error can be introduced by pot hunters and other collectors distorting site 

components by selective collection practices. In addition, vertical and horizontal 

displacement of artifacts can result from agriculture, silviculture, and timber harvesting. 

These disturbances act to distort site size. It must also be taken into account that the great 

majority of sherds recovered from kiln sites are "wasters." These are not necessarily 

representative of the desired final product in every way. 
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Northern Washington County was an alkaline-glazed stoneware production district 

in the nineteenth century (Burrison 1983). Previous historical research (Burrison 1983; 

Baldwin 1993) and archaeological surveys of Southern pottery districts (Smith and Rogers 

1979, Castille et al. 1988; Steen 1994; Jordan 1994, 1995) suggest that these districts were 

created throughout the South as a result of potters settling in relatively close proximity to 

one another. Archaeological survey was conducted in Washington County in an attempt 

identify and map site locations, and to determine the geographic boundaries of the pottery 

district. 

Previous archaeological work on alkaline-glazed stoneware production sites in 

Washington County is limited to the survey of site 9WG52 by Garrow and Associates 

during a 1984 power transmission line corridor survey (Garrow et al. 1984). Since 1984, 

9WG52 has been periodically monitored by Georgia Power Company Land Department 

archaeologists. Site 9WG52 was revisited during this survey. In addition, artifacts 

previously collected from the site by Garrow (Garrow et al. 1984) were borrowed from 

the archaeological curation facility at Georgia Southern University and reanalyzed for this 

report. 

From May 1995 to May 1996 archaeological survey was conducted in selected 

areas in northern Washington County in an attempt to locate alkaline-glazed stoneware kiln 
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sites, and other sites closely related to nineteenth century stoneware production in the area. 

As a result of these efforts, four kiln sites (9WG86, 9WG87, 9WG88, and 9WG89) and 

one cemetery containing stoneware grave markers (9WG90) were identified. Results of 

the survey are presented in the following discussion. 

From May to August 1996 archaeological testing was conducted at one alkaline-

glazed stoneware kiln site in the project area, 9WG86. Testing results from 9WG86 are 

also presented in the following discussion. 

9WG52 

Background 

Site 9WG52 is a surface and subsurface scatter of alkaline-glazed stoneware and 

bricks, originally identified by Garrow and Associates in 1984 (Garrow et al. 1984). 

The site is situated in an electric power transmission line corridor west of Highway 15, 

near Little Keg Creek, in northern Washington County, Georgia. The 1984 state site form 

(Georgia Archaeological Site Files) states that the area in and around 9WG52 appeared to 

have been clearcut. A scatter of stoneware sherds was initially identified on the surface 

in and adjacent to a dirt road within the power line corridor. The site was reported to 

cover an area 40 feet (12.2 m) by 15 feet (4.5 m). Eighteen shovel tests were excavated 

in the area of the surface artifact scatter. A summary of artifacts recovered from the site 
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Table 1. 9WG52 Artifact summary 

9WG52 Artifact 
Summary 

Base Body Handle Rim Collar Brick 

1984 Survey, shovel tests 30 3 57.5g 

1984 Survey, surface 9 50.8g 

1995 Survey, surface 6 36 8 8 3 676.Og 

Total artifacts recovered 6 75 8 11 3 784.3g 

Alkaline-glazed stoneware 6 67 8 6 3 na 

Unglazed stoneware 5 na 

Other (residual sherd) 8 na 

Total artifacts recovered 6 75 8 11 3 784.3g 

is presented in Table 1. Nine shovel tests resulted in recovery of cultural material, 

consisting primarily of 39 alkaline-glazed stoneware sherds and 108.3g of brick 

fragments. In addition to bricks, other elements suggesting stoneware production activity 

were spalling and overfiring exhibited on a number of sherds. Garrow (Garrow et al. 

1984) interpreted the site as representing a nineteenth century alkaline-glazed stoneware 

kiln. 

Field Survey 

The present survey began with a visit to site 9WG52 in May 1995. Site 9WG52 

is situated on private property, within an easement for a Georgia Power Company 
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Figure 5. View of 9WG52 looking west. 

transmission line right-of- way, and is inaccessible by public roads (see Figure 5). Since 

construction of the power line the area has remained clear of trees. The landowner has 

planted a small crop of corn on the site, resulting in light topsoil erosion in the 

area.plowing for the corn crop has also resulted in the displacement of surface artifacts, 

revealing a larger number of artifacts on the surface across a broader area. 

No shovel tests were excavated at 9WG52 during the 1995 visit. Visible site 

boundaries have increased since the 1984 (Garrow, et. al.) survey, from 12.2 m by 4.5 m 

to 30 m by 15 m, following roughly the same orientation reported by Garrow (Garrow 



80 

9WG52 
] AREA OF SURFACE SCATTER 

0 10 METERS 

CORN 

HELD-) 

v—- WnnnpQ^ •WOODED 

NORTH 

© 

•WOODED 

POWERLINE 
CENTERLINE 

GRASS AND 
SHORT UNDERGROWTH 

SITE 
BOUNDARY 

DIRT 
I"'"' I 

ROAD 

POWER LINE 
RIGHT OF WAY 

Figure 6. 9WG52 Site plan. 



81 

et al. 1984) (see Figure 6). Surface collection of the site was conducted, resulting in the 

recovery of 61 stoneware waster sherds and 676.0 g of glazed brick. A scatter of brick 

fragments was noted on the surface in the area of Garrow's (Garrow et al., 1984) shovel 

test 13 (provenience 13.1). In the 1984 survey 108.3 g of brick was excavated in shovel 

tests at provenience 3.1 and 13.1. However, the fragments visible on the surface, like 

those recovered in previous shovel tests, are small. One glazed brick fragment (676.0 g) 

was recovered during present investigations. No evidence of potentially intact subsurface 

kiln or waster dump features were observed at 9WG52. 

Although the history of this site is unavailable, the small quantity of stoneware 

waster sherds and kiln brick at the site is puzzling. A larger number of sherds and brick 

fragments would be expected at a stoneware kiln site. Several possible answers are 

offered. Although unlikely, the remains of the kiln and waster dump could have been 

deliberately removed from the area. It is conceivable that kiln bricks could have been 

removed from the site and recycled for other purposes. But that would not explain the 

paucity of waster sherds. Stoneware waster sherds have been used in road construction 

(Jordan 1995). Another possibility is that this is not a kiln site; perhaps these artifacts 

came from a nearby kiln site, and were hauled to this location to fill the dirt road. 

Another possible reason for the small quantity of sherds could be that the pottery 

production episode at 9WG52 was short lived. 
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Artifact Analysis 

For the purpose of consistent artifact analysis, and to benefit from all known 

artifacts collected from the site, artifacts from the Garrow, et. al. 1984 survey were 

reanalyzed for this report. Although cataloged separately, artifacts recovered from both 

surveys are combined in this discussion. Artifact categories recovered include 103 

stoneware sherds and 784.3 g brick fragments. Eighty-nine percent of the stoneware 

sherds recovered from 9WG52 appear to be lime alkaline glazed. None of the alkaline-

glazed sherds recovered exhibit evidence of the wood-ash alkaline glaze, popular with 

potters in Crawford and White countyies, Georgia. Eleven unglazed sherds were also 

recovered. Alkaline-glazed sherds exhibit exterior glaze colors described as green (68 per 

cent), tan (24 percent), light green (2 percent), and brown (2 percent). Residual (smaller 

than 1 by 1 inch) sherds with undetermined glaze color represent the remainder. The 

majority of glazed sherds also have glazed interiors. Two sherds exhibited evidence of 

extreme over firing. No marked sherds were recovered from 9WG52. 

Base sherds collected indicate that small to medium sized vessels are represented, 

ranging in size from 10 cm diameter to 18 cm diameter. With one exception (Prov. 

1.0:24) the bases have glazed interiors. No evidence of the use of twisted wire to cut 

vessels off the wheel is exhibited in the base sample. 

Decoration is found at 9WG52 on only two body sherds (Prov. 1.0:20, 1.0:21); 

each exhibits a single incised line. These sherds are shown in Figure 7 (row 3, 1 and 2). 
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Figure 7. Selected diagnostic artifacts from 9WG52. 

Eight handles and handle attachments recovered are also shown in Figure 7. Strap 

handles are rounded, as opposed to other sites in the area where they are flatter. The 

manufacturing technique used for all strap handles recovered is "pulled on." Two of the 

strap handles are relatively small (less than 2 cm wide). The majority ot the strap handles 

are medium size, ranging from 2 to 3 cm wide, to 3 to 4 cm. One straight lug handle 

attachment (Prov. 1.0:6) was recovered. 

Unfortunately this is a small sample of artifacts, and few inferences about products 

of this potter can be made from such a small sample. However, two jug collars and one jug 

collar fragment indicate that jugs were produced at the site. Jug collars lound at 
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)WG52 are indented band collars (Figure 7, row 1) very similar to collars found at the 

Cogburn site (9WG86, discussed below). This suggests that a potter who worked at 

9WG52 likely had a connection with Cogburn; he could have been trained by Cogburn, 

or by a turner employed at Cogburn's shop. In addition, strap handle attachments on these 

collars are very high on the neck. Detailed collar treatment (like indented band collars) 

with strap handles placed high on the shoulder near the neck are characteristics typical of 

antebellum alkaline-glazed stoneware jugs, suggesting that these jugs were made prior to 

1860. 

Rims recovered are likely from storage and preserve jars, bowls, or pitchers. The 

majority of the rims (64 per cent) are relatively thick, rolled rims. Of the rims recovered, 

almost half were from unglazed vessels. One storage jar rim is everted, with a lid ledge. 

Two unglazed bowl fragments mend, giving a glimpse of a vessel form produced at the 

site (see Figure 8). The small bowl is 5 cm high from base to rim (exterior), with a rolled 

rim, and 14 to 18 cm in diameter at the base. 

A distinctive feature of several sherds found at 9WG52 is the texture of their paste. 

Many sherds have white, coarse-textured paste, reflecting a high kaolin content. The paste 

in sherds from 9WG52, when compared to white-bodied sherds found at other sites in the 

area, is less dense, with a grittier texture. Nodules of kaolin are evident in the paste with 

an unaided eye. 
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Figure 8. Bowl fragment and rim sherds from 9WG52. 

Summary 

Based on archaeological survey at 9WG52 to date, it remains uncertain if it is an 

antebellum alkaline-glazed stoneware kiln site, although artifacts recovered suggest such 

a possibility. One significant feature of this site is its location. It is the westernmost 

stoneware site in northern Washington County, and the distance lrom this site to the 

nearest pottery is greater than any of the others known in the area. Clearing and plowing 

of the site have resulted in slight erosion and displacement ot artifacts. Previous shovel 
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testing (Garrow et al. 1984) failed to identify waster dump or kiln features. Artifact 

density and diversity are low for a stoneware kiln site. 

Artifacts recovered indicate vessels produced include jugs, jars, and bowls. Small 

bowls with thick, rolled rims were produced. Jug collars recovered indicate a connection 

with the Cyrus Cogburn site (9WG86). Although the majority of ware represented is 

alkaline-glazed, underfired stoneware sherds with undeveloped glazes were recovered. A 

preference for thick, rolled rims is suggested. Strap handles are rounded, and tend to be 

small to medium in width. Lug handles are straight. The potter had problems obtaining 

an even, hard body on some vessels, from poor-quality clay, underfiring, or poor 

processing of raw clay. 

This characteristic of the clay could reflect a number of production problems. 

Improper processing of raw clay before turning could result in the kaolin retaining a 

grainy texture, leaving spaces within the body. During burning air pockets cause cracking, 

spalling, and other problems. Alternately, under-firing could have occurred frequently, 

resulting from an inability to raise the temperature of the kiln sufficiently to achieve full 

vitrification of the clay. This would result in a softer clay body than is normally desirable 

for stoneware. A softer body could also result from the use of kaolin less suitable for 

stoneware manufacture than that found in other areas of the county. Veatch (1909) 

reported that kaolin deposits found in the northeastern segment of the county (north of 
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Warthen) were of a high grade. He also determined that kaolin tested from a source near 

Keg Creek (nearer 9WG52) was less satisfactory for pottery making (Veatch 1909). 

11 the potter was unable to improve his product, either by acquiring clay from a 

better source, improving processing of the raw clay, or increasing the burning temperature 

of the kiln, an overall inferior product would have resulted. Given that the potter may 

have been unable to produce a high quality product, and was faced with competition from 

other potters in the area throughout the nineteenth century, it is likely that the operation 

would have proved unprofitable; the site would have been abandoned within a short period 

of time. 

Additional archaeological testing of 9WG52 is recommended. The primary goal 

of additional investigations is to determine if this is a pottery production site, or refuse 

from a nearby site. A primary goal of additional testing is to determine if subsurface 

features, such as kiln or waster dump remains, exist. Collection of additional artifacts 

from the site would also make a valuable contribution to understanding the ware produced 

there, and provide additional insight into questions raised about the quantity of artifacts 

surviving, as well as the apparent low quality of ware produced. 
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9WG86, The Cyrus Cogburn Kiln Site 

Background 

Burrison (1983) reported that Cyrus Cogburn owned land on the (Little) Ogeechee 

River in the 96th District of Washington County. In an attempt to locate the site, this area 

received close scrutiny in the field survey. Previous research by Burrison (1983), archival 

records, modern aerial photographs, and archaeological survey provided clues that led to 

the identification of the Cyrus Cogburn site in January, 1996. 

According to Burrison (1983), the first Georgia potters to produce alkaline-glazed 

stoneware moved from the Old Edgefield District, South Carolina to Washington County, 

Georgia before 1820. Cogburn, and most of the other early Washington County potters, 

moved farther west later as land became available from Indian land cessions. As they 

moved west, they carried the pottery tradition with them, establishing kilns and probably 

training other potters as they went. Cogburn went as far as Texas. The craft blossomed 

on the southern frontier, providing utilitarian storage vessels and other items necessary for 

survival in the agrarian society which prevailed in the region until after the turn of the 

twentieth century. Cogburn's kiln and ware represent the earliest manifestation in 

Georgia of the pottery tradition which was born at Edgefield, spread across the Deep 

South, and is still practiced by a few potters today. Cyrus Cogburn was the first Edgefield 

potter to settle in Washington County, and was making pottery there betore 1820. Since 



89 

Cogburn left Washington County by 1830, study of his kiln site, although not in the Old 

Edgefield District, provides information about the formative stages of this tradition. 

Background research for this project has shown that Burrison exhausted most of 

the available documentary sources in his research on this subject. No known examples of 

Cogburn s ware made at this site exist. The site of his shop was not known prior to these 

investigations. 

Field Survey 

The Cyrus Cogburn kiln site (9WG86) was identified by field survey in January, 

1996. The site, covering an area 50 m by 20 m, is situated on a large managed timber 

tract owned by Georgia-Pacific Corporation. The site is located in the uplands of the 

Ogeechee River, in northeastern Washington County. Georgia. Figures 9 and 10 show 

general views of the site area. The site plan, shown in Figure 11, provides locations of 

the brick push pile and waster dump areas. Surface artifacts at 9WG86 consist of a broad 

and dense surface scatter of alkaline-glazed stoneware sherds on a ridge side-slope, with 

a push pile of bricks and dirt at the top of the ridge, near the sherd scatter, and smaller 

push piles of dirt, brick, and sherds at the foot of the slope. Vegetation on the site 

consists of a covering of pines and hardwoods. Undergrowth varies from moderate to 

heavy. The scatter of sherds on the slope appears to be the remains of the waster dump, 
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Figure 9. View of 9WG86 looking north, toward waster dump. 

Figure 10. View of 9WG86 looking north beyond waster dump. 
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and the lar^e brick piles are partial remains of the kiln. No evidence of intact kiln 

features, or the original location of the kiln, were observed on the surface. 

Throughout the site and surrounding timber tract, severe ground disturbance is 

e v idenced by numerous push piles and gullies. A series of aerial photographs of the site 

dating from the 1950s to the 1980s indicate that the tract has been cleared of vegetation 

and replanted at least once, and it is likely that the severe ground disturbance is a result 

of silviculture activities. The smaller push piles at the foot of the waster dump appear to 

be the result of bulldozing downslope, across the waster dump. 

Pedestrian surface examination of the area of artifact scatter was conducted in 

order to determine preliminary site boundaries. The heaviest surface artifact concentration 

was observed on the sideslope below the brick push piles. Prior to artifact collection, the 

surface of the sideslope in the area containing the heaviest concentration of waster sherds 

was carefully cleared of fallen leaves and pine straw with garden rakes. Care was taken 

not to disturb underlying artifact deposits during the clearing process. Raking revealed 

a broad and dense scatter of waster sherds on the sideslope. 

A selective collection of artifacts was recovered from the surface of 9WG86, 

primarily from the raked waster area, during the survey phase of the project. Artifacts 

representative of the visible sample in the waster area were obtained, with emphasis on 

diagnostics (bases, marked or decorated body sherds, handles, rims and collars). No 
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shovel tests were excavated at 9WG86 during the survey phase of investigations. Artifacts 

collected during the field survey phase are discussed below. 

Artifact Analysis 

Table 2 presents an overview of artifacts recovered from the surface of 9WG86. 

Artifact categories recovered include 323 stoneware sherds, one blue transfer-printed 

pearlware sherd, and an alkaline-glazed stoneware tobacco pipe fragment. Ninety-four 

percent of the stoneware sherds recovered from 9WG52 appear to be lime alkaline glazed. 

None of the alkaline-glazed sherds recovered exhibit evidence of the wood-ash alkaline 

glaze, popular with potters in Crawford and White County, Georgia. Nineteen stoneware 

sherds are covered in an opaque brown alkaline glaze. One unglazed sherd was also 

recovered. Photographs of selected artifacts recovered from 9WG86 are presented in 

Chapter 5. 

Alkaline-glazed sherds from the site exhibit exterior glaze colors described as light 

green (51 percent), green (42 percent), brownish green (3 percent), grayish green (2 

percent), tan (2 percent), and brown (1 percent). Within the category "light green," one 

sherd (Prov. 1.0:86) is so light colored that it is almost white. Less than half of glazed 

sherds, where the interior of the vessel is visible, also have glazed interiors. 
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Table 2. 9WG86 Survey artifact summary. 

9WG86 Artifact Summary Base Body Handle Rim Collar 

Alkaline-glazed stoneware 63 52 105 40 12 

Brown alkaline-glazed 
stoneware 

7 10 1 0 0 

Unglazed stoneware 0 1 0 0 0 

Other (residual sherd) 0 0 0 0 0 

Total artifacts recovered 70 63 106 40 12 

Base sherds collected indicate that small to large sized vessels are represented, 

ranging in size from 10 cm diameter to 20 cm diameter. Sixty percent of the bases have 

glazed interiors. Evidence of the use of twisted wire to cut vessels off the wheel is 

exhibited in nine sherds (13 percent) in the base sample. Three base sherds (one green 

alkaline glazed and two brown alkaline-glazed) have circular indented rings on the bottom. 

This suggests two possibilities; these vessels were stacked in the kiln, or the circular 

impressions were left by lifters when the vessels were removed from the wheel. 

Strap and lug handles and strap handle attachments were recovered from the 

surface. Strap handles are generally thick and flat, ranging in size from 2 to 3 cm wide, 

3 to 4 cm, to over 4 cm wide. The manufacturing technique used for all strap handles 

recovered is "pulled on." The minority of the strap handles (15 percent) are small (2 to 

3 cm wide). Maker's marks, production marks, and possibly capacity marks are found on 

strap handles recovered from the surface at 9WG86. Lug handles recovered show a wider 
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range of sizes, measuring from less than 6 cm wide, 6-7 cm, 7 to 8 cm, 8 to 9 cm, and 

greater than 9 cm. Lug handles are flat, projecting straight from the body, and attached 

along the full length. 

Jug collars and jug collar fragments recovered indicate that jugs were produced at 

the site. These artifacts, more than any others found, provide evidence that pottery was 

made at this site in the early nineteenth century. Necks from 9WG86 are longer than those 

typical of early Southern alkaline-glazed stoneware jugs. In addition, ringed, double 

ringed, and indented band collars were recovered, with evidence of handle placement high 

on the neck. 

Rims recovered are likely from storage and preserve jars, bowls, chamber pots, or 

pitchers. The majority of the rims are rolled or flattened rolled rims. One rim sherd 

(Prov. 1.0:53) is large enough to infer that the vessel was a cylindrical, wide-mouthed jar. 

Two storage jar rims are plain everted, with a lid ledge inside. Six flat rims were 

recovered, one of which (Prov 1.0:60) is wide enough to suggest that the form is a 

chamber pot. A blurred circular punctate mark is evident below one of the rolled rim 

sherds (Prov. 1.0:55), making it the only mark near a rim from the 9WG86 artifact 

sample. 

Evidence of simple decoration is found on three sherds, one base, one body and 

one rim from 9WG52. A 14 cm diameter base sherd (Prov. 1.0:67) exhibits a single 

incised line 4.5 cm above the bottom of the base. A base sherd 20 cm diameter (Prov. 
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1.0.74) has a wide, deeply incised band 4 cm above the bottom. One neck sherd (Prov. 

1.0:102) has one wide, deeply incised line. Another body sherd (Prov. 1.0:101) has three 

thin, lightly incised lines. Because of the small size of these sherds, it is difficult to 

determine if the lines represent volume capacity. It is apparent from the diameter of the 

wide banded base that it is from a large storage vessel. 

Most sherds collected are hard and white-bodied, with a very finely textured paste 

(approaching the density of modern fine tableware). The majority of the white bodied 

sherds exhibit a thin, well formed, light green, apparently lime alkaline glaze. 

Summary 

Given the large quantity of ceramic artifacts and glazed kiln brick on the surface, 

9WG86 appeared to present good research potential for additional archaeological 

investigations. No shovel tests were excavated. Although a large quantity of kiln brick 

is scattered around the site, and massed into large push piles, no evidence of intact kiln 

features, such as wall or chimney remains, appear on the surface. The survey showed 

additional archaeological investigations might result in the discovery of intact subsurface 

kiln features. 

Glazes at 9WG86 are fine and bodies are well formed, exhibiting a high level of 

skill on the part of the potter. Evidence was recovered of production of jugs, storage jars 

(including cylindrical, wide-mouthed jars), chamber pots, and a small quantity of alkaline-
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glazed stoneware tobacco pipes. Vessels range in size (at the base) from 10 to 20 cm 

diameter. Some vessels are decorated with incised lines near the base and neck. Marks 

were placed on handles and on the body of some vessels. A tobacco pipe fragment was 

also found, although no evidence of tobacco pipe production has been identified at other 

Washington County stoneware production sites. 

Background research prior to field survey linked this site to Cyrus Cogburn. Once 

the site was located, diagnostic characteristics of the surface artifacts collected indicated 

that the site was occupied during the earliest period of the development of the alkaline-

glazed stoneware tradition. Marked sherds and vessel characteristics (discussed in Chapter 

5) exhibit close similarities with some of the earliest marked vessels from the Landrum 

potteries (38AK497 and 38ED11) in the Old Edgefield District, South Carolina. Based 

on the potential value of data obtainable from additional archaeological investigations, 

archaeological testing was conducted at the Cogburn site from May to August 1996. The 

results of these investigations are presented in Chapter 5. 

9WG87, The Lucius Jordan Kiln Site 

Background 

Informant interviews led to the identification of 9WG87, the Lucius Jordan kiln 

site, in July 1995. Burrison suggests that Jordan could have been trained by one of the 

earliest potters in the area (1983:124 ). Although no archival evidence of Jordan s 
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employment at another pottery has been discovered, forms and details of his ware 

resemble known early vessels from the area. Washington County deed records and 

informant interviews support the finding that this site was owned by Lucius Jordan, and 

sold to another potter in the late nineteenth century. Informants also provided information 

about site looting conducted by pot hunters at 9WG87. 

Unlike some of the other early Washington County potters, Jordan apparently 

stayed in the area throughout his career, produced pottery over a long period of time, and 

marked some of his ware with his initials. Many examples of Jordan's marked vessels 

survive, making his products easily recognizable today. 

Jordan produced alkaline-glazed large syrup jugs and medium sized whiskey jugs 

(Burrison 1983:Figure 64). The globular syrup jug has a double ringed collar and two 

opposing wide, thick strap handles attached at the base of the neck. A single incised ring 

encircles the jug at the shoulder, between the upper and lower handle attachments. Just 

above the incised ring is the potters initial, /, incised in cursive script. In Figure 65 

(Burrison 1983) another large double handled syrup jug attributed to Jordan is shown. 

This jug is ovoid in form, with similar handle placement, but with a flattened collar. 

Three incised lines appear on the shoulder between handle attachments. 

The body of the whiskey jug is less ovoid, with a flared rolled collar; the uneven 

exterior indicates bloating (overheating during burning). The single strap handle, although 
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narrower, attaches at the same point on the neck. The initial J also appears on the 

shoulder, just above double incised lines. 

Two large alkaline-glazed storage jars attributed to Jordan also appear in Figure 

65 (Burrison 1983). The ovoid wide-mouthed jar has a rolled everted rim with lid ledge, 

and double opposing strap handles attached at the top of the shoulder. These handles, like 

those shown on the other Jordan vessels, appear to be wide and thick. The name Albert 

Rachels is inscribed in cursive script on the shoulder and two incised lines appear just 

below the inscription within the lower handle attachment. While Jordan was a potter 

Albert Rachels owned land adjacent to Jordan's. 

Figure 65 (Burrison 1983) also shows a small-mouthed alkaline-glazed ovoid 

storage jar with an unusual tall neck and rolled rim. The thick, wide opposing strap 

handles are similar in form and placement to those seen on other Jordan jars and jugs 

shown. 

Also seen in Color Plate 1 (Burrison 1983) is a brown alkaline-glazed bell- shaped 

churn signed ZJ in cursive script, with the lid intact. The churn has an everted rim with 

lid ledge, a wide, thick strap handle, and a lug handle on the opposite side. 

An interesting squat ovoid preserve jar, with the lid intact, is also attributed to 

Jordan (Burrison 1983: Figure 64). The jar has a single narrow strap handle with three 

incised lines on the shoulder below the lower handle attachment. 
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Figure 12 shows a brown alkaline-glazed bowl (probably milk pan) made at 

9WG87. The bowl is inscribed J in cursive script, with a tan alkaline-glazed interior. The 

bowl is 18 to 20 cm in diameter at the base, and 11 cm high from the bottom to the top of 

the flattened rolled rim. The outside of the bowl is decorated with two incised lines, one 

through the center ol the "J" and one just below. The bowl, partially reconstructed of 

silviculture activities. The smaller push piles at the foot of the waster dump appear to be 

the result of bulldozing downslope, across the waster dump. 

A local informant, now over 80 years old, who has lived in the area of the Jordan 

site (9WG87) for many years, related an important story about the site. When the 

o 1 a 

Figure 12. Reconstructed Lucius Jordan bowl with maker s mark. 
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informant was young, his family, and other farmers in northern Washington County, 

regularly employed an African-American named Lee Steel (1888 - c. 1976). Because of 

his intelligence, initiative, and strong work ethic, Mr. Steel was highly regarded in the 

community, and was considered an integral part of the operations of several large farms 

in the area. As a youth the informant had frequent contact with Mr. Steel, and 

occasionally assisted him with jobs. In their travels around the area Mr. Steel once took 

the informant to the Jordan kiln site (9WG86) and the "Andrew Redfern" kiln site 

(9WG88, discussed below). Steel related to the young man that when Lucius Jordan 

retired from pottery making he sold his kiln and pottery shop to Oscar Kitchens. Steel 

said that Kitchens, an African-American, made pottery at the site until he lost it to 

foreclosure. 

Field Survey 

The Jordan site is located on a ridge side-slope in the uplands of Cowpen Creek, 

in northeastern Washington County, Georgia. Figure 13 shows the site plan of 9WG87, 

with locations of the waster dump in relation to other features in the area. Field survey 

at the Jordan site (9WG87), was abbreviated. Observations were made of site location, 

vegetation, and overall site dimensions; a small, non-representative sample of artifacts was 

also collected from the surface. No shovel tests were excavated at 9WG87. Based on 
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Figure 13. 9WG87 Site plan. 
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field observations the site covers an area 30 m by 20 m, and is situated on a private timber 

tract. Site vegetation consists of mature pines and hardwoods, with moderate 

undergrowth. Surface artifacts consist of a dense alkaline-glazed stoneware waster dump, 

surrounded by a broad, random surface scatter of stoneware artifacts and kiln bricks. 

Artifact Analysis 

A smaller sample of artifacts was recovered from 9WG87 than other sites visited 

on this survey. The entire artifact sample is shown in Figure 14. All artifacts recovered 

sloping trench located near the waster dump is roughly the correct size and orientation to 

Figure 14. Artifacts from 9WG87. 
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be part of a kiln, or a drainage ditch associated with a kiln. 

An inconsistency in the quality of craftsmanship is evident in sherds observed at 

9WG87. Most of the sherds observed and recovered from the Jordan site indicate that the 

maker was very skillful, exhibiting a smooth, even-textured body, with fine, well fired 

lime alkaline glazes. This assessment of Jordan's ability as a potter is supported by 

surviving vessels. However, some large, unglazed (possibly underfired) surface sherds 

have uneven bodies, giving an overall awkward appearance, uncharacteristic of surviving 

Jordan vessels. This suggests that an inexperienced potter worked at the shop, potentially 

providing support to the story about Oscar Kitchens taking over the shop from Jordan. No 

examples of these sherds were collected. 

The Redfern pottery (9WG88, discussed below), located within one mile of 

Jordan's shop, was also in operation during the lifetime of Jordan's pottery. Because of 

the close proximity of these shops, Kitchens could have learned the potter's craft while 

working for Jordan, Redfern, or both. A great deal of labor is involved in making 

stoneware: digging and mixing clay, making glazes, chopping and hauling wood for the 

kiln, turning the pots and loading and firing the kiln. After the pottery is made, the 

cooled kiln is unloaded, the ware loaded onto wagons and taken around the area for sale. 

It is unlikely that one person did all of this alone. 

More than one member of the Redfern family was involved in their pottery 

business, but no other Jordans are known to have been potters, and no other known potters 
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have been associated with the Jordan operation. This suggests that Kitchens was probably 

employed by the Jordan pottery shop. Keeping with the folk pottery tradition, after 

learning the craft through first-hand contact in his community, possibly through an 

apprenticeship with a master potter, probably Lucius Jordan, Kitchens probably knew the 

pottery business from years of experience when he bought the shop after Jordan's 

retirement. 

Informants revealed that 9WG87 has been looted by pot hunters, explaining the 

random scatter of artifacts around the waster dump. Disturbance of the waster dump is 

apparent from field observations. Based on information obtained from interviews with an 

informant involved in the looting, it is likely that damage was extensive. Artifacts looted 

from the Jordan site have been seen on display in homes, museum exhibits, and antique 

stores in Georgia during the course of this research. Field survey efforts were insufficient 

to fully evaluate the extent of the damage to the archaeological context done by looting. 

Surviving Jordan vessels evidence a variety of utilitarian ware forms typically 

produced by Deep South alkaline-glazed stoneware potters. Large globular syrup jugs 

with double opposing strap handles, smaller ovoid whiskey jugs, churns, storage and 

preserve jars, and bowls used in the processing of milk were made at 9WG87. The 

method Jordan used to attach handle to jug collars, by pushing clay out to the sides of the 

neck, is also seen on jug handles from the Redfern site (9WG88, discussed below), and 

on a jug attributed to Washington County shown in Burrison s (1983:123) Figure 63A. 
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Some small preserve jars with a lid ledge have single strap handles. It is interesting that 

no published examples of Jordan s large storage jars have lug handles, as are often seen 

on large storage jars made by other potters. However, a lug handle does appear on a 

churn. 

Despite damage to the integrity of 9WG87 from looting, the potential to obtain 

information about ware made by Oscar Kitchens increases the value of the site for future 

research. A collection of artifacts from the remaining waster dump could lead to 

important findings regarding the first known African-American stoneware pottery shop 

owner in Georgia. Additional testing of 9WG87 is recommended for the purpose of 

obtaining information about pottery made by Oscar Kitchens. 

9WG88,The Redfern Kiln Site 

Background 

In July, 1995 the kiln site of nineteenth century potter Andrew Redfern was found 

with the help of informants. Burrison (1983:125), based on extensive census research, 

reported that at least two of Branson Redfern's sons, John and Andrew, were potters on 

Cowpen Creek in northern Washington County. No surviving examples of Redfern 

pottery have been identified. The only other previously published information about the 

Redfern pottery is in a book on Washington County cemeteries (Newsom 1967:x), where 

stoneware grave markers in a local cemetery are attributed to "a Mr. Redfern," said to 
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have been a potter in the area. The cemetery containing the stoneware grave markers 

(9WG90) discussed in Newsom (1967) was also documented during this survey, and is 

discussed below. 

The informant who provided information about the Jordan site also related that 

when he was a young man he visited the site with Lee Steel, who knew of Andrew 

Redfern s pottery operation. Steel is said to have identified 9WG88 to the informant as 

the site of Redfern's pottery shop. 

Field Survey 

The Redfern alkaline-glazed stoneware kiln site (9WG88) is located on the edge of 

a r idge and a ridge side-slope in the uplands of Cowpen Creek, in northernWashington 

County, Georgia. The site has been clearcut of timber, and is covered with heavy 

undergrowth. Figure 15 shows a view of the site looking upslope, toward the kiln and 

waster dump area. Site boundaries shown in Figure 16 cover 30 m by 20 m. The site 

consists of a moderate surface scatter of alkaline-glazed stoneware and kiln bricks on the 

surface. A dense deposit of stoneware sherds on a ridge side-slope appears to be an intact 

waster dump. At the break in the ridge near the waster dump is a trench running 

downslope. A group of connected surface and subsurface bricks are visible on the surface 

at the upslope head of the trench, suggesting potential for intact kiln features. No shovel 

tests were excavated at 9WG88. Artifacts recovered are discussed below. 
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Figure 15. 9WG88 looking north (upslope). 

Artifact Analysis 

Table 3 presents a summary of artifacts recovered from the surface of the Redfern 

site (9WG88). Most of the artifacts recovered from 9WG88 are vessel fragments, large 

enough that the form and size of vessels can be estimated. Artifact categories recovered 

include 48 stoneware sherds, 2 kiln furniture fragments, and 596.3g of kiln brick. Eighty 

three percent of sherds recovered appear to be lime alkaline-glazed stoneware. No sherds 

with a wood-ash alkaline glaze were recovered. Unglazed stoneware represents fifteen 
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:  Ab le  3. 9WG88 Artifact summary. 

I 9YVG88 Artifact 
1 Summary 

Base Body Handle Rim Collar Other 

1 Alkaline-glazed 
| stoneware 

6 13 4 14 5 0 

I Brown alkaline-
[ glazed stoneware 

0 1 0 0 0 0 

1 Unglazed stoneware 1 1 0 2 0 0 

Earthenware 0 0 0 1 0 0 

Kiln Furniture 0 0 0 0 0 2 

Brick 596.3g 

Total artifacts 
recovered 

7 15 4 17 5 na 

percent of the sherd sample. One sherd (Prov. 1.0:35) was covered with an unidentified 

opaque brown glaze. One earthenware shers (Prov. 1.0:37) was also recovered. 

Alakline-glazed sherds recovered exhibit exterior glaze colors described as green 

(48 percent), brownish green (25 percent), brown (20 percent), tan (5 percent), and light 

green (2 percent). Of the 15 alkaline-glazed sherds in the sample, where the interior of the 

vessel is visible, 73 percent also have alkaline-glazed itneriors. Some of the clay used by 

the Redferns exhibits a high iron content, similar to that seen at 9WG86. For example,the 

large jar (Prov. 1.0:23) shown in Figure 17 exhibits an extreme example of this 

characteristic. However, metallic fluxing seen in this example is excessive, and atypical 

of sherds observed at 9WG88. 
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Figure 17. Large jar from 9WG88 (Prov. 1.0:23). Note extreme amount of 
metallic fluxing in glaze. 

Base sherds in the sample indicate that medium to large vessels were produced at 

9WG88. Storage vessel bases measuring from 14 cm, 14 to 18 cm, to 24 cm in diameter 

were recovered. None of the bases evidence the use of twisted wire or lifters to remove 

vessels from the wheel. The large unglazed grave marker (Prov. 1.0:19) has a ring of 

Strap handles recovered from 9WG88, and their method of application, are 

somewhat distinctive (see Figure 18.). Found on jugs and jars, they tend to be thin and 

narrow (2-3 cm wide), and taper, increasing in width from bottom top. Pulled-on strap 
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Figure 18. Jug collars with strap handles from 9WG88. 

handles are applied on the necks of jugs, and clay from the handles is pushed around the 

neck slightly beyond the main attachment point. It is evident that some small jugs were 

being made at the Redfern site (9WG88). No evidence of larger jugs (like those found at 

the Cogburn site [9WG87]) were recovered, although based on tradition it is likely they 

were also made at 9WG88. 

As with the Jordan site (9WG87), potters at 9WG88 made storage jars with strap 

handles, as shown in Figure 19. Both of the jars shown have lid ledges. Figure 20 shows 

an ovoid storage jar with strap handles. Strap handles are also found on smaller, wide 

mouthed jars, as seen in Figure 21. 
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Figure 19. Strap handled storage jar (right jar missing handle), from 9WG88. 

Figure 20. Strap handled storage jar (right jar missing handle), from 9WG88. 
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Figure 21. Small wide-mouthed jar with strap handle, and bowl fragments from 
9WG88. 

Figure 22. Ovoid storage jars with straight (bottom left) and curved lug handles from 

9WG88. 



115 

I Mg handles were manufactured in two different varieties by the potters at 9WG88, 

cupped and straight, attached along the full length (Figure 22). Both varieties of lug 

handles appear on storage jars. Two cupped lug handles, attached along the full length 

of the handle were recovered. One (Prov. 1.0:9), from an ovoid small mouthed storage 

jar, is placed very high on the shoulder, just below the rim. The straight lug handle 

appears on an ovoid storage jar with a lid ledge. 

A great variety of jug collar types is evident at the Redfern site (9WG88) than any 

of the others surveyed. The range of collars shown in Figure 18 include the following: 

(top row, left to right) flattened, everted, double ringed; and (second row) simple rolled 

rim. 

The majority of rim sherds recovered suggest that Redfern potters had a preference 

for flattened rolled rims. Also represented in the rim sample are plain banded, Plain with 

lid ledge, and rolled with lid ledge. 

Sherds with simple decoration, but no makers marks, were found at 9WG88. 

Double incised lines on the shoulder, between the top and bottom handle attachments, are 

found on the ovoid storage jar seen in Figure 20 (above). Also seen in Figure 20 is a 

small preserve jar with triple, closely-spaced incised lines. Of particular interest is one 

unglazed earthenware rim sherd with wavy combing on an indented band collar shown in 

Figure 23. Despite the simplicity of the decoration, this sherd represents a unique 

example from Washington County, as the most elaborate decoration yet seen from the 
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Figure 23. Unusual sherds and kiln furniture from 9WG88. 

Figure 24. Unglazed stoneware vessel with indented band collar from 9WG88. 
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area. The fact that it is earthenware, combined with this decoration, suggests that the 

vessel could have been a flower pot. The unglazed stoneware wide-mouthed vessel shown 

in Figure 24 could also be a flower pot. Three bowl fragments recovered (shown in 

Figure 21,above) indicate that medium to large sized bowls with flattened rolled rims were 

produced at 9WG88. 

Newsom (1967:x) documented the local tradition which held that a potter named 

Redfern made stoneware grave markers seen in a cemetery near Cowpen Creek. The 

cemetery (9WG90) was identified during field survey, and is discussed below. Burrison 

(1983: Figure 66) also documented stoneware grave markers from which are the area like 

those found in the cemetery. Figure 25 shows base sherds recovered near the top of the 

Redfern waster dump. These sherds appear to be the same form as the markers reported 

by Burrison, and those found at 9WG90. The larger marker (20 to 24 cm at base), 

although unglazed, has a narrow ring of alkaline glaze on the bottom, suggesting that it 

was stacked on the rim of an alkaline glazed vesse in the kiln during burning. The smaller 

marker, (14 to 18 cm at base) was dipped in alkaline glaze prior to burning, with glaze 

extending from the bottom, up the outside wass 3.4 cm. All of the examples at the 

cemetery (9WG90) have a similar band at the base. 

Kiln furniture was also recovered from 9WG88. A large wheel-made ring stacker 

fragment, shown in Figure 23 (above) is very similar to a stacker shown in Greer 

(1981:218), used to place between large-mouthed vessels stacked in the kiln during 



118 

Figure 25. Stoneware markers from 9WG88. 

burning. Another piece of kiln furniture recovered, also shown in Figure 23, is possibly 

a "draw trial". Draw trials are turned, dried, glazed, and inserted in the kiln along with 

the load of ware to be burned. The draw trial is removed from the kiln to test the 

formation of the glaze during "blasting off" (the period when the fire in the kiln reaches 

its hottest tempreature). This wheel turned, alakaline-glazed draw trial has a hole at one 

end, similar to draw trials used by modern alkaline-glazed stoneware potter Chester 

Hewell, Gillsville, Georgia (Burrison 1983:233-236). The hole allows the potter to easily 

grasp it with a tool from a distance, for removal from the hot kiln. Hewell accomplishes 
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this with a long wire which hooks through the hole. It the glaze on the draw trial appears 

satisfactory, the burning process is near completion. The potter blocks air ports in the kiln 

to reduce the entry ot oxygen to the kiln, and no additional wood is loaded. 

Summary 

One of the significant findings of the identification of the Redfern site (9WG88) is 

that three pottery shops, those of Redfern (9WG88), Jordan (9WG87), and Bussell 

(9WG89), are located within a one mile radius. Deep South stoneware centers often 

ranged over areas encompassing several square miles, while this group is very close in 

comparison. 

The potential for intact kiln and waster dump features were identified at the 

Redfern site. Evidence of this is found in the high-density stoneware scatters, patterned 

brick scatters, and trenches observed in close proximity to one another. Timber from the 

tract was mechanically harvested in the recent past, involving modern logging equipment 

and methods known to damage archaeological sites. Despite this, the presence of large 

artifact fragments observed and recovered at the top of the waster dump, and the presence 

of potentially intact brick features, suggest that portions of the kin and waster dump are 

relatively undisturbed. These artifact loci require further archaeological testing in order 

to fully evaluate their integrity. Unfortunately, the land owner denied a request for 

permission to conduct additional investigations for this project. 



Prior to recovery of this artifact sample, the only known examples of Redfern 

pottery were the grave markers (Burrison 1983:126), tied to the Redferns only through 

oral tradition. In this case, as many other folklorists and historians have learned before, 

local oral tradition was accurate. This is supported by the recovery of similar stoneware 

grave markers in the Redfern waster dump (9WG88). The markers recovered came from 

the top of what appears to be a relatively intact waster dump. If that is the case, it is 

possible that the markers were some of the last vessels produced late in the carreer of the 

last potter known to have worked at the site, Andrew Redfern. 

From this study we know that the Redfern pottery (9WG88) produced an 

assortment of utilitarian ware typical of the Washington County stoneware tradition, 

including lime alkaline-glazed stoneware whiskey jugs, bowls, small to large ovoid storage 

jars (some lidded) with strap handles and two types of lug handles, and unglazed flower 

pots. Jug handles and collars from 9WG88 are distinctive. Jug handles tend to be narrow 

and thin, tapering from bottom to top. The variety of jug collars could be interpreted as 

representative of different Redfern potters (and perhaps some non-Redfern potters) who 

turned at the site. 

The majority of evidence of decoration found on Redfern vessels is simple, in 

keeping with the tradition of the area. Single to multiple parallel incised lines on the 

shoulder of storage jars are represented in the sample. One sherd suggests that unglazed 
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earthenware was also produced at the site. This banded rim sherd exhibits wavy combing, 

the most elaborate decoration yet identified at an early Washington County kiln site. 

9WG89, The James M. Bussell Kiln Site 

Background 

The James M. Bussell kiln site (9WG89) was identified in March 1996 as a result 

of archival research and informant interviews. Census records indicate that James M. 

Bussell, son of a potter in Crawford County, Georgia, moved to Washington County by 

1870 (Burrison 1983:126). In 1898 Bussell was identified as a potter in Washington 

County by the Georgia Geological Survey (Ladd 1898). No surviving examples of 

Bussell's ware have been identified. 

Field Survey 

The James M. Bussell site (9WG89) is an alkaline-glazed stoneware kiln site 

situated on a ridge above Stabley Branch in northern Washington County, Georgia. Visible 

site boundaries, shown in Figure 26, cover an area 20 m by 20 m. The Bussell site 

(9WG89) is within one mile radius of sites 9WG87 and 9WG88. Vegetation on the site 

includes widely spaced trees and grass. The site consists ol a low density surface scatter 

of stoneware waster sherds and brick fragments. No brick fragments were collected from 

the site. A modern residence and driveway are located neai the area of surface artifact 
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Figure 26. 9WG89 Site plan. 
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scatter. The site appears to have been damaged from construction of the house and 

driveway. The waster dump and kiln have been displaced, or buried on the site. No 

evidence of intact kiln or waster dump features were observed, but no shovel tests were 

excavated at the site. Artifacts recovered are discussed below. 

Artifact Analysis 

Since this is a relatively small sample of artifacts for a stoneware kiln site, 

inferences obtained from such a small universe are limited in usefulness. However, the 

following discussion does create a starting point for identifying some of the ware produced 

by James M. Bussell in Washington County. A summary of artifacts recovered from 

9WG89 are presented in Table 4. Figure 27 provides a view of examples of artifact 

classes recovered. All artifacts recovered are stoneware sherds. Lime alkaline-glazed 

exterior is represented on 84 percent of the artifacts recovered. Two sherds are 

unglazed/underfired, and one exhibits a opaque brown alkaline glaze similar to the brown 

alkaline-glazed sherds from the Cogburn (9WG86) and Redfern (9WG88) sites. No 

alkaline-glazed sherds recovered from 9WG89 indicate the use of wood ash alkaline glaze. 

Alkaline-glazed sherds recovered exhibit glaze colors ranging from green (63 percent), 

brown (18 percent), brownish green (13 percent), tan (6 percent). Of thirteen sherds 

which show the interior of the vessel seven have glazed interiors, while six have unglazed 

interiors. 
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Table 4. 9WG89 Artifact summary. 

9WG89 Artifact Summary Base Body Handle Rim Collar 

Alkaline-glazed stoneware 3 11 1 1 0 

j Brown alkaline-glazed stoneware 0 1 0 0 0 

Unglazed stoneware 0 1 0 1 0 

I Total artifacts recovered 3 13 1 2 0 

inchoj 

Figure 27. Selected artifacts from 9WG89. 



125 

>  i > e  sherds collected indicate that Bussell made small (10 to 14 cm diameter) to 

medium sized (14 to 18 cm diameter) vessels. Two of these base sherds were large 

enough to indicate interior treatment. They exhibited glazed interiors, and twisted wire 

cuts on the bottom. No evidence of the use of lifters or stacking is represented in the base 

sherd sample from 9WG89. 

Only one small (2-3 cm wide) strap handle was recovered from 9WG89. The 

handle is thicker than handles found at 9WG88 (Redfern). Viewed from its cross-section, 

the handle is a flattened diamond shape, with smoothed points on the top and bottom. No 

lug handlers, or lug handle attachments were recovered. No jug collars or fragments were 

recovered. 

Rims recovered are rolled. One is unglazed, while the other has a lid ledge, 

indicating that it is from a storage vessel. A single body sherd (Prov. 1.0:14) is decorated 

with paired, parallel incised lines, consistent with decoration found at other northern 

Washington County kiln sites. Given the curvature of the sherd, it is likely that this is the 

shoulder of an ovoid storage jar. No makers marks were recovered from 9WG89. 

Summary 

A significant feature of the Bussell (9WG89) site is that it is within one mile of two 

other contemporary pottery sites, those of Jordan (9WG87) and Redfern (9WG88). How 

these neighboring potters interacted in the local market place, in cooperation or in 
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."etition, is one ol the questions arising from this discovery. The fact that they were 

potting concurrently, suggesting a strong market for stoneware in the region after 1870, 

presents an important topic for future research. 

Few artifacts are visible on the surface of 9WG89, and diagnostic sherds are 

scarce. The small sample could be due to a combination of several factors, including 

incidental disturbance and removal by the property owner. Additional archaeological 

investigations at 9WG89 are recommended. Although no evidence of intact kiln or waster 

dump features was observed, shovel testing should be conducted to determine if intact 

subsurface features exist. A larger sample of artifacts would provide more information 

about ware produced. 

Artifacts recovered from 9WG89 provide a preliminary glimpse into ware produced 

by James M. Bussell. The majority of the ware is alkaline glazed, although a few 

unglazed sherds were recovered. Over half of the body sherds exhibited glazed interiors; 

several unglazed interiors are represented as well. Following a trend observed at other 

Washington County sites (9WG86 and 9WG88), one sherd with an opaque brown alkaline 

glaze was recovered. Base sherds in the artifact sample represent small and medium sized 

vessels, but it is likely that some large vessels were also produced. Evidence of diamond-

shaped strap handles was found, but no lug handles were recovered. It would be unlikely 

that a nineteenth century Washington County stoneware potter did not also produce some 

storage jars with lug handles. Although no jug collars were recovered, it is also likely that 
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el l  made jugs. Incised line decoration is found on a body sherd, displaying decoration 

t\ pical of the other Washington County kiln sites in this study. No marked sherds were 

recovered from 9WG89. 

9WG90 

Background 

Previous research has documented that cemeteries in southern stoneware production 

districts (like northern Washington County) may contain stoneware grave markers made 

by local potters (Baldwin 1993; Burrison 1983; Jordan 1994, 1995; Smith and Rogers 

1979; Steen 1994). Site 9WG90 is such a cemetery, containing stoneware grave markers 

produced by the Redfern pottery (9WG88). The cemetery was first reported by Newsom 

(1967:x), including descriptions and a drawing of one of the markers, and was also 

mentioned in Burrison (1983:125-126). Markers like those found at 9WG90 are shown 

in Burrison (1983:126). Fragment of markers like these were recovered from the top of 

the Redfern (9WG88) waster dump during these investigations. 

Field Survey 

Site 9WG90, a cemetery located on a ridge terrace near Cowpen Creek in northern 

Washington County, Georgia, was identified as a result of field survey conducted in March 

1996. The site was revisited in May 1996. Figure 28 provides a view of the cemetery, 
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Figure 28. View of 9WG90 looking north. Note that five of six markers visible 
are oriented in two intersecting rows, approximating a 90 degree 
angle. 

looking north. Site 9WG90 is situated within one mile of th Jordan (9WG87), Redfern 

(9WG88), and Bussell (9WG89) kiln sites. The cemetery is located in a clear cut tract, 

with a stand of planted pines near the northern boundary. Since site testing was not 

implemented to accurately determine boundaries, the site boundary shown in Figure 29 is 

a visual one. Vegetation in the cemetery consists primarily of widely-spaced, young 

hardwood trees; the surface is relatively clear of live vegetation. Some old cedar trees, 

frequently seen in rural Southern cemeteries, and stumps of cut mature cedars, were also 

observed at 9WG90. 
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Figure 29. Site plan of 9WG90. 
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Site identification was accomplished to document stoneware grave markers, and no 

methods were employed to determine it burials exist within or outside proposed site 

boundaries. The visual site boundary ot 35 by 25 m meters roughly follows the landform, 

and deliberately extends well beyond the area containing visible cemetery features (grave 

markers, depressions, etc.). The fact that trees remain in the area of the cemetery, while 

the tract surrounding it has been clearcut, is another consideration supporting the adoption 

of a visual boundary. 

Site 9WG90 is a cemetery containing eleven grave markers, four of which were 

commercially produced, inscribed granite markers. The inscribed granite markers bear 

the following names (numbers keyed to Site Plan, Figure 29): 

No. 9. James C. Amerson (b. January 27, 1848, d. December 15, 1886); 
No. 10. Martha Ann Amerson, Wife of J. T. Amerson (b. January 18, 1854, d. February 
14, 1874); 
No. 11. Rev. James M. Harrison (b. March 11, 1825, d. August 14, 1886). 

Eight markers in the cemetery (numbered 1 through 8 in Figure 29) are stoneware, two of 

which (numbers 3 and 5) are inscribed. 

The grouping of the stoneware markers, their orientation to each another, and to 

the other markers in the cemetery, raises several questions. With one exception (marker 

1), the stoneware markers appear to be oriented in groups, forming three straight lines, 

resulting in the creation of an open-ended rectangle. Table 5 provides a summary ot the 

size and appearance of the stoneware markers. Markers 2 and 3 form a line oriented 

northwest to southeast, markers 3, 4, and 5 running northeast to southwest, and markers 
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Table 5. Stoneware markers, 9WG90. 

Marker 
Number 

Height 
(cm) 

Base 
Diameter (cm) 

Alakline-
Glazed (Y/N) 

Inscribed 
(Y/N) 

1 37 18.5 N N 

2 42 18 Y N 

3 47 19.5 Y Y 

4 31.5 16 Y N 

5 36 16 Y Y 

6 28 14.5 Y N 

7 42 20 Y N 

8 33 14 Y N 

5, 6, 7, and 8 running northwest to southeast. However, there is not a row closing the 

rectangle, running southwest to northeast from marker 8. The three rows intersect at the 

corners formed by markers 3 and 5 

Stoneware markers range in height from 28 cm to 47 cm, which fall into roughly 

four groups. The smallest, number 6, is 28 cm. The next size falls within a group 

ranging from 31.5 to 37 cm, which includes half of markers (1, 4, 5, and 8). Two 

markers (2 and 7) are the same height, 42 cm, but the base diameter of the two markers 

varies. The tallest stoneware marker at 9WG90, number 3, is 47 cm, although it does not 

have the largest base. 
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Bases of the stoneware markers range in diameter from 14 cm to 20 cm, falling into 

four groups, including two markers 14 to 14.5 cm diameter (6 and 8), two measuring 

sixteen cm (4 and 5), two 18 to 18.5 (1 and 2), and two 19.5 to 2 cm diameter at the base 

(3 and 7). With one exception, marker number 1, stoneware marker bases are covered in 

green alkaline glaze from the bottom to approximately 3 to 4 cm up the outside wall. Only 

two of the markers are inscribed. Inscriptions, and other details of the stoneware markers, 

are discussed below. 

Discussion of the appearance of the stoneware markers begins with number 5 

because of its curious inscription, and its potential to provide an explanation for the 

Figure 30. View of marker 5, 9WG90. 
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Figure 31. Detail of marker 5, 9WG90. 

orientation of the stoneware markers. Shown in Figures 30 and 31, marker 5 falls within 

the middle height range of the sample, at 36 cm, and is 16 cm diameter at the base. The 

base is coated in green alkaline glaze 3 to 4 cm up the outside wall. It is perhaps the most 

significant of the markers recorded because it contains three vertical rows of inscription 

on one side. Although tenuous, the possibility exists that the marker was inscribed by 

two different people. The top row, inscribed A grave Yard in cursive script, is easily 

legible. This is followed by two rows of unintelligible markings. The second line could 

be a date, beginning 11/ , followed by a series of unintelligible marks. 
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The inscription A grave yard" is curious. These markers, viewed individually 

(and possibly also as a group), appear to mark individual graves. However, this 

inscription suggests the possibility that they define a burial space, a grave yard, containing 

more than one grave. The placement of marker 5 at the intersection of two of the proposed 

three rows of markers, and its inscription "a grave yard," lend support to this proposal. 

Marker 3 is shown in Figures 32 and 33. Like marker 5, marker 3 is also 

inscribed, is on the same row as marker 5, and also forms a corner at the intersection of 

Figure 32. View of marker 3, 9WG90. 
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Figure 33. Detail of marker 3, 9WG90. 

two rows. This is the tallest marker, measuring 47 cm high, with a 19.5 cm base and 

green alkaline glaze at the base. 

The inscription on marker 3 (shown in Figure 33), MRl, is in block letters. This 

appears to be a person's initials, inscribed in the form of a monogram, with the last initial 

larger, appearing between the first and middle initial. The last initial, R, presents the 

possibility that this marks the grave of a Redfern, and that the grave yard indicated by 

marker 5 is the Redfern family plot. Since the Redfern family owned land close to the 

cemetery, and the Redfern pottery shop is within a mile of it, this scenario appears likely. 
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1 he initials on marker 3 could be those of Milly Redfern. Milly's name is known because 

she bought some items from Branson s estate after his death, but her relationship to 

Branson has not been determined (Washington County Estate Sales Book C:522). 

Markers 2 and 7 (shown in Figures 34 and 35) are similar. They are the same 

height (42 cm), making them the second tallest in the cemetery. Both also have wide 

bases. Marker 7 is the widest in the cemetery, at 20 cm, while marker 2 has an 18 cm 

base. Both have alkaline-glazed bases. 

Marker 1, shown in Figure 36, is similar in form to numbers 2 and 7, but shorter, 

with an 18.5 cm base. This marker is unique among the group because it is the only 

Figure 34. View of marker 2, 9WG90. 



Figure 35. View of marker 7, 9WG90. 

Figure 36. View of Marker 1, 9WG90. 
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Figure 37. View of marker 4, 9WG90. 

Figure 38. View of marker 8, 9WG90. 
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marker with an unglazed base, and its orientation in the cemetery is outside the open-

ended rectangular boundary. 

Markers 4 and 8, shown in Figures 37 and 38, are different from the others 

because of their sharply pointed tops. Marker 8 is short (33 cm high), with the smallest 

diameter base of the sample (14 cm). The base on marker 8 is alkaline-glazed. Marker 

4, also with a pointed top, is 31.5 cm tall, with a much broader base (18.5 cm) than 8, 

giving it a sharply flared, bell-shaped appearance. Marker 4 also has a glazed base. 

Marker 6, shown in Figure 39, is the shortest (28 cm), with the second smallest 

(14.5 cm diameter), glazed base. It resembles marker 4, although the top of marker 6 is 

Figure 39. View of marker 6, 9WG90. 
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not as as sharply pointed as the top ol marker 4, and the base of marker 6 is considerably 

smaller than the base of marker 4. 

Summary 

Site 9WG90 is a mral community cemetery containing inscribed granite headstones 

and alkaline-glazed stoneware markers made at the nearby Redfern pottery (9WG88). The 

cemetery exhibits features used by Jeane in characterizing the "Upland South folk 

cemetery" (Jeane 1989:108). Elements present at 9WG90 which fit Jeane's 

characterization include hilltop location, scraped ground, east-west grave orientation, 

creative decorations expressing the art of "making do," and preferred species of vegetation 

(cedar trees). Jean (1989:108) states that "Grave decorations and construction of grave 

markers are particularly expressive of the art [of 'making do']." 

Given the value of Branson Redfem's estate inventory (Chapter 2), it is unlikely 

that the family was in a "make do" situation, necessitating the use of home- made markers. 

More likely, ceramic grave markers were a tradition from Randolph County, North 

Carolina, brought to Georgia by the Redferns. Zug (1986:354) found that the largest 

concentration of ceramic grave markers in North Carolina was at the Union Grove Baptist 

Church cemetery in southeastern Randolph County (in the pottery district). These too, 

were cylindrical, wheel-thrown markers, but salt-glazed, and usually inscribed. 
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According to Greer (1981:125), many ceramic grave markers were made for 

members of potters families. Based on inscriptions and orientation of the stoneware 

markers, it ts it is likely that they represent the boundary of the Redfern family plot. The 

tallest marker likely marks the grave of Milly Redfern. 

Survey Conclusions 

Archaeological survey targeted at alkaline-glazed stoneware kiln sites in northern 

Washington County, Georgia resulted in the identification of three previously unrecorded 

sites. One of these sites, 9WG86, is the earliest alkaline-glazed stoneware kiln site known 

in Georgia. In addition, a previously identified site believed to be a kiln was revisited, 

laising questions about the initial site attribution. A cemetery containing alkaline-glazed 

stoneware grave markers produced at one of the kiln sites identified during the survey was 

also located. Only one of the sites studied, the Jordan site (9WG87), is the shop of a 

potter whose ware is known and easily recognizable by collectors. This study is the first 

step toward generating a data base of diagnostic ceramic elements which will aid in the 

identification of surviving vessels manufactured in Washington County by Cyrus Cogburn, 

the Redfern family, James M. Bussell, and perhaps others. 

Field survey coverage in the areas around the Ogeechee and Little Ogeechee 

Rivers, although not 100 percent, suggests that if Abraham Massey, James Long, the 

Browns, and the Beckoms were potters in Washington County, the sites of their shops are 
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not likely to be located in the northeastern mrnpr . , • 
ern corner or the county, including the area near 

Cowpen Creek. 

A related issue, pertaining to the effectiveness of archaeological field survey in 

identifying stoneware kiln sites, was tested. Steen (1994:41) found that intensive 

archaeological survey was not always effective in locating kiln sites, even in areas where 

sites were reported to exist. Although intensive survey was not used in this study, 

selective field survey over large areas in northern Washington County, including large 

clearcut tracts, tends to confirm Steen's observations. Based on the relatively small size 

some stoneware kiln site artifact scatters identified, survey crew members spaced at 30 

m intervals could walk past a site on either side without a single positive shovel test, and 

w sthout noticing surface artifacts. During several visits to the Cogburn site over a period 

of eight months, no cultural material was observed in the dirt roadbed situated less than 

5 m from excavation units containing kiln remains and waster sherds. The condition of the 

site indicates that a great deal of bulldozing has taken place, but it was done away from 

the road, toward the downslope. As a result, no artifacts were deposited in the roadbed. 

Although large tracts of land were covered using selective surface survey, the only site 

identified using this method is 9WG90, the cemetery. The area was investigated because 

it was a prominent feature of the tract, situated in a stand of mature trees in the midst of 

a clearcut tract. In addition, survey coverage would have likely identified it despite the 
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presence of trees, since the cemetery covers a larger area than most of the kiln sites 

investigated. 

Burrison's (1983) research indicating that northern Washington County was the 

tirst stoneware pottery production district in Georgia is confirmed by discovery of the 

Cyrus Cogburn site, in operation by 1820. In addition, a close community of potters in 

the area, including Lucius Jordan, the Redferns, and James M. Bussell, was identified 

within a circle with a one mile radius, near Cowpen Creek. Information that could lead 

to identification of an African-American potter in the study area, which would be the first 

documented African-American pottery shop owner in Georgia, was obtained from an 

informant. 

Vessel forms produced by the Washington County potters appear to be typical of 

the utilitarian wares used for food and beverage storage and preparation made by potters 

working elsewhere in the Deep South alkaline-glazed stoneware tradition. Alkaline-

glazed stoneware tobacco pipes, also known to have been produced at some traditional 

Deep South stoneware potteries, were made at the Cogburn site (9WG86). 

Decorative motifs are also traditional, and simple. Found at all sites but in low 

frequency, decoration is typically limited to incised lines around the shoulder or near the 

base of the vessel. In only one instance wavy combing was applied, probably to a flower 

pot. The use of marks varies from site to site. At one site many and varied marked 

sherds were found. At another site, although no marked sherds were found, surviving 
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vessels document that the potter frequently marked with his initials in cursive. At three 

sites, no evidence of marks was found. The practice of marking pottery in early 

Washington County appears to have been as individualized as the marks themselves. 

Some new information about stoneware products and production methods was 

generated by this study. An opaque brown glaze not previously associated with 

Washington County, Georgia potters was identified at three sites. The use of clay with 

a high kaolin content was discovered at two sites. It was further learned that the quality 

of kaolin, or the pottery production process, differed at the two sites where artifacts 

displayed a high kaolin content. At each kiln site investigated a minority of stoneware 

sherds was unglazed, although it is not known if this was intended as a final product. The 

size and shape of strap handles seems to vary from site to site, but remain generally 

consistent within sites. Strap handles identified at sites where multiple potters are known, 

or suspected to have worked together, are generally consistent in appearance. They usually 

vary only in size, depending on the size of the vessel they were intended for. 

This study also began to reveal information about ware produced by the Redfern 

potters (9WG88). It is confirmed that stoneware grave markers in the area, attributed to 

the local Redfern pottery, were indeed from the Redfern shop. Artifacts recovered trom 

the Redfern shop also suggest the production of vessels interpreted to be flower pots. 

Study of the Redfern pottery revealed the use of circular stoneware stackers to separate 

ware in the kiln during burning. 
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Evidence to date indicates that stoneware potters in Washington County (with the 

exception of the later Brumbeloe pottery) exhibited a preference for lime alkaline glazes, 

since no examples ot ash based alkaline glazes have been recovered. This information is 

somewhat surprising, since the Washington County potters who transplanted the craft to 

Crawford County used both ash and lime based alkaline glazes in Crawford. Perhaps 

future research in the area will identify their pottery sites (if any), and reveal evidence of 

an ash based alkaline glaze there. 

Stoneware kiln sites, and other archaeological sites in the study area, are 

endangered. One of the sites visited appears to have suffered a loss of horizontal and 

vertical integrity of artifacts from looting. Another site has been damaged by clearing for 

and construction of a power line, and subsequent agricultural activity. Another site has 

likely been damaged by road and residential construction. Of the sites identified in this 

study, only one appears to have retained intact kiln and waster dump features. 

Unfortunately, it is located in a clearcut timber tract scheduled to be prepared for planting 

in late 1996 or early 1997. The cemetery (9WG90) is in the middle of a timber tract, but 

is likely to be safe from subsurface disturbance, since abandoned cemeteries are protected 

by Georgia law. However, the stoneware grave markers are valuable; folk pottery grave 

markers have been stolen from cemeteries and sold to antique dealers (Burrison, personal 

communication: 1995). The kiln sites identified should be studied, and efforts made to 
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identify and study the remaining kiln sites in this area, before they are damaged or 

destroyed, if they have not been already. 

The four kiln sites identified in this study (9WG86, 9WG87, 9WG88, and 9WG89) 

hold potential for revealing important information with additional archaeological 

investigations, about the sites themselves and the nature of the nothern Washington County 

stoneware district. Site 9WG52 should be tested to determine if it is a kiln site. The 

Jordan site (9WG87) should be examined for information about Kitchens' activity there 

as a potter. The Redfern site (9WG88) should be studied extensively to determine the 

nature and extent of potential intact features. The Bussell site (9WG89) should be tested 

to determine if intact features survive, and obtain the largest possible collection of 

diagnostic artifcts, in order to learn more about the products of the potter. Additional 

archaeological investigations were conducted at the Cyrus Cogburn site (9WG86) from 

May to August 1996. Results of these investigations are presented in Chapter 5. Site 

9WG86 still holds some questions deserving attention in the future, which will be 

discussed in greater detail in Chapter 5. 
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CHAPTER 5. 9WG86 ARCHAEOLOGICAL TESTING 

Prom May to August 1996, archaeological testing was conducted at the Cyrus 

Cogburn kiln site (9WG86). The primary goals of this investigation were to obtain 

specific data about kiln design and construction methods, and to understand more about 

products made at the site. The site was identified in January 1996 as a result of archival 

research and field survey. Following surface survey of the site in January 1996, the site 

was revisited for testing in May 1996. Close interval shovel testing was conducted in the 

areas of surface brick scatters and waster piles in an attempt to identify subsurface kiln 

features. The shovel testing and subsequent probing, soil coring, and metal detecting 

failed to identify intact kiln features. Proton magnetometer survey was conducted in July 

1996. This testing identified two adjacent areas containing strong subsurface magnetic 

anomalies, suggesting the possible location of a pottery kiln. Formal test units were 

excavated at 9WG86 in August 1996. Testing determined that no intact kiln features 

survive. Although evidence of the remains of the former kiln was recovered, the kiln 

appears to have been completely destroyed. However, test units excavated in the area of 

dense sherd concentrations yielded many artifacts useful in the following study of ware 

produced at the site. 

Based on surface artifact patterns observed during field survey, close interval 

shovel testing was conducted in selected areas of the site in May 1996. Twenty close-
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interval shovel tests (30 by 30 cm) were excavated to sterile subsoil (see Figure 11). 

Eleven shovel tests were excavated at the edge of the ridge-slope around depressions and 

brick push-piles. Downslope, five shovel tests were excavated in the area containing the 

densest surtace deposit of waster sherds. At the bottom of the slope, below the waster 

dump, four shovel tests were excavated near push piles containing kiln brick and waster 

sherds. 

Artifact density ranged from medium to high in each shovel test. Shovel tests 

contained a mixture of kiln brick and stoneware sherds. No other artifacts were observed 

in shovel tests. No artifacts were retained for analysis. The highest artifact density was 

observed at shovel tests 7, 8, and 9, containing primarily stoneware sherds, with some kin 

brick fragments, indicating a very dense waster deposit 0 to 20 cm bs (below surface). 

Shovel test results revealed uneven soil stratigraphy throughout the area tested, 

suggesting severe soil disturbance on the site. Shovel tests encountered soil ranging from 

dark brown sandy loam 5 to 25 cm bs, over an orangish brown sandy clay 5 to 30 cm 

below surface. No two adjacent (5 to 10 m) shovel tests exhibited the same soil colors or 

characteristics. 

Shovel test results in the area of brick push piles failed to reveal conclusive results 

about kiln location. In order to obtain more information, probing was conducted in a 10 

m diameter radius of the pushpiles. At practically every location where probing was 

conducted, resistance was encountered trom subsurface objects. However, no dense 



149 

concentrations of subsurface material, indicative of dense artifact deposits or features were 

detected. 

Since probing conducted in the area of the push piles also failed to identify evidence 

of a kiln location, soil samples from the same area were obtained, in hopes of detecting 

soils indicative of the remains of a kiln floor. The results of soil sampling confirmed those 

obtained through close interval shovel testing. Soils in almost every sample differed. 

Overall, topsoil in the area of the pushpiles was thin (0-5 cm), while soil textures and 

colors are mixed. The predominant subsoil encountered was relatively even, consisting of 

an orangish-yellow sandy clay. Red clay was encountered at 5 to 10 cm bs in over fifty 

percent of soil core samples obtained. No resistance from dense, buried artifact deposits 

was encountered during soil sampling. 

In addition to shovel testing, probing, and soil sampling, judgmental metal detector 

survey was conducted. The areas previously tested were examined first. The area of 

metal detector testing was then expanded to include the area with the broader site boundary 

(as show in Figure 11). Metal detector survey resulted in the recovery of two artifacts, an 

iron axe head and a wrought square nail, 0-10 cm bs, both from the waster dump area. 

Previous research by Landreth (1986) indicates that kiln features create strong 

subsurface anomalies readily detected by magnetometer testing. The results ot shovel 

testing, probing, soil sampling, and judgmental metal detector survey tailed to produce 

indications of subsurface kiln features. Proton magnetometer survey was implemented in 



July 1996 in an attempt to obtain further information about subsurface conditions on the 

s i t e ,  i n  h o p e s  o l  d e t e c t i n g  k i l n  r e m a i n s .  P r i o r  t o  m a g n e t o m e t e r  t e s t i n g  a  2 6  m  b y  1 1 m  

grid, consisting of 1 by 1 m cells, was established over the area of the site, extending from 

the brick push piles to the road (Figure 40). The area within the grid was then cleared of 

small vegetation using hand tools. Magnetometer readings were taken every meter within 

the overall grid, and, for purposes of comparison, at selected locations containing surface 

deposits of kiln brick and waster sherds. As a result of magnetometer testing, two areas 

of strong subsurface anomalies were identified (shown in red in Figure 40). These strong 

positive magnetometer readings suggested that buried deposits, such as kiln remains, could 

exist in these areas. Low readings from the remainder of the grid also indicate that it is 

very unlikely that such deposits exit within the remainder of the area within the grid tested. 

Five formal 1 by 2 m test units were excavated in this hypothesized kiln area at 

9WG86 based on areas identified during magnetometer testing. Two 1 by 2 m test units 

were also excavated in the waster dump area, at locations identified by shovel testing as 

containing the densest sherd deposits. Results ot test unit excavations are presented below. 
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Results of Suspected Kiln Area Excavations 

Test unit excavations in the suspected kiln area began with Unit 201, a 1 by 2 m 

unit oriented east to west, with the southwestern corner at grid coordinate N19 E8. Unit 

201 was excavated in arbitrary 10 cm levels. A floor established at level 2 (20 cm bs) 

revealed two areas of potentially intact kiln features. Excavation of Unit 201 was 

temporarily suspended upon reaching level 2, and Unit 202 was opened, created a 2 by 2 

m block. 

Unit 202, also 1 by 2 m unit, was opened along the southern boundary of Unit 

201, forming a 2 by 2 m block. Unit 202 was also excavated to level 2 (20 cm bs). At 

level 2 of unit 202 sterile red clay was encountered, running at a diagonal angle across the 

southwestern corner. With the exception of the red clay, soils encountered at level 2 of 

the Unit 201/202 block were consistent. From 0 to 5 cm bs a layer of humus and brown 

silty loam root mat were encountered. Below that (to 20 cm bs), soil in the block consisted 

of dark red (2.5 YR 4/8) baked clay. A significant amount of charcoal inclusions were 

noted in the northwestern corner of Unit 201. Below the first 5 cm, careful excavation 

with a mattock was required to penetrated the dense clay soil. Ten kg of kiln brick was 

obtained from the first 20 cm of the Unit 201/202 block. In addition to kiln brick, artifacts 

recovered from the level 1 and 2 horizon consisted of 160 stoneware sherds. No other 

cultural material was recovered from levels 1 and 2 in the Unit 202/202 block. 
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Test Units 203 and 205 were excavated east of the Unit 201/202 block. Unit 203, 

a 1 by 2 m unit oriented north south, beginning at grid coordinate 19.5 N, 2.5 W, was 

placed in the easternmost area identified by magnetometer testing. Unit 203 was excavated 

in arbitrary 10 cm levels, ending at 30 cm bs. Soil from 0 to 30 cm bs was mixed brown 

to medium brown (7.5 YR 4/4 to 7.5 YR 5/3) silty loam fill dirt, loosely compacted. 

Fewer sherds and kiln bricks were recovered from Unit 203 than the Unit 201/202 block. 

Based on the disturbed nature of the soil, and the recovery of modern trash (beer can 

fragments and plastic) 25 to 30 cm bs, excavation of Unit 203 was stopped at level 3 (30 

cm bs). 

Based on the favorable appearance of block 201/202, level 2, the block was 

expanded to the east. Unit 204, another 1 by 2 m unit, was extended 2 m east by 1 m 

south along the northern boundary of block 201/202. The results of this unit excavation 

differed from the Unit 201/202 block. Although soil color and texture remained consistent 

(2.5 YR 4/8 dark red clay), far fewer artifacts were recovered from the first 10 cm of Unit 

204 than were recovered in Level 1 of the Units 201/202 block. The decision to continue 

excavation of Unit 204 in natural levels, into sterile subsoil (70 cm) resulted in the 

termination of excavations in the kiln area. A midden of modern trash, shown in Figure 

41, was encountered along the northern edge of Unit 204 at 30 cm bs, underlying a zone 

of baked clay, kiln bricks, and waster sherds similar to that encountered in the Unit 

201/202 block. The Unit 204 soil profile, shown in Figure 42, illustrates the deposit of 
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Figure 41. 9WG86, View of Unit 204, north profile. 
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SOUTH PROFILE 
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2=7.5YR5/6 STRONG BROWN CLAY WITH SHERDS AND KILN BRICK 

3=7.5YR6/1 GRAY WITH SHERDS AND KILN BRICK 

*: 4=7.5YR6/6 REDDISH YELLOW WITH SHERDS AND KILN BRICK 

0 50 CENTIMETERS 
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Figure 42. 9WG86, Test Unit 204, south profile. 
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kiln rubble overlying a red clay base in the area of the Unit 201/202/204 excavation block. 

Kiln rubble, including bricks, sherds, and baked clay (2.5 YR 4/8, dark red) imbedded 

with charcoal is consistent from 0 to 40 cm bs. From 40 cm bs, 7.5 YR 5/6 (strong 

brown) clay, with less charcoal, extends to 60 cm bs. Stoneware sherds and kiln brick 

were recovered to 60 cm bs. From 60 to 68 cm bs, a lens of lighter colored clay (7.5 YR 

6/1, gray) was revealed. Sterile subsoil was encounter from 68 to 70 cm bs, consisting of 

7.5 YR 6/6, reddish yellow sandy clay. 

After termination of excavation at Unit 203, Unit 205 was extended south from the 

southwestern corner of Unit 204. Soils and artifacts recovered were similar to those 

encountered in Unit 203, indicating that Unit 205 contained similar fill dirt. Excavation 

in Unit 205 was stopped upon discovery that kiln material recovered in the Unit 201/202 

block rested on top of a modern trash midden. 

Table 6 provides a summary of cultural material recovered from test units in the 

kiln area at 9WG86. All cultural material in Units 201, 203, and 205 was taken to the 

laboratory for analysis. All cultural material trom Units 202 and 204, levels 1 through 

3 were also taken to the laboratory. However, after evidence of modern disturbance was 

noted in Unit 204, artifact collection procedures for Units 202 and 204 were revised. Only 

diagnostic artifacts were retained from subsequent levels of these two units. Artifacts 

recovered from this zone are listed in the Artifact Catalog (Appendix) as Provenience 

204.2, "Units 202 and 204 selective collection." In addition, only a sample ot modern t 
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rash recovered in the kiln area was taken to the laboratory. Artifacts recovered from the 

kiln area will be discussed in detail under "9WG86 Artifact Analysis" (below). 

Artifacts recovered from the kiln area include 507 stoneware sherds, kiln furniture, 

and 15.3kg of kiln brick. Of the stoneware sherds recovered, 23 percent were burned to 

the extent that the glaze was unidentifiable. Kiln furniture recovered includes two draw 

trials and one saggar. Also recovered from the kiln area was modern trash, including 

plastic and beer can fragments. 

Summary of Kiln Area Test Excavations 

Test unit excavations in the kiln area of 9WG86 suggest that the kiln at the Cogburn 

site was destroyed. Soils observed and artifacts recovered from test units indicate the 

upper 30 cm of the Unit 201/202/204 block contains the remains of a stoneware kiln. Soil 

encountered in the upper zone of the units, consistent in both color and texture, is mottled 

with charcoal. This soil is likely from the kiln floor, hardened from numerous burnings 

to the extent that excavation with a shovel was impossible. Although no artifacts were 

apparent on the surface, the upper soil zone (0 to 30 cm bs) contains only artifacts typically 

associated with a stoneware kiln (stoneware sherds, burned and misformed stoneware 

sherds, kiln furniture, and glazed kiln bricks). No other category of cultural material was 

recovered from the Unit 201/202/204 block above 30 cm bs. 
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Informant interviews confirmed that timber on this tract was planted by the timber 

company which previously owned the land (Drew Marczak, personal communication, 

1996). This suggests that the tract would have been cleared prior to the last planting. 

Two large push-piles at the edge of the ridge, beyond the area of kiln excavations, contain 

a large quantity of kiln brick. In addition, four smaller push piles at the bottom of the side 

slope contain kiln brick. Two large push-piles (without artifacts) are adjacent to the test 

units excavated. Other irregularly shaped areas, around the kiln units and the large push 

piles, dip slightly below the present ground surface. These surface features support the 

finding that a large quantity of soil on the site has been moved by machine. It seems that 

within recent decades a pit was excavated in the area of the kiln test units, trash was 

pushed into the pit, and it was covered with the kiln remains, which may or may not have 

been intact at the time. Backdirt excavated from the pit is still found at the site, in the 

form of push piles near the units. Mixed soils observed in Units 203 and 205 also could 

be backdirt from the pit excavation. 

Results of Waster Dump Excavations 

Two 1 by 2 m test units (Unit 206 and 207) were excavated in natural levels in the 

waster dump at 9WG86. These locations, identified by shovel testing, exhibit the highest 

surface and subsurface artifact density encountered at 9WG86. The surface of the waster 
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7 5YR3/1 VERY DARK GRAY SILTY LOAM WITH SHERDS 

7 5YR5/4 BROWN SANDY LOAM 

9GW86 
UNIT 206 
NORTH PROFILE 

50 CENTIMETERS 

Figure 43. 9WG86, Test unit 206. north profile. 

dump area was carefully raked of leaf and pine straw debris during field survey, and 

remained relatively clear when testing was conducted. 

Unit 206, 1 by 2 m, was excavated in natural levels to sterile subsoil. Shown in 

profile in Figure 43, soil in the artifact-rich upper soil horizon is very dark gray silty loam 

(7.5 YR 3.1). Beneath a very thin (1-2 cm bs) layer of soil and organic overburden, the 

majority of this unit was composed of a solid deposit of stoneware sheids and kiln brick. 

As a result, the majority of excavation in Unit 206 was conducted with a trowel rather than 

a shovel. Sterile soil (7.5 YR 5/4, brown sandy loam) was encountered at 25 to 30 cm 

bs. West of Unit 206, another 1 by 2 m test unit, Unit 207. was excavated in natural 
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10YR3/2 VERY DARK GRAYISH BROWN SILTY LOAM WITH SHERDS 

9WG86 
UNIT 207 
NORTH PROFILE 

0 50 CENTIMETERS 

Figure 44. 9WG86, Test Unit 207, north profile. 

levels to sterile subsoil. Like Unit 206. Unit 207 consisted of a dense deposit of stoneware 

sherds, with little soil in the upper horizon. Excavation proceeded using a trowel, and less 

often, a shovel. As shown in Figure 44, subsoil (2.5 YR 5/8, red clay) was encountered 

at 10 to 25 cm bs. Sterile subsoil was encountered at 25 to 30 cm bs. Although near Unit 

206, soils encountered in Unit 207 differed. The upper soil horizon (0 to 25 cm bs) 

consists of very dark grayish brown silty loam (10 YR 3/2) while subsoil was red clay (2.5 

YR 5/8). 
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Table 7 presents a summary ot artifacts recovered from the waster dump area 

(Units 206 and 207) at 9WG86. Nondiagnostic sherds (plain body sherds) were analyzed 

in the field for marks, decoration, or other significant elements. Those containing 

diagnostic elements were returned to the laboratory for additional analysis. Nondiagnostic 

sherds were counted in the field, returned to their respective units after completion of each 

excavation unit, and covered with dirt (see Figure 45). Brick recovered was weighed in 

the field and also returned to each unit prior to backfilling. 

Table 7. Summary of artifacts from 9WG86, waster dump area. 

1 9WG86 
Waster 

| Dump Units i 

Base Body Handle Rim Collar Burned 
Sherd 

Kiln 
Furniture 

Brick 

Unit 206 47 2.968 124 98 44 0 0 4.0 kg 

| Unit 207 107 4,137 160 114 54 0 1 16.0 kg 

TOTALS 154 7,105 284 212 98 0 0 20.0 kg 

Artifacts recovered from the waster dump area include 7,853 stoneware sherds and 

20.0kg of kiln brick. The number of diagnostic stoneware sherds recovered from the 

waster dump area and taken to the laboratory for further analysis is 778. No kiln furniture 

or burned sherds were recovered from the waster dump. No other cultural material was 

recovered in waster dump test units. 
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Figure 45. 9WG86, Nondiagnostic sherds and brick returned to Test Unit 207 
prior to backfilling. 

Summary of Waster Dump Area Test Excavations 

Given the amount of disturbance noted at the Cogburn site (9WG86), it cannot be 

stated with a high degree of probability that the waster dump area excavated is, in fact, the 

original location of the Cogburn waster dump. However, the fact that it is downslope from 

the general kiln area (as observed at other alkaline-glazed stoneware kilns sites in Georgia) 

is one factor supporting such a conclusion. Another is the volume of stoneware sherds in 

Units 206 and 207 in relation to the rest of the site. Unless unidentified buried waster 

deposits exist upslope, this is by far the densest concentration ot artifacts on the site, 



suggesting that it is the waster dump. Four push-piles containing waster sherds were noted 

downslope from the waster dump units, but no similar push piles, or other concentrations 

of sherds, were identified on the flat part of the ridge, upslope. This suggests the 

probability that bulldozing near the slope was oriented north to south, downslope over the 

waster dump. Generally the size of sherds in the waster dump is small, also indicating that 

they could have been run over by earth-moving equipment. One caveat to this idea is that 

some potters have taken extra measures to ensure that waster vessels are broken into small 

pieces. One reason for this is to prevent substandard ware from appearing on the market 

clandestinely, possibly damaging a potter's reputation (or profit margin) (C. J. Meaders, 

personal communication, 1996). Although the waster dump is probably scattered over a 

broader area of the side slope than it originally occupied, surface observation suggests that 

dense deposits remain on the slope in areas not tested. Units 206 and 207 were excavated 

in the areas of highest artifact density, but these investigations barely scratched the surface 

in terms of the volume of stoneware sherds remaining in the Cogburn (9WG86) waster 

dump for future investigations. 

9WG86 Artifact Analysis 

Artifacts obtained from surface survey of 9WG86 were analyzed and reported in 

Chapter 4 to maintain consistency in reporting for the survey phase of this project. The 
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following artifact analysis combines artifacts front all proveniences at 9WG86, including 

suitace survey with test units, tor a more detailed analysis of ware produced at the site. 

Table 8 provides a summary of artifacts recovered from 9WG86. Unlike Table 7, Table 

8 only includes artifacts taken to the laboratory for analysis; nondiagnostic sherds left in 

the field are not included. 

Artifacts recovered from 9WG86 include 1,334 stoneware sherds, 120 burned 

sherds, 7 residual sherds, an alkaline-glazed stoneware tobacco pipe fragment, kiln 

furniture, 15.3 kg of kiln brick, one iron axe head, one wrought nail, and one blue 

transfer printed pearlware sherd. Eighty-nine percent of the stoneware sherds recovered 

from 9WG86 are lime alkaline glazed, while eleven percent have an opaque brown alkaline 

glaze. In addition, one unglazed stoneware sherd and one unglazed earthenware sherd 

were recovered. 

Alkaline-Glazed Stoneware 

Most alkaline-glazed stoneware sherds from 9WG86 have dense, white bodies, with 

a very finely textured paste (approaching the density of modern fine tableware). The pure 

color of the paste suggests that high quality kaolin was used. I he majority of these white-

bodied sherds exhibit a thin, well formed light green alkaline glaze which appears to be 

lime-baed. None of the alkaline-glazed sherds recovered exhibit obvious characteristics 

of the well-formed wood-ash alkaline glaze, popular with later Georgia potters in Crawford 
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and White Counties, Georgia. As discussed in Chapter 4, alkaline-glazed sherds exhibit 

exterior glaze colors described as light green, green, brownish green, grayish green, tan, 

and brown. A few examples exhibit a glaze with so little color that the sherds are almost 

white. Some glazes show metallic "bleeding," evidencing the presence of small iron (or 

other metallic) particles in the clay. During burning the metallic particles reach a fluxing 

temperature and bleed through the glaze, appearing as metallic splotch marks on the 

e *vterior surface. Interior treatment was recorded on glazed sherds collected from the 

surface. Of the sherds in this sample which provided a view of the vessel interior, less 

than half also have glazed interiors. 

Alkaline-glazed stoneware base sherds comprise 91 percent of the base sherd 

sample. For the purpose of this analysis it will be assumed that elements of vessels made 

at 9WG86 are proportional to the size of the vessels. Therefore, larger vessels are 

considered to have bases larger in diameter than smaller vessels. Small to large sized 

alkaline glazed stoneware vessels are represented in the base sample. Bases range in size 

from 10 cm diameter (1 percent), greater than 10 to less than 14 cm (15 percent), 14 cm 

(33 percent), greater than 14 to less than 18 cm (20 percent), 18 cm diameter (19 percent), 

20 cm (11 percent), and 24 cm diameter (1 percent). The smallest (10 cm) and largest (24 

cm) vessels represented in this sample are the smallest percentage ot the total (2 percent). 

The largest single category is small bases (14 cm). Bases from 10 cm diameter, to those 

equal to 14 cm, represent almost half of the base sample (48 percent), while bases greater 
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than 14 cm, up to and including those 20 cm diameter, constitute less than half (40 

percent). 

Surviving stoneware vessels from the early Edgefield District potteries have small 

bases, often flaring rapidly out as they rise, forming large, ovoid bodies holding two or 

more gallons. Most of the bases recovered from 9WG86 (with a reasonable amount of 

the body intact) reflect this form. Therefore it is likely that the bases of storage vessels 

(including jugs) which fall into the small range (10 cm to 14 cm diameter), could actually 

have a capacity exceeding one gallon. It follows that bases from 18 cm to 24 cm in 

diameter were likely much larger capacity vessels. 

Only 38 percent of the alkaline-glazed bases collected from the surface of 9WG86 

have glazed interiors. Evidence of the use of twisted wire to cut vessels off the wheel is 

exhibited in eleven percent of alkaline-glazed base sherds. One alkaline-glazed base sherd 

has circular indented rings on the bottom. Also found on 2 brown alkaline-glazed base 

sherds, this suggests two possibilities; these vessels were stacked in the kiln, or the circular 

impressions were left by lifters when the vessels were removed from the wheel. 

Examples of strap handles recovered from 9WG86 are shown in Figure 46. A total 

of 331 alkaline-glazed strap and lug handles and handle attachments were recovered from 

9WG86. Sherds are referred to as attachments if a handle attachment point is clearly 

identifiable, and the type of handle can also be identitled. Strap handles, representing 83 

percent of the handle sample, were preferred by potters at the Cogburn site (9WG86). The 
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Figure 46. Examples of strap handles from 9WG86. 

majority of potters marks identified at 9WG86 (discussed below) are located on the mid 

section of strap handles. The manufacturing technique used for all strap handles recovered 

is "pulled on" (Greer 1981:73). Strap handles from 9WG86 are generally thick and flat, 

with smoothed, slightly rounded exteriors. One very small strap handle was recovered, 

measuring 1 to 2 cm wide (Figure 46, row 2, 2). Handles 2 to 3 cm wide, represent 24 

percent of the handle sample (Figure 46, row 2, 1). By far the largest single category (51 

percent) is handles 3 to 4 cm (Figure 46, row 2, 3 & 4). Forty nine very large handles 

(15 percent), over 4 cm wide, were also recovered (Figure 46, row 1). Strap handles are 

attached high on jug necks (Figure 46, row 1, 1). Ihese wide, looping strap handles, 
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attached high on the necks, are also similar to those seen on the earliest Edgefield 

examples. 

Only seventeen percent of alkaline-glazed handles recovered at 9WG86 are lug 

handles and lug handle fragments (shown in Figure 47). There is a surprisingly low 

number of lug handles in the sample. Lug handles recovered are flat, projecting straight 

from the body, and attached along the full length (Greer 1981:74). Four lug handle 

fragments have potters marks (discussed below). Sizes range from less than six inches to 

over nine inches. Of the thirteen whole lug handles, 15 percent are less than 6 cm wide, 

31 percent are 6-7 cm, 15 percent are 7 to 8 cm, 31 percent are 8 to 9 cm, and 8 percent 

Figure 47. Examples of lug handles from 9WG86. 
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are greater than 9 cm. As with strap-handled vessels, very small and very large vessels 

with lug handles appear to be in the minority. 

Jug collars recovered, shown in Figure 48, indicate that jugs were produced at the 

site. These artifacts, more than any others found at 9WG86, provide evidence that pottery 

was made at this site in the early nineteenth century. Several examples where the majority 

of the collar is intact, appear to be longer necks than many typical examples of early 

southern alkaline-glazed stoneware jugs (see Figure 48; for comparison, see Baldwin 1993: 

Figures 2.4 and 2.9). In addition, ringed, double ringed, and indented band collars were 

recovered, with evidence of handle placement high on the neck. Like jug handle 

Figure 48. Examples of jug collars from 9WG86. 
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placement, double ringed and ringed collars from 9WG86, are also very similar to those 

seen on examples of early produced at the site. These artifacts, more than any others found 

at 9WG86, provide evidence that pottery was made at this site in the early nineteenth 

century. Several examples where the majority of the collar is intact, appear to longer necks 

than many typical examples of early southern alkaline-glazed stoneware jugs (see Figure 

48; for comparison, see Baldwin 1993: Figures 2.4 and 2.9) In addition, ringed, double 

ringed, and indented band collars were recovered, with evidence of handle placement high 

on the neck. Like jug handle placement, double ringed and ringed collars from 9WG86, 

are also very similar to those seen on examples of early Edgefield jugs. 

Rims recovered are likely from storage and preserve jars, bowls, chamber pots, or 

pitchers. Representative examples of rims from 9WG86 are shown in Figures 49 and 50. 

The overwhelming majority of the larger rim sherds are from everted vessels, exhibiting 

aconstricted opening between a broad, rounded shoulder and the rim; the area above the 

shoulder flares outward as it rises to the rim. With detailed examination, a number of 

subtle variations may be observed within the rim sample, but the majority (86 percent) fall 

within three categories, rolled (31 percent), flattened roll (35percent), and flat (20 percent) 

(Greer 1981:65). Only sixteen percent of the rim sherds have lid ledges, with the majority 

(61 percent) occurring on vessels with plain, everted rims. No lid sherds were recovered 

f r o m  9 W G 8 6 .  T w o  r i m  s h e r d s  r e c o v e r e d  f r o m  w a s t e r  d u m p  u n i t s  ( F i g u r e  4 9 .  r o w  1 , 4  
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Figure 49. Examples of rims from 9WG86 

W%m * iBBKi 

centimeters 

Figure 50. Examples of rims from 9WG86. 
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and 6) exhibit canted rims, described by Greer (1981:66) as an uncommon rim type. Their 

small number in this sample lends supports this assertion. Some inferences about vessel 

forms can be made from rim samples. The largest sherds recovered from 9WG86, shown 

in Figure 51, also provide examples of rims. Cylindrical wide-mouthed jars, bowls, 

piesei ves jars, and chamber pots are a few of the forms suggested by these rims. The 

sherd on the left (Figure 51) suggests a wide mouthed jar, while the sherd on the right 

appears to be from a large straight-sided jar or bowl. However, these example are atypical 

of the majority of the rim sample, since they lack the characteristic everted flare just 

Figure 51. Large rim sherds from 9WG86. 
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below the rim. A blurred circular punctate mark is evident below one of the rolled run 

sherds (Prov. 1.0:55), making it the only mark near a rim from the 9WG86 artifact 

sample. 

Typical of Georgia stoneware, simple decoration in the form of incised lines is seen 

in only a very small percentage of artifacts recovered from 9WG86. Examples of light 

green alkaline-glazed sherds with incised line decoration are shown in I-inure 52. Three 

of these sherds are bases (row 2), two of which (1 and 2) are 14 cm diameter, 

eachexhibiting a single incised line 4.5 cm above the bottom of the base. Sherd 1 

on the top row appears to be an everted rim fragment. 

Figure 52. Light green alkaline-glazed sherds with incised lines from 9WG86. 
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Some green and brown alkaline-glazed sherds, shown in Figure 53, also have 

incised lines near the base and shoulder. A brown base sherd 20 cm diameter (row 3) hasa 

wide, deeply incised band 4 cm above the bottom. One body (neck) sherd (row 1, 1) has 

a single wide, deeply incised line. Another body sherd (row 2, 1) has three thin, lightly 

incised lines. Since most incised sherds recovered are small, it is difficult to determine if 

the lines could represent capacity. 

Figure 53. Green and brown alkaline-glazed 
sherds with incised lines from 

9WG86. 
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Potter's Marks From 9WG86 

Many different potter's marks and possible marks were identified at 9WG86, and 

some reflect Cogburn s association with potteries in Edgefield. Marks found at 9WG86 

fall into tour categories: single and paired slash marks, numerals, letters, and symbols. 

Most marks are on handles, primarily strap handles; marks are also seen on a few body 

sherds, near the rim or near the base. All marked sherds recovered from 9WG86 are 

shown in figures accompanying the following discussion. 

Numerals "5," "7," and "3" (shown in Figure 54) are stamped and incised. The 

numeral "5" appears in four different forms, large incised (row 1, 1 and 2), stamped (row 

Figure 54. Numeral marks from 9WG86. 
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1, 3), double large incised (row 1, 4), and small incised (row 1, 5). All but one of the "5" 

marks appears on the outer midsection of strap handles. The stamped "5" is on a lug 

handle fragment. The small incised "5" is not clear, and could be an "S." The three 

marks are also disoriented, one group backward, and the other practically upside down. 

The incised "7" (Row 2, 3), found on a body sherd, differs in appearance from the other 

numerals recovered. 

Another category of marks recovered from the Cogburn site (9WG86) are small, 

vertical markings referred to as "slash" marks. Sherds with slash marks are shown in 

Figure 55. Slash marks appear to have been applied using two methods: incised with a 

Figure 55. Slash marks from 9WG86. 
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pointed object, and rolled on with a coggle wheel or similar tool (a small saw blade can 

make a similar mark). Two sets of paired slash marks, one set coggle-wheel applied (row 

1, 1) and one incised (row 1, 2) were recovered. Slash marks are found principally on 

strap handles, but one (row 2, 2) is on a lug handle, while the incised pair is placed just 

above the bottom of a base. Although the incised slash marks in the sample are similar, it 

is possible that two (row 1, 3 and row 2, 1) could be "burn outs," where a piece of organic 

matter in the clay disintegrated in the heat of burning, leaving a vertical void (Steven 

Ferrell, personal communication 1996). 

Letter and round punctate marks (shown in Figure 56) were also recovered from 

gure 56. Letter and round punctate marks from 9WCJ86. 
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the Cogburn (9WG86) site. Stamped letters include "T", "P," "L," and "C." Incised 

letters are ' V" and a backward "S." Round punctate symbols include a "thimble mark" 

and an asterisk, both of which could have been impressed with leather-working tools 

(Steven Ferrell personal communication 1996). 

Another possible letter found at the site, incised and stamped, is "C." Five sherds 

recovered from the Cyrus Cogburn kiln site (9WG86) contain a letter or symbol mark 

which can be interpreted as a "C". These marks are shown in Figure 57. Four of the five 

"C" marks are incised, three on body sherds and one at the base of a handle. A "C" which 

appears to have been stamped is located on the outer curve of a strap handle, at the center. 

cenfimete?s 
0 1 2 

inches 

Figure 57. Sherds Marked "C" from 9WG86. 
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Each of the incised C ' marks are paired with a small "slash" mark, located at different 

orientations, near the "C." In the group of sherds shown (left of the handle) in Figure 

57, the slash is located below, directly below, and slightly above and to the left of the "C." 

On the handle fragment/body sherd shown on the right, the "C" is turned upside down, and 

the slash is to the left. If three of the four sherds with incised "C" marks are turned to 

orient the mark in its normal position (as the letter "C"), the slash marks appear below the 

"C" (as seen in the top left example). 

In general, marks found at the Cyrus Cogburn kiln site (9WG86), although 

numerous, are cryptic. Literature on stoneware proposes many explanations for the 

meaning of marks similar to those discussed here. 

Symbols found on stoneware produced at some antebellum southern pottery shops 

have been interpreted as the marks of slaves, or unexplained "production marks." The 

1825 Washington County tax digest shows that Cyrus Cogburn owned one slave (Newsom 

1968). It has been documented that slaves made pottery at some of the pottery shops in 

Edgefield (Vlach 1978:77). No published sources provide evidence of slaves turning 

pottery at Edgefield prior to Cogburn's departure from the area (c. 1818). It can not be 

assumed that the slave owned by Cogbum made pottery, or that some of the symbols from 

9WG86 are slave marks. It is easy to imagine many jobs for a slave around a pottery 

shop, including cutting wood, digging clay, and mixing clay, and glazes. However, it can 



181 

not be assumed that the presence of a slave (or slaves) at a pottery shop suggests that a 

slave was turning ware. 

The potter's purpose in marking stoneware is an important question raised by this 

study. Identification of marked sherds is one of the main objectives of this research, and 

almost 8,700 stoneware sherds from 9WG86 were examined in the field and laboratory in 

this regard. As a result, 31 marked sherds were identified, representing less than 0.4 

percent of artifacts examined. This small percentage suggests that marked vessels were 

a very small percentage of the total ware produced at the site, and that marking ware was 

not important in the overall scheme of Cogbum's pottery business. It also raises questions 

about the significance and meaning of pottery marks. Unfortunately, neither of these 

questions can be answered by this study. 

According to Greer (1981:137), numerals found on stoneware vessels typically 

indicate vessel capacity. Although seemingly straightforward, some examples discussed 

here raise questions about this interpretation. One of the stamped numeral five marks 

(Figure 55, row 1, 3) is clearly a five. But was the vessel marked 55 a 55 gallon jug, 

a 10 gallon jug, or simply a five gallon jug? It is very unlikely that the vessel capacity is 

55 gallons. If the capacity is five gallons, why is it marked with two fives? 

Similar questions, only more puzzling, could be raised about the stamped three 

mark (Figure 55, row 2, 1 & 2). If it is a numeral three, why does it not appear in the 

usual orientation for the number three? If it is a capacity indicator, what was the capacity? 
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It only three gallons, why stamp the capacity two or three times? A footed ovoid jar in a 

Georgia private collection, very similar to a jar attributed to Abraham Massey (Greer 
< 

1990:91), bears a mark similar to the threes shown here. Although this idea leads in a 

tempting direction, there are several problems in making a positive match between the two 

marks. Although the marked whole vessel does have lug handles similar to those identified 

at 9WG86, one problem is that the "m" mark is on the shoulder between the handles, not 

on a handle. In addition, the mark on the whole vessel is clearly oriented upright, in the 

position normally expected for the letter "m." Also unlike the three marks found at 

9WG86, the outer lower terminals of the letter "m" on the whole vessel have perpendicular 

"feet." 

Holcombe and Holcombe (1986; 1989) suggest that incised lines seen on early 

Edgefield ware (like the "slash marks" found at 9WG86) are capacity indicators. Baldwin, 

however (1993:40) is correct in questioning the reliability ol this explanation, since the 

approximate capacity of some vessels is inconsistent with the number of slash marks. 

Letters on southern stoneware are generally considered maker s marks, reflecting 

an initial of the shop owner or maker. This too, has its problems. Roman numerals are 

also expressed as letters, which could make the "V" (Figure 57, row 2, 1) represent the 

Roman numeral for five. This leads to questions about the use of the symbol that appears 

to be an Arabic five. Why were potters using both Roman and Arabic numerals tor live? 

If the slash marks (Figure 56) are Roman numerals, why use an Arabic three instead of 
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three slash marks. Perhaps one or more potters working for Cogburn preferred Roman 

numerals. Alternately, the "V" mark could be a letter, not a Roman numeral. 

The letter C, found on five sherds (Figure 57), could represent the initial of this 

shop s owner, Cyrus Cogburn. Unfortunately, there is no way to know more about the 

letter marks without additional information. If this line of reasoning is applied to other 

letters (Figure 56), it could be proposed that "L" is the mark of James Long, in 

Washington County near Cogburn in 1820, or his son Jesse Bradford Long (b. 1808). 

Another possibility for the "L" is William Lewis, possibly over from Edgefield and 

working for Cogburn after 1820. By c. 1825 Cogburn's son Levi (b. 1812) would have 

been old enough to apprentice at his father's shop. Since the initial of his last name was 

likely already in use as the mark of his father, Levi might have adopted his first initial as 

his mark. A possibility for the "T" mark is a member of the Edgefield Timmerman 

family. Timmermans, who were in the Edgefield District in 1800, were later potters in 

Stockton, Georgia (Burrison 1995:xix). This mark, when compared with marks on 

surviving Timmerman vessels from Stockton, looks identical. The "P mark, however, 

is more difficult. A man named Lewis Pilcher is listed three entries below Cyrus Cogburn 

on the 1820 population census, but nothing is currently known about his profession or later 

activities. 

If letter marks are indicative of individual potters, these marks suggest the presence 

of at least four potters at Cogburn's shop (9WG86). If the "V" and backward "S" marks 
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Figure 58. Marked sherds from 9WG86. 

are also interpreted as letters, the total comes to six. If the "thimble" and "asterisk" 

symbols are also considered maker's marks, the total number of potters could increase to 

eight. 

Some marks found at 9WG86 support archival research linking Cyrus Cogburn to 

the earliest pottery shops in the Old Edgefield District, South Carolina. Sherds containing 

marks similar to each of those shown in Figure 58 have been recovered by archaeologists 

from two Landrum kiln sites near Edgefield. With one exception, marked sherds trom the 

Cogburn site (9WG86) are similar to those found by archaeologists at the John Landrum 

kiln site (38AK497) on Shaw Creek (Casteel et al., 1988:85; Steen 1994:33). Marked 
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sherds from 9WG86 which have counterparts found at 38AK497 include the backward »S» 

(row 1, 1), double slash marks (| |) near the base (row 1, 2), V (row 3), and stamped 

"3" (row 2, 1). An incised "V" mark (row 2, 2) was also found during archaeological 

survey and testing at the Abner Landrum kiln site (38HD11) (Steen 1994:32). Some of the 

marks found at 9WG86 are also said to have been recovered from Abner Landrum's 

Pottersvtlle kiln site (38ED11) (Holcombe and Holcombe 1986:57), including double slash 

marks (Figure 1, D), "V" (Figure 1, E), and "C" (Figure 1, G). 

If the C is, in fact, Cyrus Cogburn's mark, then the presence of it at John 

Landrum's kiln site suggests that Cogburn worked for John Landrum. It is also 

conceivable that the other marks represent potters who left Edgefield and moved to 

Georgia to work for Cogburn in Washington County. Another possibility is that Cogburn 

continued to use some of the same marking conventions used at Edgefield. 

Brown Alkaline Glazed Stoneware 

A significant category of artifacts recovered from the Cogburn kiln site (9WG86), 

and other Washington County sites studied, is referred to in this study as "brown alkaline-

glazed stoneware." Although this glaze found on sherds from 9WG86 is an opaque brown 

glaze, it is not the same as the metallic brown glaze identified at the John Landrum site 

(38AK497). Examples of artifacts from 9WG86 bearing this glaze are shown in Figures 

59 and 60. The brown alkaline glaze is a thin lime glaze, likely containing a higher 
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Figure 59. Brown alkaline-glazed stoneware bases from 9WG86. 

Figure 60. Brown alakline-glazed stoneware collars, rims, and handles 

from 9WG86. 
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percentage of clay and lower precentage of lime than the majority of alkaline glazed 

examples identified. Brown alkaline-glazed stoneware represents 11 percent of stoneware 

artifacts recovered. Collars, rims and lug handles are similar to those with other alkaline 

glazes from 9WG86. 

The interior appearance of the brown alkaline-glazed sherds differs. Some are buff 

colored (Figure 60, 1), and appear to be unglazed. Other interiors look glazed (Figure 60, 

3), varying in color from dark gray to reddish brown. 

Ringed and indented band collars, similar to alkaline-glazed collars found, are 

represented. The one brown alklaine-glazed lug handle fragment recovered appears to be 

straight, similar to the alkaline-glazed lug handles. Since the handle is incomplete, it could 

not be measured for a size comparison. 

Strap handles with brown alkaline-glaze differ from the majority of alkaline-glazed 

handles. Although they are pulled on, they are flatter, narrower, and thinner than their 

other alkaline-glazed counterparts. No sharply curved, looping brown alkaline-glazed 

handles, similar to many other alkaline-glazed handles, were recovered. One strap handle 

measures less than 3 cm wide, while the remainder are 3 to 4 cm wide. 

Bases are smaller in diameter, ranging in diameter from over 10 cm to 18 cm, 

suggesting this glaze was only used on smaller vessels. Two bases have impressed circular 

marks on the bottom, suggesting the use of lifters. 
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Other Ceramic Artifacts From 9WG86 

Figure 61 shows some of the more unusual, but interesting, artifacts recovered 

from 9WG86. Seen on row 1 (1) is a thin rim which appears to be a pitcher spout. This 

is the only possible spout found at the Cogburn site (9WG86). 

On row 1 (2) is the only alkaline-glazed stoneware tobacco pipe fragment 

recovered in the Washington County survey, found on the surface in the waster dump area 

at 9WG86. Georgia stoneware potters are known to have made pipes (Burrison 1983). 

On their survey of Tennessee pottery sites, Smith and Rogers (1979:138) found evidence 

of clay tobacco pipe production at 26 sites (24 percent of sites) surveyed. One stoneware 

cenfim«t»rs 

lnch«s 

Figure 61. Other ceramic artifacts from 9WG86. 
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fragment was recovered from the John Landrum kiln site (38AK497) (Castille et al 

1988:84). No molds or other evidence that pipes were produced at 9WG86 were 

recovered. 

One underfired rim sherd recovered (Figure 61, row 1, 3) has an unusual reddish-

brown body atypical of the majority of artifacts recovered. 

One gray-bodied sherd, with a dull black glaze and an incised line (Figure 61, row 

2, 1) was recovered from the Cogburn (9WG86) site. Like the earthenware sherd, one 

example is not enough to suggest that similar ware was produced at 9WG86. 

Because of the frequent occurrence of metallic "bleed" spots on sherds recovered 

from 9WG86, an extreme example of this manifestation is presented in Figure 61 (far 

right). Although the spot shown in the example is much larger than average, it is 

presented here to illustrate the metallic bleeding characteristic of many sherds recovered. 

The three sherds shown on row 3 (Figure 61) are examples of the very light, almost 

white, color seen on a few sherds identified at 9WG86. 

Kiln Furniture 

Three possible examples of kiln furniture were recovered from 9WG86. Two 

possible draw trials (Figure 62, left, upper and lower) recovered from the kiln area are 

alkaline-glazed, highly over-fired, wheel turned rectangles. Although both fragments are 

broken on one side, they are glazed on all sides except the break, suggesting that they were 
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Figure 62. Kiln furniture and glaze mix from 9WG86. 

not much larger when full-sized, and coated in glaze on all sides. Another possible piece 

of kiln furniture recovered from a kiln area test unit (Figure 62, right) could be an 

unglazed stoneware saggar, used to separate ware stacked in the kiln. Broken on two 

sides, the saggar appears to have been roughly square in shape. 

The base sherd shown in Figure 62 (center) is 24 cm diameter, one of the largest 

base sherds recovered at 9WG86. The exterior wall exhibits a green alkaline glaze, 

blotchy from extreme over-firing. The interior bottom of the base contains a layer of 

small, crushed, blue glass fragments. In the coating on the surface above the glass 

fragments, white and blue "clouds" suggest the presence of rutile (titanium dioxide). 
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When examined under a microscope (15 X) many small bubbles are visible on and under 

the clear outer surface, which appears to be melted glass. No bluish or cloudy glazes, 

characteristic of the presence of rutile, were identified on sherds recovered from 9WG86. 

Surviving Vessels From 9WG86 

Although an attempt was made to locate surviving vessels with marks exactly like 

those identified at 9WG86, none have been identified. Given the age of the site, and the 

percentage of marked sherds to the overall sample, this finding is not surprising. 

Apparently marking ware was not a high priority at the Cogburn pottery. Some early 

Edgefield jugs in the collection of Steven Ferrell are very similar, exhibiting most of the 

characteristics of jug fragments from 9WG86. However, the Ferrell collection jugs have 

marks which conclusively link them by archaeological data to Landrum pottery sites in 

Edgefield. In addition, no marked vessels in the Ferrell collection exhibit Edgefield marks 

like those recovered from 9WG86 (shown in Figure 58, above) (Steven Ferrell, personal 

communication 1996). 

A jug in a Georgia private collection, shown in Figure 63, exhibits several 

diagnostic characteristics identified on sherds recovered from 9WG86. The jug has a very 

white, fine-grained paste, suggesting a high percentage of kaolin in the body. The glaze 

is white due in part to the purity of the kaolin body. Elements ot the upper portion of this 

jug similar to jug fragments recovered from 9WG86 are indented band collar and large 
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Figure 63. View of upper portion of large ovoid jug. 
Collection of Charles Comolli. 

looping strap handles, placed at the base of a tall neck. Height of the neck (distance of the 

shoulder to the rim) on this jug exceeds that observed on marked jugs from early Edgefield 

potteries (see typical examples in Baldwin 1993: Figures 2.9, and 2.4). The strap handles 

on this jug are broad and thick, like those recovered from 9WG86. 

The base of the jug, shown in Figure 64, provides a good example of outward 

flaring seen in early ovoid jugs, and base sherds recovered from 9WG86. The unglazed 
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View of ovoid jug base. Collection of Charles Comolli Figure 64 
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portion of the jug also provides a view of the light color exhibited by the presence of 

kaolin in the jug body. The base of the jug also has double slash marks, found at 9WG86 

as well as early Edgefield sites (38ED11 and 38AK497). 

Another interesting feature of this jug is the potters mark stamped eight times 

around the shoulder. The mark, shown in Figure 65, appears to be a stamped letter "C." 

The mark is stamped twice around the shoulder, and three times on each handle. Of the 

Comolli. 
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various marks recovered from 9WG86, the most common mark is a "C\ although the 

stamped and incised "C" marks seen on sherds from 9WG86 differ from this one. 

The jug shown exhibits many characteristics seen in jug fragments recovered from 

the Cyrus Cogburn kiln site (9WG86) in Washington County, including glaze, body color 

and texture, handles, neck, collar, and markings. The purpose of presenting this jug is to 

provide a surviving vessel which pulls together characteristics consistent with those found 

on artifacts recovered from 9WG86. It would be difficult (though not improbable) to argue 

for a Washington County, Georgia provenience for the jug based on available evidence. 

Complicating factors are similarities in form, materials, and markings to early Edgefield 

jugs. However, these characteristics suggest the probability that Cyrus Cogburn made the 

jug. 

Summary 

Research goals for this study were to locate and map stoneware production sites 

in northern Washington County, Georgia, generate data to assess site potential for 

additional archaeological investigations, and if sites located exhibit research potential 

beyond the survey level of effort, to conduct archaeological testing of a site. 

Four stoneware kiln sites (9WG86, 9WG87, 9WG88, and 9WG89) were identified 

in northern Washington County as a result of archaeological survey. Another site related 

to stoneware production in the area (9WG90), a cemetery with stoneware grave markers, 
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was also identified. A site previously identified as a possible stoneware kiln site (9WG52) 

was revisited. Based on surface survey, sites 9WG52, 9WG86, 9WG87, 9WG88, and 

9WG89 were recommended for additional archaeological investigations based on the 

presence of surface artifacts, and, in some cases, visible evidence of potential subsurface 

kiln features. 

The 96th District of northern Washington County, Georgia (also known as Captain 

Warthen s District in 1820) was indeed a community of alkaline-glazed stoneware potters 

who lived and worked near one another. Captain Warthen's District was also the first craft 

community of its kind in Georgia. Likely seeking financial gain, and possibly the 

independence offered in the new territory to the west, Cyrus Cogburn bought 300 acres 

of land on the Ogeechee River while still in Edgefield. He came to Washington County 

around 1817, probably built a kiln soon thereafter, and began production of alkaline-glazed 

stoneware. At least one other master potter from Edgefield, Abraham Massey, came to 

the area at about the same time. Massey did not buy land in Washington County, and 

probably turned at Cogburn's shop, at least during the formative years of the business. 

Some journeymen potters who probably worked with them in Edgefield came to Georgia 

as well, perhaps later, after Cogburn's kiln was established. Cogburn probably trained his 

sons to be potters here, and it is likely that some young men living in the area of his shop, 

like the Bussells, James Long, and maybe John Cofield, became interested in the potter's 

craft and also learned to make stoneware at 9WG86. 
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About ten years later, new markets for their products developed in central and 

western Georgia. Cogburn, and some of the young men in Washington County who he 

trained or influenced, followed the settlers moving into this areaa. Some of the early 

Washington County potters settled in Crawford County and the area later known as Jug 

Town, in Upson and Pike Counties. They establish long-lasting pottery communities in 

these areas which producred stoneware to into the early twentieth century. Cogburn and 

some others continued to travel west, spreading the alkaline-glazed stoneware tradition as 

far as east Texas. 

Although it seems that the first potter in the area left before 1830, the demand for 

utilitarian storage vessels in the Washington County area, and suitability of the area as a 

stoneware production center, continued. Other potters came into the area, continuing the 

tradition established by Cogburn and others. They also produced lime alkaline-glazed jugs 

and jars, as well as bowls, churns, and stoneware grave markers. Like Cogburn, other 

early Washington County potters (or their customers) preferred jars with lug handles to 

strap handles. Some also continued to produce small quantities of brown alkaline-glazed 

stoneware. The mode of decoration continue to be simple, and preferences for marking 

ware varied. African-Americans were possibly involved in the craft at Cogrun's and 

Jordan's shops. 

Survey results suggest that the Cogburn pottery is likely the only early kiln north 

of the Little Ogeechee River. A few decades later, and a few miles south, Lucius Jordan 
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operated his pottery shop at 9WG87. At the same time at least one other alkaline-glazed 

stoneware production operation, the Redfern pottery (9WG88), was operating within one 

mile of Jordan. By 1880 (after Jordan's death) another alkaline-glazed stoneware shop 

operated by James Bussell (9WG89) was in operation within a mile of Jordan's, while an 

African-American potter, Oscar Kitchens made pottery at Jordan's old shop. 

Background research prior to field survey linked site 9WG86 to Cyrus Cogburn. 

Several factors suggested the value of potential archaeological investigations of the site. 

The Cogburn kiln site (9WG86) is one of the earliest identified alkaline-glazed stoneware 

kiln sites in the United States, and likely the first in Georgia. Diagnostic characteristics 

of artifacts identified by surface survey supported archival sources, indicating that the ware 

produced at 9WG86 was made during the earliest period of the development of the 

alkaline-glazed stoneware tradition. Two primary research goals were proposed for 

archaeological investigations at 9WG86. The fist goal was to obtain data about ware 

produced at the site, including clays and glazes; vessel forms, styles, sizes, arid decoration; 

and obtain information about the number and identity of potters who worked at the site. 

Second, the area believed to have been the location of the kiln was excavated to obtain 

data on kiln design and construction, including size, shape, and construction details, 

without damaging any intact remains of the structure. 

Archaeological testing was conducted at the Cogburn site (9WG86) from May to 

August 1996. Excavations in the area containing a dense deposit ot kiln remains show that 
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the kiln was destroyed. Although the first research goal was not fully attainable, data 

recovered from kiln area excavations confirms that an alkaline-glazed stoneware kiln was 

operated at 9WG86. Wheel-turned draw trials were used, as well as rectangular stoneware 

saggars. 

Test excavations in the waster dump area, however, were more productive. Potters 

at the Cogburn site benefitted from the excellent kaolin clays in the area. The lime-based 

alkaline glazes are fine; vessel bodies are dense; exteriors are smooth and well formed. 

The paste in much of the ware containing a high percentage of kaolin is white and very 

dense, resembling modern tableware more than utilitarian stoneware. The skill of the 

turners at 9WG86 is also evident in the execution of large, ovoid vessels with relatively 

small bases, and detailed jug collars. Diversity in the products of Cogburn's kiln is 

evidenced in the production of ware coated in a distinctive brown alkaline glaze. Use, or 

possibly experimentation with the use, of glazes containing a mixture of rutile and melted 

cobalt glass, was also identified. Use of a variety of clays is evidenced by the variations 

in color, texture, and density of sherds recovered. 

Evidence of production of utilitarian food storage and processing vessels typically 

needed in the plantation household, including large jugs and storage jars (including 

cylindrical, wide-mouthed jars), as well as preserving jars was found. Household items 

such as pitchers, chamber pots, and possibly a small quantity of alkaline-glazed stoneware 

tobacco pipes for personal use or limited local distribution, were also were also produced. 
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No evidence of tobacco pipe production has been identified at other Washington County 

stoneware production sites. Vessels produced range in size (at the base) from 10 to 24 cm 

diameter. 

A very small percentage of vessels are decorated simply, with incised lines near the 

base and neck. Various marks, although a small percentage of the sample, include letters, 

numerals, and symbols that were placed on handles and on the body of some vessels. 

Letter marks could indicate number and identities of some of the potters at the site. The 

letter "C", found more often that other marks, could be the mark of the shop owner, Cyrus 

Cogburn. Marked sherds and vessel characteristics identified also evidence a direct 

connection between Cyrus Cogbum and the John Landrum pottery (38AK497) in the Old 

Edgefield District, South Carolina. A jug probably made by Cogburn was also identified, 

exhibiting characteristics of artifacts recovered from 9WG86. 
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4 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Handle type: lug 

Handle width: 2-3cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 

2 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Interior: unglazed 

Handle type: lug 

attachment 

Handle width: <2cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 

1 tan alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Interior: glazed 

Handle type: strap 

attachment 

Manufacturing Technique: straight 

wheel made 

2 unglazed stoneware rim 

Rim type: rolled 

Other: thick 

1 light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

rim 

Rim type: rolled 

Other: thick 

2 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware rim 

Rim type: rolled 

Other: thick 

1-0 1 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware rim 

Rim type: everted with 

lid ledge 

10 ;H 2 tan alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 18cm 

Other: coarse kaolin paste 

1.0 :12 2 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 10cm 

10 :13 1 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 14cm 

1.0 :14 10 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: unglazed 

1.0 :15 7 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 

1.0 :16 1 tan alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: unglazed 

1.0 :17 12 tan alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 

Other: coarse kaolin paste 

1.0 :18 1 brown alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: unglazed 

1,0 :20 1 tan alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 

Other: single incised line 

10 :21 1 brown alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 

Other: single incised line 

1 0 22 3 residual stoneware sherd 

1 0 23 2 unglazed stoneware rim 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 

14-18cm 

Rim type: rolled 

Other: 5 cm high (from 

base-rim) 

[ 0 - 2 4  1  t a n  a l k a l i n e - g l a z e d  

stoneware base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 

10-14cm 

1.0 :25 0 676.0 glazed brick 



2 

Provenience: 1.1 

1.1 :1 1 

1.1 :2 

1.1 :3 

1.1 :4 

Shovel test 1 

unglazed stoneware rim 

Rim type: rolled 

Other: light green 

alkaline glazed interior, 
Other: thick bodied 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware rim 

Rim type: rolled 
Other: thick 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

sherd 

Provenience: 2.1 

2.1 :1 1 

2.1 

Shovel test 2 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

rim 

Rim type: rolled 

Other: thick 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 

Provenience: 3.1 

3.1 :1 1 

3.1 

Shovel test 3 

tan alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 

Other: green alkaline-glazed 

interior 

0 56.3 brick 

wenience: 7.1 Shovel test 7 
:1 4 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: unglazed 

:2 6 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 

:3 3 tan alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: unglazed 

:4 2 unidentifiable burned 

stoneware sherd 

:5 1 stoneware sherd 

Provenience: 8.1 

8.1 :1 1 
Shovel test 8 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware ringed collar 

Provenience: 13.1 

13.1 :1 1 

13.1 :2 

Shovel test 13 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: unglazed 

1.2 brick 

Provenience: 15.1 

15.1 :1 1 

15.1 :2 

Shovel test 15 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: unglazed 

SITE: 9WG86 

Provenience: 1.0 

1.0 :1 7 

1.0 :2 

1.0 :3 

1.0 :4 

General surface 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 2-3cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 
tan alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Handie type: strap 

Handle width: 2-3cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 
green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 2-3cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 
light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 2-3cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 

Other: marked "F, stamped 



3 
1-0 -5 1 light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 
handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 2-3cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 
on 

Other: illegible mark 

1.0 :6 25 light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 
handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 3-4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 
on 

10 :7 10 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 3-4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 
on 

1 -0 :8 1 tan alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 3-4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 

1.0 :9 1 brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 3-4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 

1.0 :10 1 light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 3-4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 

Other: marked T, stamped 

1.0 :11 1 light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 3-4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 

Other: marked "L", stamped 

1.0 :12 

1.0 :13 1 

1.0 :14 

1.0 :15 

1.0 :16 

1.0 :17 10 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 
handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 3-4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 
on 

Other: marked backward "S", 
incised 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 3-4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 
on 

Other: marked backward "S", 

incised 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 
handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 3-4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 

Other: marked "5", incised 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 3-4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 

Other: possible coggle wheel (1) 

mark, or "burn out" 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: >4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 
Other: possible slash mark (/), 

incised 
green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: >4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 



light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 
handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: >4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 
on 

Other: possible slash mark (/), 
incised 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: >4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 
on 

Other: marked "55", incised 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: >4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 

Other: two circular punctate 

"thimble" marks 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: >4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 

Other: two vertical "coggle wheel" 

(1 j) marks, incised 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: <3cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 3-4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 3-4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

1.0 :25 1 

1.0 :26 

1.0 :27 11 

1.0 :28 

1.0 :29 

1.0 :30 

1.0 :31 

1.0 :32 

1.0 :33 

1.0 :34 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 3-4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 
on 

Other: possible slash (/) mark or 
"burn out" 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: >4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 
on 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 
handle 

Interior: unglazed 

Handle type: strap 

attachment 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 
on 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

attachment 

Interior: unglazed 

Handle type: strap 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 
on 

tan alkaline-glazed 
stoneware handle 
attachment 
Interior: unglazed 

Handle type: strap 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

ringed collar fragment 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

ringed collar fragment 

Interior: unglazed 

Other: long neck 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware ringed collar 

Interior: unglazed 

Other: long neck 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware ringed collar 

fragment 

Interior: glazed 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

indented band collar 

Interior: unglazed 



light green 

alkaline-giazed stoneware 

indented band collar 

Interior: glazed 

Other: long neck 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

indented band collar 

Interior: unglazed 

tan alkaline-glazed 

stoneware indented band 

collar 

Interior: unglazed 

Handle type: strap 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

handle 

Interior: unglazed 

Handle type: strap 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 

Other: attachment, marked "C, 

upside down 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

handle 

Interior: glazed 

Handle type: lug 

Handle width: >9cm 

Manufacturing Technique: straight 

wheel made 

light green 
alkaline-glazed stoneware 

handle 

Interior: unglazed 

Handle type: lug 

Handle width: 8-9cm 

Manufacturing Technique: straight 

wheel made 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

handle 

Interior: glazed 

Handle type: lug 

Handle width: 7-8cm 

Manufacturing Technique: straight 

wheel made 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Interior: glazed 

Handle type: lug 

Handle width: 8-9cm 

Manufacturing Technique: straight 

wheel made 

1.0 :43 2 

1.0 :44 1 

1.0 :45 1 

1.0 :46 1 

1.0 :47 1 

1.0 :48 7 

1.0 :49 1 

1.0 :50 5 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Interior: glazed 

Handle type: lug 

Handle width: 6-7cm 

Manufacturing Technique: straight 

wheel made 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Interior: glazed 

Handle type: lug 

Handle width: <6cm 

Manufacturing Technique: straight 

wheel made 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

fragment 

Interior: glazed 

Handle type: lug 

Manufacturing Technique: straight 

wheel made 

Other: stamped "333" (MMM?) 

brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

handle fragment 

Handle type: lug 

Manufacturing Technique: straight 

wheel made 

Other: stamped "33" (MM?) 

brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

handle fragment 

Handle type: lug 

Manufacturing Technique: straight 

wheel made 
Other: possible coggle wheel (j) 

mark, or "burn out" 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

handle fragment 

Interior: glazed 

Handle type: lug 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

fragment 

Interior: glazed 

Handle type: lug 

Rim type: plain, everted with lid 

ledge 
green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

fragment 

Handle type: lug 

Rim type: rolled everted 

Other: (2 mend) 



1 

6 

2 

2 

1 

3 

1 

7 

4 

1 

3 

13 

brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

handle fragment 

Handle type: lug 

Rim type: rolled everted 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

fragment 

Handle type: lug 
Other: 2 mend 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

rim 

Interior: glazed 

Rim type: flat 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware rim 

Interior: glazed 

Rim type: plain, everted 

with lid ledge 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware rim 

Interior: glazed 

Rim type: rolled 

Other: blurred circular punctate 

mark, jar 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

rim 

Interior: glazed 

Rim type: rolled 

brown alkaline-glazed 

stoneware rim 

Interior: glazed 

Rim type: rolled 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

rim 

Interior: glazed 

Rim type: rolled 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware rim 

Interior: glazed 

Rim type: rolled 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware rim 

Interior: glazed 

Rim type: flat 

Other: chamber pot 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

rim 

Interior: glazed 

Rim type: flat rolled 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware rim 

Interior: glazed 

Rim type: flat rolled 

6 

3 brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 
rim 

Interior: glazed 
1 0 :64 4 light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 
base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 18cm 
10 :65 1 light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 18cm 
Wirecut? yes 

1.0 :66 1 light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 18cm 

Wirecut? no 

1.0 :67 1 light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 14cm 

Wirecut? no 

Other: incised line 4.5 cm above 

bottom 

1.0 :68 5 light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 14cm 

W irecut? no 

1.0 :69 1 light green 
alkaline-glazed stoneware 

base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 10cm 

Wirecut? no 

1.0 :70 1 green alkaline-glazed 
stoneware base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 18cm 

Wirecut? yes 

1.0 :71 4 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 18cm 

Wirecut? no 

10 :72 4 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 14cm 

Wirecut? no 



grayish green 10 ,gl j 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 
base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 20cm 

Wirecut? no 

brown alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 10 S'7 1 
Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 20cm 
Wirecut? no 

Other: wide, deep incised band 4 

cm above bottom ] q ;83 i 

brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 18cm 

Wirecut? no 

Other: reddish brown 

interior i.o ;84 1 

brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: buff 

Base measurement: 14cm 

Wirecut? no 

brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware base 1.0 :85 2 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 

10-14cm 

Wirecut? no 

Other: circular impression on 

bottom 1.0 :86 1 

brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: buff 

Base measurement: 

10-14cm 

Wirecut? no 

Other: circular impression on 

bottom 
brown unidentified glazed 1.0 :87 1 

stoneware base 

Interior: buff 

Base measurement: 

10-14cm 

Wirecut? no 

unidentifiable burned 10 :88 1 

stoneware base 

Interior: unglazed 

Wirecut? yes 

Other: 2 mend 

brown alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 
14-18cm 
Wirecut? no 

Other: over fired metallic glaze 

brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware base fragment 

Interior: glazed 

Wirecut? yes 

Other: over fired metallic glaze 

grayish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 
base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 

10-14cm 

Wirecut? yes 

grayish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 

14-18cm 

Wirecut? no 

grayish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 20cm 

Wirecut? no 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 

10-14cm 

Wirecut? no 

Other: circular impression on 

bottom, glaze almost white 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 14cm 

Wirecut? yes 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 

14-18cm 

Wirecut? no 



1 

6 

5 

3 

2 

6 

1 

6 

1 

1 

8 
light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 
base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 20cm 

Wirecut? no 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 
base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 18cm 

Wirecut? no 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 
base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 14cm 

Wirecut? no 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 

14-18cm 

Wirecut? yes 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 
Interior: glazed 
Base measurement: 14cm 

Wirecut? no 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 18cm 

Wirecut? no 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base fragment 

Interior: glazed 

Wirecut? no 

Other: fragment 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 20cm 

Wirecut? no 

brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 

14-18cm 

Wirecut? no 

brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 18cm 

Wirecut? no 

1.0 :99 15 

1.0 :100 

1.0 :101 1 

1.0 :102 1 

1.0 :103 1 

1.0 :104 1 

1.0 :105 1 

1.0 :106 1 

1.0 :107 

1.0 :108 10 

1.0 :109 1 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 
body 

Interior: glazed 

Wirecut? no 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 

Wirecut? no 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 

Wirecut? no 

Other: 3 thin, lightly incised lines 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 

Wirecut? no 

Other: 1 wide, deeply incised line at 
neck 

brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

body 
Interior: glazed 

Wirecut? no 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

body 

Interior: unglazed 

Wirecut? no 

Other: marked "C" underlined, 

incised 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 
body 

Interior: unglazed 

Wirecut? no 

Other: possibly marked "7", incised 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: unglazed 

Wirecut? no 

Other: marked "V", 

incised 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

body 

Interior: unglazed 

Wirecut: 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: unglazed 

Wirecut? no 

tan alkaline-glazed 
stoneware body 

Interior: unglazed 

Wirecut? no 



9 
1.0 :110 1 

1.0 :111 

1.0 :112 

1.0 :113 

1.0 :114 1 

1.0 :115 1 

1.0 :116 1 

1.0 
1.0 

: 117 

: 118 

brown alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: unglazed 

Wirecut? no 

Other: over fired metallic glaze 

brown unidentified glazed 
stoneware body 
Interior: glazed 

Wirecut? no 

Other: reddish brown 
interior 

brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: unglazed 

Wirecut? no 

brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: buff 

unglazed stoneware body 

Interior: unglazed 

blue transfer printed 

pearlware 

body sherd 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware 

tobacco pipe 

fragment 

wrought square nail 

iron axe head 

Provenience: 201.1 Unit 201, level 1 

201.1 :1 

201.1 :2 

201.1 :3 

201.1 :4 

201.1 :5 

201.1 :6 

12 

16 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware rim 

Rim type: rolled 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

body 

Interior: glazed 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

body 

Interior: unglazed 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: unglazed 

brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 

Other: dark reddish brown interior 

201.1 ;7 16 brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware body 

201.1 :8 
Interior: light 

201.1 :8 6 residual stoneware sherd 
201.1 :9 10 unidentifiable burned 

stoneware sherd 
201.1 :10 0 4.44 kg brick 

Provenience: 201.2 Unit 201, level 2 

201.2 :1 1 light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 
rim 

Rim type: rolled 
201.2 :2 3 light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 
body 

Interior: unglazed 
201.2 :3 2 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: unglazed 
201.2 :4 11 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 
201.2 :5 1 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware rim 

Rim type: rolled 

201.2 :6 1 brown unidentified glazed 
stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 

Other: green alkaline glazed 

interior 

201.2 :7 1 brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: light 

201.2 :8 1 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware ringed collar 

201.2 :9 18 unidentifiable burned 

stoneware sherd 

201.2 .10 0 5.97 kg brick 

Provenience: 202.1 

202.1 :1 1 

202.1 :2 1 

202.1 :3 2 

Unit 202, level 1 

brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

rim 

Rim type: flat rolled 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware rim 

Rim type: flat rolled 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

body 

Interior: unglazed 



202.1 :4 5 

202.1 :5 6 

202.1 :6 4 

202.1 :7 1 

202.1 :8 6 

202.1 :9 25 

202.1 :10 1 

202.1 :11 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: unglazed 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 
body 

Interior: glazed 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 
brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware collar fragment 
Interior: glazed 

Rim type: indented band 

brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: unglazed 

unidentifiable burned 

stoneware sherd 

unidentified broken 

rectangular stoneware 

object (saggar) 

3.675 kg brick 

10 

203.2 :2 

203.2 :3 

203.2 :4 

203.2 :5 

203.2 :6 

203.2 :7 

203.2 :8 

203.2 :9 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 
body 

Interior: unglazed 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 
2 brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 

Other: green alkaline glazed 
interior 

1 brown unidentified glazed 
stoneware body 
Interior: buff 

2 brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: light 

1 brown unidentified glazed 
stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 

unidentifiable burned 

stoneware sherd 
32.6 g burned glaze 

2-395 kg brick 

Provenience: 203.1 

203.1 :1 1 

203.1 

203.1 :3 

203.1 :4 

203.1 

203.1 :6 

203.1 :7 

203.1 

Unit 203, level 1 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

base fragment 

Interior: glazed 

1 light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

body 

Interior: unglazed 

2 light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

body 

Interior: glazed 

2 brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

body 

Interior: glazed 

3 brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: light 

1 brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 

3 unidentifiable burned 

stoneware sherd 

0 910.0 brick 

Provenience: 203.3 Unit 203, level 3 

203.3 :1 1 brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 
base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 

10-14cm 

203.3 :2 1 brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 14cm 

203.3 :3 1 brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 

14-18cm 

203.3 :4 1 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 18cm 

Other: incised line 2.5 cm above 

bottom 

203.3 :5 1 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base fragment 

203.3 :6 1 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware rim 

Rim type: rolled 

Provenience: 203.2 Unit 203. level 2 

203.2 :1 1 light green 



1 1  
203.3 :7 

203.3 :8 

203.3 :9 

203.3 :10 

203.3 :11 

203.3 :12 

203.3 :13 

1 light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 
body 

Interior: unglazed 

4 light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 
body 

Interior: glazed 

1 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: unglazed 

15 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 

4 brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

body 

Interior: glazed 

1 brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware indented band 

collar fragment 

1 brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware handle 

Interior: glazed 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 3-4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

204.1 :2 

204.1 :3 

204.1 :4 5 

204.1 :5 3 

204.1 :6 22 

204.1 :7 3 

on 

203.3 :14 1 brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: buff 204.1 :8 

203.3 :15 3 

Other: 

brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 

dark reddish brown interior 

204.1 :9 

203.3 :16 8 brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: light 

204.1 :10 

203.3 :17 1 

Other: 

brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 

green alkaline glaze interior 

204.1 :11 

203.3 :18 12 unidentifiable burned 

stoneware sherd 

203.3 :19 0 33.2 burned glaze 

Other: burned glaze 

204.1 :12 

203.3 :20 3 

Other: 

white plastic fragment 

white plastic 

203.3 :21 3 

fragments 
modern beer can 204.1 .13 

fragments 

Other: modern beer can fragments 

Provenience: 204.1 Unit 204, level 1 

^4.1 :1 1 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 2-3cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 
on 

green alkaline-glazed 
stoneware rim 
Rim type: rolled 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 
body 

Interior: glazed 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 
body 

Interior: unglazed 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: unglazed 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 

brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

body 

Interior: glazed 

brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: buff 

brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: light 

brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 

Other, dark reddish brown interior 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 20cm 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 

14-18cm 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 

14-18cm 

Other: burned 

">04 1 14 - brown unidentified glazed 
stoneware base fragment 

Other: burned 
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204.1 : 15 2 stoneware base fragment 

Interior: unglazed 

Wirecut? yes 
204.1 :16 25 unidentifiable burned 

stoneware sherd 
204.1 : 17 0 297.3 burned glaze 
204.1 :18 0 225.2 glazed brick 

Provenience: 204.2 Units 202 & 204 selective 

collection 
204.2 :1 1 light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

indented band collar 
204.2 ;2 1 brown unidentified-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 3-4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 

204.2 :3 1 brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware neck fragment 

204.2 :4 1 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

attachment 

Interior: glazed 

Handle type: lug 

204.2 :5 1 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

fragment 

Interior: glazed 

Handle type: lug 

204.2 :6 1 brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware rim 

Rim type: everted with 

lid ledge 

204.2 :7 1 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware rim 

Interior: glazed 

Rim type: everted with 

lid ledge 

204.2 :8 1 light green 
alkaline-glazed stoneware 

base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 14cm 

204.2 :9 1 alkaline-glazed stoneware 

base 
Base measurement: 20cm 

204.2 :10 1 brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware base 

Base measurement: 

10-14cm 

204.2 :11 1 stoneware base fragment 
204.2 :12 3 light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 
body 

Interior: unglazed 
204.2 :13 1 light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 
body 

Interior: glazed 
204.2 :14 11 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: unglazed 
204.2 :15 12 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 
204.2 :16 2 brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

body 

Interior: glazed 
204.2 :17 1 brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 
204.2 :18 11 unidentifiable burned 

stoneware sherd 

204.2 :19 0 89.6 glazed brick 

204.2 :20 0 188.6 burned glaze 

204.2 :21 1 light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

Other: possible draw trial, 3.4 cm 

wide, 1 cm thick, rectangular, wheel 

thrown 

Provenience: 205.1 Unit 205, level 1 

205.1 :1 2 light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

handle 

Interior: unglazed 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 3-4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 

Other: mend 

205.1 :2 1 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Interior: unglazed 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 3-4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 

205.1 :3 1 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Interior: glazed 

Handle type: lug 

fragment 
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205.1 :4 

205.1 :5 

205.1 :6 

205.1 :7 

205.1 :8 

205.1 :9 

205.1 :10 

205.1 :11 

205.1 .12 

205.1 :13 

205.1 :14 

205.1 :15 

205.1 :16 

205.1 :17 

205.1 :18 

25 

10 

brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

indented band collar 

fragment 

Interior: glazed 

brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware indented band 

collar fragment 

Interior: glazed 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware rim 

Interior: unglazed 

Rim type: rolled 

brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

rim 

Interior: glazed 

Rim type: rolled 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware rim 

Interior: glazed 

Rim type: flat rolled 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 18cm 

brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware base 

Base measurement: 10cm 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base fragment 

Interior: glazed 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

body 

Interior: unglazed 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

body 

Interior: glazed 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: unglazed 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 

brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

body 

Interior: glazed 

brown alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 

grayish green 
alkaline-glazed stoneware 

body 

Interior: glazed 

Other: 4-6 mm thick 

205.1 :19 

205.1 :20 11 

205.1 :21 

205.1 :22 36 

205.1 :23 1 

brown unidentified glazed 
stoneware body 
Interior: glazed 

Other: dark reddish brown interior 

brown unidentified glazed 
stoneware body 
Interior: light 

brown unidentified glazed 
stoneware body 

Interior: buff 

unidentifiable burned 

stoneware sherd 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware 
Other: possible draw trial, 3.5 cm 

wide, .8 cm thick, rectangular, 
wheel thrown 

Provenience: 

206.1 :1 

206.1 :2 

206.1 :3 

206.1 :4 

206.1 :5 

206.1 Unit 206, level 1 

13 light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: <3cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 

6 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: <3cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 

1 tan alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: <3cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 
2 brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: <3cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

21 light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 3-4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 
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206.1 :6 19 

206.1 :7 12 

206.1 10 

206.1 :9 

206.1 :10 

206.1 :11 

206.1 :12 

206.1 :13 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 3-4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 
on 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: >4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 
on 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: >4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 

brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 3-4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

handle 

Interior: glazed 

Handle type: strap 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 

Other: attachment 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Interior: unglazed 

Handle type: strap 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 

Other: attachment 
green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Interior: glazed 

Handle type: strap 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 

Other: attachment 

light green 
alkaline-glazed stoneware 

handle 

Interior: glazed 

Handle type: lug 

Handle width: 7-8cm 

Manufacturing Technique: straight 

wheel made 

Other: attached along full length 

206.1 :14 1 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Interior: glazed 

Handle type: lug 

Handle width: <6cm 

Manufacturing Technique: straight 

wheel made 
Other: attached along full length 

206.1 :15 5 light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

handle fragment 

Handle type: lug 

206.1 :16 11 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

fragment 

Handle type: lug 

206.1 :17 6 brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

handle fragment 

Handle type: lug 

206.1 :18 1 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware ringed collar 

Other: long neck 

206.1 :19 1 green alkaline-glazed 
stoneware ringed collar 

Interior: unglazed 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 3-4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 

206.1 :20 1 light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

spout 

Interior: glazed 

206.1 :21 20 light green 
alkaline-glazed stoneware 

indented band collar 

fragment 

206.1 :22 20 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware indented band 

collar fragment 

206.1 :23 2 brown unidentified glazed 
stoneware indented band 

collar fragment 

206.1 :24 1 light green 
alkaline-glazed stoneware 

neck 

206.1 :25 12 light green 
alkaline-glazed stoneware 

base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 

10-14cm 

Wirecut? no 
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206.1 :26 1 

206.1 :27 

206.1 :28 

206.1 :29 

206.1 :30 1 

206.1 :31 

206.1 :32 

206.1 :33 

206.1 :34 1 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 

14-18cm 

Wirecut? no 
Other: marked "J j" (double vertical 

slash marks), just above bottom 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 20cm 
Wirecut? no 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 18cm 

Wirecut? no 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 

14-18cm 

Wirecut? no 

tan alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 

14-18cm 

Wirecut? no 

Other: 14-18 cm 

light green 
alkaline-glazed stoneware 

base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 

14-18cm 

Wirecut? no 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 

10-14cm 

Wirecut? no 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 

14-18cm 

Wirecut? no 
green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: glazed 
Base measurement: 24cm 

Wirecut? no 

Other: a layer of broken cobalt blue 

glass under a layer of glaze inside 

bottom 

206.1 :35 1 

206.1 :36 2 

206.1 :37 1 

206.1 :38 5 

206.1 :39 1 

206.1 :40 18 

206.1 :41 37 

206.1 :42 17 

206.1 :43 4 

206.1 :44 8 

206.1 :45 

206.1 :46 1 

206.1 :47 1 

206.1 :48 1 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 
rim 

Rim type: canted 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware rim 

Rim type: plain 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

rim 

Rim type: rolled 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware rim 

Rim type: rolled 

brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

rim 

Rim type: rolled 
light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

rim 

Rim type: flat rolled 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware rim 

Rim type: flat rolled 

brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

rim 

Rim type: flat rolled 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

rim 

Rim type: rolled, everted 

with lid ledge 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware rim 

Rim type: rolled, everted 

with lid ledge 

brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

rim 

Rim type: rolled, everted 

with lid ledge 

stoneware rim 

Rim type: canted 

Other: unglazed earthenware 

canted rim 
brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware rim 

Interior: buff 

Rim type: flat rolled 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

body 

Interior: glazed 



16 

206.1 :49 1 light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 
body 

Interior: unglazed 

206.1 :50 1 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 

206.1 :51 3 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 

Other: thin, lightly incised lines 

206.1 :52 3 brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

body 

Other: thin, lightly incised lines 

206.1 :53 1 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Other: possible slash (/) mark, or 

"burn out" 

206.1 :54 2 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Other: possible "C mark incised 

206.1 :55 3 brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 

Other: green alkaline glazed 

interior 

206.1 :56 2 brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: unglazed 

206.1 :57 1 brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: buff 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware 

Other: fused mass of sherds 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 

14-18cm 

Wirecut? no 

206.1 :60 1 gi"een alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 

14-18cm 

Wirecut? yes 

206.1 :61 1 brownish green 
alkaline-glazed stoneware 

base 
Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 

14-18cm 

Wirecut? no 

206.1 :58 0 68.0 

206.1 :59 

206.1 :62 2 brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 20cm 

Wirecut? no 

206.1 :63 1 brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 
base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 24cm 

Wirecut? yes 

206.1 :64 1 light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 

10-14cm 

Wirecut? no 

206.1 :65 1 tan alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 

10-14cm 

Wirecut? yes 

206.1 :66 3 green alkaline-glazed 
stoneware base fragment 

Interior: glazed 

Wirecut? no 

206.1 :67 I green alkaline-glazed 
stoneware rim 

Rim type: everted with 

lid ledge 

206.1 :68 2 light green 
alkaline-glazed stoneware 

base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 14cm 

Wirecut? no 

206.1 :69 1 green alkaline-glazed 
stoneware base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 14cm 

Wirecut? no 

206.1 :70 1 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 14cm 

Wirecut? no 

206.1 :71 1 light green 
alkaline-glazed stoneware 

handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 2-3cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 
Other: marked T\ stamped 
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206.1 :72 

206.1 :73 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 
handle 

Interior: unglazed 

Handle type: strap 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 
on 

Other: attachment 

4-0 kg brick 

207.1 :7 27 

Provenience: 207.1 Unit 207, level 1 

207.1 :1 

207.1 :2 

207.1 :3 

207.1 :4 

207.1 :5 

207.1 :6 25 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: >4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 

Other: (2 mend) 

brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: >4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 3-4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 

Other: marked "C', stamped 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 3-4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 

Other: marked stamped 
brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 3-4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 
light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 3-4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

207.1 :8 

207.1 :9 16 

207.1 :10 13 

207.1 :11 

207.1 :12 

207.1 :13 

207.1 :14 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 3-4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 
on 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 
handle 

Handle type: strap 
Handle width: 2-3cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 
on 

Other: marked "5", stamped 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 
handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 2-3cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 
on 

green alkaline-glazed 
stoneware handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 2-3cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 

1 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: l-2cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 

3 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

fragment 

Handle type: strap 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 

3 light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

handle attachment 

Interior: unglazed 

Handle type: strap 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 
4 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

attachment 

Interior: unglazed 

Handle type: strap 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 
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207.1 :15 

207.1 :16 

207.1 :17 

207.1 :18 

207.1 :19 

207.1 :20 

207.1 :21 

207.1 

39 

3 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

attachment 

Interior: glazed 

Handle type: strap 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 
on 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Interior: glazed 

Handle type: lug 

Handle width: 8-9cm 

Manufacturing Technique: straight 

wheel made 

1 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Interior: glazed 

Handle type: lug 

Handle width: 6-7cm 

Manufacturing Technique: straight 

wheel made 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

handle fragment 

Interior: glazed 

Handle type: lug 

Manufacturing Technique: straight 

wheel made 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Interior: glazed 

Handle type: lug 

Manufacturing Technique: straight 

wheel made 

Other: fragment, marked "5", 

stamped 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Interior: glazed 

Handle type: lug 

Manufacturing Technique: straight 

wheel made 

Other: fragment 

brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

handle 

Handle type: lug 

Manufacturing Technique: straight 

wheel made 

Other: fragment 
brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware handle 

fragment 

Interior: buff 

Handle type: lug 

Manufacturing Technique: straight 

wheel made 

207.1 :23 

207.1 :24 

207.1 :25 

207.1 :26 

207.1 :27 

207.1 :28 

207.1 :29 24 

207.1 :30 

207.1 :31 

207.1 :32 

207.1 :33 

207.1 :34 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 
ringed collar 
Interior: glazed 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware double ringed 
collar 

Interior: glazed 
Other: long neck 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

ringed collar 

Interior: glazed 

Other: long neck 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

double ringed collar 

fragment 

Interior: glazed 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware double ringed 

collar fragment 

Interior: glazed 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

indented band collar 

fragment 

Interior: glazed 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware indednted 

band collar fragment 

Interior: glazed 

brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware indented band 

collar fragment 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

neck fragment 

Interior: glazed 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware neck fragment 

Interior: glazed 

Other: long 

light green 
alkaline-glazed stoneware 

base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 10cm 

Wirecut? no 

tan alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 

10-14cm 

Wirecut? ves 
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207.1 :35 

207.1 :36 

207.1 :37 

207.1 :38 

207.1 :39 

207.1 :40 

207.1 :41 

207.1 :42 

207.1 :43 

207.1 :44 

207.1 :45 

26 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 10cm 
Wirecut? no 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 

10-14cm 

Wirecut? no 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 

10-14cm 

Wirecut? no 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 

10-14cm 

Wirecut? no 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 14cm 

Wirecut? no 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 14cm 

Wirecut? yes 

light green 
alkaline-glazed stoneware 

base 

Interior: glazed 
Base measurement: 14cm 

Wirecut? no 

green alkaline-glazed 
stoneware base 
Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 14cm 

Other: single incised line 2 cm 

above bottom 
green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 14cm 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 14cm 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

207.1 :46 2 

207.1 :47 2 

207.1 :48 1 

207.1 :49 2 

207.1 :50 3 

207.1 :51 8 

207.1 :52 1 

207.1 :53 1 

207.1 :54 1 

207.1 :55 1 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 14cm 

Wirecut? yes 

tan alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 14cm 

brown unidentified glazed 
stoneware base 
Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 14cm 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 

14-18cm 

Wirecut? yes 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 
base 

Interior: unglazed 
Base measurement: 
14-18cm 
Wirecut? no 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 

14-18cm 

Wirecut? yes 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 

14-18cm 

Wirecut? no 

light green 
alkaline-glazed stoneware 

base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 18cm 

grayish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 18cm 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 18cm 

Wirecut? yes 

brown alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 18cm 



207.1 :56 1 

207.1 :57 

207.1 :58 

207.1 :59 

207.1 :60 

207.1 :61 

207.1 :62 

207.1 :63 

207.1 :64 

207.1 :65 

207.1 :66 

207.1 :67 

207.1 :68 

207.1 :69 

brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 18cm 
Other: over fired 

brown unidentified glazed 
stoneware base 
Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 18cm 

Wirecut? yes 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 18cm 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 18cm 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 20cm 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 20cm 

brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: unglazed 

Other: mend 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

base fragment 

Interior: unglazed 

grayish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

base fragment 

Interior: unglazed 

brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

base fragment 

Interior: glazed 

Wirecut? yes 
green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base fragment 

Interior: glazed 

Other: fragment 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

base 

Interior: unglazed 

Base measurement: 24cm 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware rim 

Rim type: canted 

stoneware rim 

Rim type: plain 

207.1 :70 

207.1 :71 10 

207.1 :72 33 

207.1 :73 

207.1 :74 13 

207.1 :75 

207.1 :76 40 

207.1 :77 

207.1 :78 

207.1 :79 

207.1 :80 

207.1 :81 

207.1 :82 

207.1 :83 

207.1 :84 

20 

unglazed stoneware rim 

Rim type: flat 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 
rim 

Rim type: plain, everted 
with lid ledge 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware rim 

Rim type: rolled 

brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

rim 

Rim type: rolled 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware rim 

Rim type: plain, everted 

with lid ledge 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 
rim 

Rim type: flat 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware rim 

Rim type: flat 

brown alkaline-glazed 
stoneware rim 

Rim type: flat 

brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware rim 

Rim type: flat 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

body 

Interior: unglazed 

Other: single incised line 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

body 

Interior: glazed 

Other: single incised line 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 

Other: single incised line 

brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

body 

Interior: glazed 

Other: single incised line 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

body 

Interior: unglazed 

Other: large iron "bleed" spot 

brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: buff 
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207.1 :85 

207.1 :86 

i Drown unidentified glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 

Other: green alkaline glazed 
interior 

1 brown unidentified glazed 
stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 

1.0 :5 

SITE: 9WG87 

Provenience: 1.0 General surface 

1-0 :1 1 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware rim 

Rim type: flat 
1.0 :2 1 brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

rim 

Rim type: flat 

1.0 :3 4 tan alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

1.0 :4 1 brown alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Other: 2 incised lines 

SITE: 9WG88 

Provenience: 1.0 General surface 

1.0 :1 

1.0 :2 

1.0 :3 

1.0 :4 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware flattened collar 

Interior: unglazed 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 2-3cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 
green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware double ringed 

collar 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 2-3cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 
brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

everted rim 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 3-4cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 
brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

simple roll collar 

1.0 :6 

1.0 :7 

1.0 :8 

1.0 :9 

1.0 :10 

1.0 :11 

1.0 .12 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 2-3cm 
Manufacturing Technique: pulled 
on 

tan alkaline-glazed 

stoneware simple roll 
collar fragment 
Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 2-3cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 
on 

brown alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 2-3cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 
on 

brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

handle 

Handle type: strap 

attachment 

Handle width: 2-3cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 

brown alkaline-glazed 

stoneware rim 

Handle type: lug 
Handle width: 8-9cm 
Rim type: indented band 

Manufacturing Technique: cupped 

wheel made 
green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware rim 

Handle type: lug 

Handle width: 6-7cm 

Rim type: flat rolled 

Manufacturing Technique: straight 

wheel made 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware rim 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 2-3cm 

Rim type: flat rolled 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 
Other: 2 incised lines on shoulder 

unglazed stoneware rim 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 2-3cm 

Rim type: plain rolled 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 
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tan alkaline-glazed 

stoneware rim 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 4-5cm 

Rim type: plain rolled 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 
on 

brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

rim 

Handle type: lug 

Handle width: 7-8cm 

Rim type: flat rolled with 

lid ledge 

Manufacturing Technique: straight 
wheel made 

brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 
rim 

Rim type: flat rolled 

Other: 3 incised lines on shoulder 

brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

rim 

Interior: glazed 

Handle type: strap 

Handle width: 2-3cm 

Rim type: flat rolled 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware rim 

Interior: glazed 

Handle width: 3cm 

Rim type: flat rolled 

brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

base 

Base measurement: 

14-18cm 

Other: grave marker, glazed from 

bottom to 3 cm up wall 

unglazed stoneware base 

Base measurement: 

20-24cm 

Other: grave marker, ring on base 

from stacking 
unglazed stoneware rim 

Rim type: indented band 

Other: unidentified vessel form 

(flower pot?) 
green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Base measurement: 14-28 

cm 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Base measurement: 14cm 

1.0 :23 

1.0 :24 

1.0 :25 

1.0 :26 

1.0 :27 

1.0 :28 

1.0 :29 

1.0 :30 

1.0 :31 

1.0 :32 

1.0 :33 

1.0 :34 

1.0 :35 

1.0 :36 

1.0 :37 

1.0 :38 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Base measurement: 24cm 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Handle type: lug 

Handle width: 6-7cm 

Manufacturing Technique: straight 

wheel made 

brown alkaline-glazed 
stoneware rim 

Rim type: plain banded 
brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

rim 
Rim type: rolled with lid 
ledge 

brown alkaline-glazed 
stoneware rim 

Rim type: flat rolled 
brownish green 
alkaline-glazed stoneware 
rim 

Rim type: flat rolled 

unglazed stoneware body 

light green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

body 

Interior: glazed 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: unglazed 

green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 

Other: 2 mend 

brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

body 

Interior: unglazed\ 

brown alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 

brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 

unglazed stoneware body 

Interior: buff 

unglazed earthenware 

rim 

Interior: unglazed 

Rim type: plain banded 

Other: wavy combing on rim band 

unidentified round 

stoneware object 

Interior: unglazed 
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1.0 :39 1 unidentified glazed 

stoneware object 
Other: draw trial? 

1.0 :40 0 596.3 glazed brick 

SITE: 9WG89 

1.0 :14 

1.0 :15 

brown alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 

Other: 2 incised lines 

brown unidentified glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 

Provenience: 1.0 General Surface 
1.0 :1 1 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware handle 

Handle type: lug 

Handle width: 2-3cm 

Manufacturing Technique: pulled 

on 

1.0 :2 1 brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

rim 

Rim type: rolled with lid 

ledge 

1.0 :3 1 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 

10-14cm 

Wirecut? yes 

1.0 :4 1 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base 

Interior: glazed 

Base measurement: 

14-18cm 

Wirecut? yes 

1.0 :5 1 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware base fragment 

1.0 :6 1 unglazed stoneware rim 

Rim type: rolled 

1.0 :7 1 unglazed stoneware body 

1.0 :8 3 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: unglazed 

1.0 :9 3 green alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 

1.0 :10 1 tan alkaline-glazed 

stoneware body 

Interior: unglazed 

1.0 :11 1 brownish green 

alkaline-glazed stoneware 

body 

Interior: unglazed 

1.0 :12 1 brown alkaline-glazed 1.0 :12 1 
stoneware body 

Interior: unglazed 

1.0 :13 1 brown alkaline-glazed 1.0 :13 1 
stoneware body 

Interior: glazed 


