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INTRODUCTION

In order to clarify the purpose of this body of work, it is important to first recognize that
it is neither a historic structures report, a detailed study of a particular building’s fabric and
physical evolution, nor is it a comprehensive landscape study. The intent of this work is to
provide insight based on an analysis of scholarship pertaining to landscapes of American slavery
and reveal how themes found within the readings are able to further define the landscape of
enslavement at the Historic Brattonsville site. Ultimately, it is my hope that the information
presented here will contribute to the interpretive plan at Historic Brattonsville and the more
general scope of knowledge concerning the relationship of American slavery to the built
environment.

Although the most obvious physical remnants of slavery can be found throughout the
Southeast, the system itself is comprehensively American at its root. Brattonsville, despite its
location in the rural South Carolina Piedmont, was not built and did not operate in isolation.
Instead, it functioned within a larger system of social and economic relationships on both a
national and international scale. With the introduction of Eli Whitney’s cotton gin in 1793, in
tandem with the growing demand for cotton in both national and international markets,
growing cotton became quite profitable in the Upcountry of South Carolina and in the greater
Southeastern region as a whole throughout the 19'" century. ! Subsequently, the demand for
land and labor erupted in what historian Sven Beckert describes as a “cotton rush” in which
settlers from the upper and coastal South pushed westward into the frontier territories of

Piedmont South Carolina and Georgia, intent on becoming the newest generation of southern

1 Ernest M. Lander Jr., The Textile Industry in Antebellum South Carolina (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State

University Press, 1969), 3-12.
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gentry.2 The Brattons were among the first of this early wave of settlement, relocating from
western Virginia to land which would later become York County, South Carolina. Colonel William
Bratton would become one of the region’s first successful planters, purchasing 200 acres of land
along the South Fork of Fishing Creek in 1766.3 By 1790, Bratton owned twelve slaves, granting
him elite status within the Upcountry and that of lower gentry in South Carolina as a whole.?

In the introduction to Slavery’s Capitalism, editors Sven Beckert and Seth Rockman
attest to the southern plantation’s indispensable role in the development of economies outside
of the American Southeast. They quote the New England minister Orpheus Lanphear’s
description of slavery in the 1850s as “a huge serpent menacing Northern Capital, Trade, and
Manufactures: its hiss was heard in the Stock-market, and in the Counting-house, making the
very Ledgers tremble in their cases. It was audible in the whirl of every spindle, and the vibration
of every loo, in the muttering of every waterwheel, and in the whistle of every engine; and rang
its menace along the edge of the ship-carpenter’s adze.”® Although archival documentation of
the Bratton family’s connection to larger markets for their crops is relatively scarce, remaining
evidence does suggest that much of the Bratton plantation’s cotton as well as that produced
within the county at large was eventually sold at the Charleston market. In her 1994
archaeological study of one of the brick ruins at Brattonsville, Rita B. Kenion makes mention of
this reality, writing:

Early cotton crops of York County were delivered eventually to Charleston, according to

Bratton accounts. An early painting of the plantation shows a road deeply grooved into

the red clay which runs parallel to the present Brattonsville Rd. We can follow the

cotton on the roads in Mills Atlas from Brattonsville to Chester to Winnsboro, roughly
along what is the present U.S. 321. The Brattons hired teamsters to haul their cotton

2 Sven Beckert, Empire of Cotton: A Global History (New York: Vintage Books, 2015), 103.

3 Michael C. Scoggins, A Brief History of Historic Brattonsville (Rock Hill, S.C. York County Culture and
Heritage Museums, 2003), 3.

4 Scoggins, A Brief History of Historic Brattonsville, 7.

> Sven Beckert and Seth Rockman. eds. Slavery’s Capitalism: A New History of American Economic

Development (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2018), 2.
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and any that was ginned for the local farmers and planters. At Winnsboro we lose

specific records, but eventually the cotton went by road, rail or other means to

Charleston. Documents relating to Brattonsville provide the names of a couple of dozen

teamsters who hauled goods, including cotton, for the Bratton plantation.®
While a significant portion of the cotton grown in the South was sent to fuel the growing textile
industry of the Northeast, much was sent abroad. Beckert writes, “The entry of the United
States into the empire of cotton was so forceful that cotton cultivation in the American South
quickly began to reshape the global cotton market...exports to Great Britain increased by a
factor of ninety-three between 1791 and 1800, only to multiply another seven times by 1820.”’
This observation underscores the influence that sites like Brattonsville had on both the
American and global economies, an influence that would not have been possible without the
mass exploitation of slave labor.

While bearing in mind this broad context, we should also consider the means by which
the slave community may have shaped their environment to “lighten their burden of
oppression”.® In his pivotal work on landscapes of enslavement, Back of the Big House: The
Architecture of Plantation Slavery, historian John Michael Vlach suggests that, in addition to
creating cultural responses to their enslavement through food, music, and speech, slaves
responded to the environments imposed upon them by creating informal spaces over which
they presided both communally and individually. Vlach states, “The loose, ad hoc scheme of

preferred paths and gathering places was created incrementally by a series of improvisational

responses to the given landscape rules of white masters. Because similar improvisational

® Study prepared by Rita B. Kenion, Investigation of a Brick Dependency at Historic Brattonsville District:
An Archaeological Study (Submitted to York County Historical Commission York, SC. 1994), 4.
’Sven Beckert. Empire of Cotton: A Global History, 104.
8 John W. Blassingame, The Slave Community: Plantation Life in the Antebellum South, (Oxford University
Press, 1940), 105.
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responses by black people to Anglo-American forms of speech, music, dance, it is not too
farfetched to suggest a parallel development in their responses to their assighed environments.®

By examining the organization of the formal routes taken by members of the Bratton
family and their guests within and around the Homestead House, alternative routes solely
dominated by slaves begin to emerge. Considered together, the pathways taken by domestic
slaves in service of the Bratton family form a series of linked informal spaces, all of which extend
from the figurative heart of the slave community within and immediately around the brick
domiciles and dependency structures. Artifacts uncovered beneath one of these structures such
as tools, toys and the bones of higher quality cuts of meat potentially reveal that those living
within Brattonsville’s domestic quarter were able to modestly improve their daily routines.
While it is possible that the presence of these items can be attributed to the goodwill of the
Bratton family, they are more likely the result of initiatives taken by the enslaved themselves in
subtle yet meaningful acts of resistance to their enslavement.

In summary, the first chapter of this work will serve to situate the Brattonsville site
within the larger context of the development of the plantation system in the 18" and early 19"
centuries, and further examine the growth of plantation sites during those times. The findings
from this portion of the analysis will then be compared with the Brattonsville site. Special
consideration will be taken in analyzing the economic and social forces which may have
influenced the development of the Bratton estate and may have also affected the lives of those
enslaved at the site. Additionally, this study will examine the possible spatial and cultural
reactions the Bratton slaves had to their environment, and the ways which they may have

directly or indirectly resisted their enslavement.

°John M. Vlach, Back of the Big House: The Architecture of Plantation Slavery (Chapel Hill, N.C.: University
of North Carolina Press, 1993), 13.
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The focus of the second chapter is on the sites of Brattonsville directly associated with
the landscape of enslavement there: the dairy and the slave dwelling within the domestic
quarter. Although there is limited information within the Bratton Family Papers which
references the construction of dependency structures on the property, it is still possible to glean
a significant amount of information from these structures. By conducting field analyses and
consulting past archaeological studies of the site, it is possible to uncover information about the
structures’ uses and their relationships to the broader working landscape at Brattonsville.
Currently, the historians and preservationists employed by the York County Culture and Heritage
Museums interpret the two structures as housing slaves whose work both directly and indirectly
serviced the Homestead House. There are certainly narratives from other similar plantation sites
which can attest to the accuracy of this interpretation, as well as analyses completed deeming
the materials used to construct the buildings as well as their orientation to the main house as
significant to understanding their roles within the working landscape. The domestic slave
dwellings were “usually better constructed than the cabins built for the field hands” and
“generally set behind or to the side of the planter’s residence, where they would not contend
with it visually.”'° Both of these findings are likely true with regard to the slave dwelling and
dairy at Brattonsville. Additionally, the extensive use of brick in the construction of these
buildings suggests the possibility that the Brattons wished to associate themselves with the
Virginia planter class, taking advantage of the ample local clay deposits to do so.

Furthermore, this work will examine the ways that these two structures were
assembled. It is my hope that with a thorough analysis of the construction methods, more

evidence will be uncovered as to who may have constructed them, with what tools were the

10 John M. Vlach, Back of the Big House: The Architecture of Plantation Slavery, 20-21.
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materials harvested, shaped and finished, and how and by whom the buildings may have been
used. To summarize, the second chapter of this work will serve to focus the reader on two
structures which are directly tied to the landscape of enslavement at the site, and which offer
insight into the lives of the Bratton family’s slaves.

Finally, the third chapter of this work will focus on the interpretation of the landscape of
enslavement at the Brattonsville site. This will be accomplished by briefly reviewing the history
of interpretation at former sites of enslavement in the United States and gaining an
understanding of where Historic Brattonsville falls within that spectrum. The field of African-
American studies is exceptionally broad and interdisciplinary and has built itself on a rich array
of equally broad and interdisciplinary literature. Although the study of slavery is only one aspect
of this literary foundation, it perhaps represents its core, as the African-American narrative
largely began with slavery. Some of the earliest available insights into the world of slavery
include the recounting of experiences in the autobiographies of Olaudah Equiano (1794),
Frederick Douglas (1845), and Harriet Jacobs (1861). These works were supplemented in the
early 20™ century with the WPA’s Federal Writer’s Project, which collected personal accounts
from former slaves across the country. Although these primary sources offer invaluable
accounts of the tragedy of slavery, when taking into consideration the full breadth of the
development of the interpretation of slavery at historic sites it is also important to acknowledge
the contributions of those who were indirectly effected by slavery or simply engaged in studying
the subject early on. This includes seminal works by authors such as W.E.B. DuBois, George
Washington Williams, as well as the documentation of structures associated with slavery by the
Historic American Buildings Survey. All such authors and organizations have contributed greatly
to the early understanding of the cultural and physical dynamics which the system of slavery

imposed on countless people and landscapes throughout its existence.
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The practice of interpreting historic sites in the United States and the way in which that
practice intersects with the body of slavery-related historical literature developed throughout
the 19" and early 20" century is rooted in racial bias and selective interpretation. Some of the
first sites to be restored and opened to the public were associated with America’s colonial
history, placing the focus of restoration and preservation efforts on sites affiliated with the
founding fathers such as Colonial Williamsburg, Mt. Vernon, and Monticello. Despite sites like
these and many others having a direct relationship to slavery, they were initially interpreted
with little or no reference to the institution of slavery. It seemed that the glorification of these
sites as memorials to a bygone era superseded the telling of truer narratives, ones which
included the lives of the enslaved.

Throughout the middle of the 20™" century and with the advent of the Civil Rights
Movement, many authors and historic sites began to engage in a period of self-critique, wherein
the narratives told were becoming more inclusive, particularly of the narrative of American
slavery. Seminal works such as John Blassingame’s The Slave Community: Plantation Life in the
Antebellum South (1940), John Hope Franklin’s From Slavery To Freedom: A History of Negro
Americans (1947), and Kenneth Stampp’s The Peculiar Institution (1956), would begin to dissect
the system of slavery and reintroduce this thinking into mainstream scholarship. Historians
Kristin L. Gallas and James DeWolf Perry characterize the national neglect of the history of
slavery throughout much of the 20™" century as a “collective amnesia”.!! Despite a turn toward
realizing truer narratives within the literature, many historic sites with direct ties to slavery

would continue to be afflicted by this “amnesia” well into the later part of the 20" century.

11 Max A. van. Balgooy, Kristin L. Gallas, and James DeWolf Perry, ‘Developing a Comprehensive and
Conscientious Interpretation of Slavery at Historic Sites and Museums.’, in Interpreting African American
History and Culture at Museums and Historic Sites (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 2015), 13-23.
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Fortunately, this too is changing. Sites such as Mt. Vernon and Monticello, once infamous for
their narrow interpretations, have dramatically altered their programs to include the history of
slavery and communicate a more honest and complete history of the site to visitors.

In summary, the third chapter of this work will attempt to contextualize the
interpretation of the Brattonsville site within the larger scope of how slavery has been
addressed both within the literature as well as at historic sites. With this contextualization, the
task of improving on the narrative that is currently told to visitors of the site becomes more
feasible. Brattonsville offers insight into two evolutionary histories: the evolutionary history of
the Bratton family and their rise to local prominence; and the evolutionary history of their slaves
and their endurance of an institution which continued to grow and change as their community
did. Historic Brattonsville is distinct in that it features structures which are representative of
each phase of both developmental histories. Though the inclusion of the Bratton family’s
transition from settlers to planters is an important part of the complete interpretation of the
site and one which sets them apart from many others in the South Carolina Upcountry, it is my
intention with this work to illuminate the history of Brattonsville’s slaves. From the relatively
small group which labored for Colonel Bratton, to the extensive community enslaved by his son
John, to the lynching of Captain Jim Williams after the Civil War, Historic Brattonsville’s built
landscape presents an opportunity for visitors to observe and directly engage with a

developmental history of slavery within a single site.



METHODOLOGY

The methodology utilized for the completion of this work includes the collection of data
from primary and secondary historical sources in combination with an analysis of the brick dairy
and slave dwelling at the Historic Brattonsville site. This work draws inspiration from those
authors and practitioners deemed “vernacularists” whose studies seek to shed light on the
landscapes and architecture of the ordinary. In the preface of his landmark work, Folk Housing in
Middle Virginia, folklorist Henry Glassie states, “Architecture studied as an expression of
personality and culture may provide us with the best means available for comprehending an
authentic history.” It is this strive for the comprehension and communication of an “authentic

history” which is the catalyst behind the methodology for this work.



PART I: CONTEXTUALIZING THE EARLY HISTORY OF THE BRATTON FAMILY

It is possible that the most honest position with which to anchor the Bratton family’s
origins in the American colonies is one of contradiction, between visions of prosperity, and the
harsh, unforgiving reality of the frontier landscape. The Bratton family headed west from
Virginia, perhaps aspiring to become the next generation of Southern gentry and found
themselves without an established social structure against which they could mark their
progress. There were no grand manor houses perched on hills as there had been in Virginia,
scarcely even orderly divisions of land.

The Brattons were among many waves of Northern Irish Presbyterians who immigrated
to the American colonies in the early 18" century, predominantly seeking both religious
independence from the Church of England and land of their own. Many like the Brattons
perhaps saw the most opportunity in the lands of the frontier and followed the Appalachian
Mountains southward along the “Great Wagon Road”. Historian James Leyburn writes:

For the entire fifty-eight years of the Great Migration, the large majority of Scotch-Irish

made their entry to America through Philadelphia or Chester or New Castle. With these

towns as their starting point and the western frontier their destination, the immigrants,
as they poured in, found their path of progress almost laid out for them by geography.

The Great Valley led westward for a hundred miles or more; then when high mountains

blocked further easy movement in that direction, the Valley turned southwestward

across the Potomac to become the Shenandoah Valley. From the southern terminus of

the Valley of Virginia, it was a short trip, by the time the pioneers had reached it, into
the Piedmont regions of the Carolinas, where colonists were now warmly welcome.*?

Historical accounts portray these settlers in romanticized terms, with one going so far as to
describe “a God-fearing, Sabbath-keeping, covenant adhering, liberty-loving, and tyrant-hating

race” whose dominant traits “were equality and brotherly love”.? Such portrayals tend to

12 James G. Leyburn, The Scotch-Irish: A Social History (Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press,
1962), 185.
13 C.G. Woodson, “Freedom and Slavery in Appalachian America”. Journal of Negro History 1, no.2.

(University of Chicago Press, 1916), 135-150.
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underplay or omit the role of slavery as the region’s primary labor system. Granted, for the
Bratton family, the reality of their early success in the region as exemplified by later generations,
was certainly in part rooted in kinship ties and their ability to obtain a substantial parcel of
arable land. These, however, were also the realities of other Scotch-Irish settlers. What
distinguished the Brattons from the thousands of others settling in the Upcountry in the middle
of the 18™ century was their use of slave labor at a time when many did not.

Although the extent to which the Bratton family was exposed to the system of slavery as
they traveled throughout the British colonies is unclear, some informed speculation is possible.
Historian Michael Scoggins recounts the earliest mentions of the Bratton family in the British
colonies writing that:

In early 1740 Robert Bratton settled in the Beverley Manor of old Augusta County,

Virginia, in the valley between the Blue Ridge and Appalachian Mountains. Robert was

joined there by James Bratton, probably his brother, and both men acquired large tracts

of land in the area known as “Bratton’s Run” on the Calfpasture River (located in
modern Bath County, VA). Here the Brattons became influential landowners and officers
in the local militia, and among the neighboring Scotch-Irish families with whom they
were closely associated were the Robinsons or Robertsons. Both Brattons and

Robinsons served in the militia during the French and Indian War (1754-1763), and in

June 1756 we find William Bratton, perhaps a brother of Robert and James, listed

among the garrison of Fort Vause in Augusta County (near Christiansburg in modern

Montgomery County, VA).'

Scoggins later makes it clear to the reader that although there is not much documentation
connecting the William Bratton of the French and Indian War with the Colonel Bratton of
Brattonsville, “a family connection is certainly implied by the available evidence.”*® This passage

potentially offers significant insight into the development of the relationship of the Bratton

family with American slavery.

14 Michael C. Scoggins, A Brief History of Historic Brattonsville, 2.
15 Scoggins, 2.
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By locating the Bratton family in the colonies of Maryland and Virginia, it can be
surmised that they would have interacted with the system of slavery at some level. By the
middle of 18™ century, the plantation system had long become entrenched in the hearts and
minds of many in the Upper South. As the Bratton family chaffed between their planter ideals
and the harsh reality of their new frontier environment, so too did the colonies; caught between
the paradox of the freedom-centered idealism espoused by the founding fathers, and the harsh
reality of a dependence on slavery. Author Edmund S. Morgan states that in the last quarter of
the 18" century, “Virginia was the largest of the new United States, in territory, in population, in
influence — and in slaveholding. Virginians owned more than 40 percent of the slaves in the new
nation.”*® In fact, slavery had been a part of the foundation of the colony, present amidst the
earliest settlements well over a century prior to the Revolution. Historian Rhys Isaac offers a
short but effective summary of this complicated history in the introduction of his work titled The
Transformation of Virginia: 1740-1790 writing:

Some of the English, being owners of land and lords of labor, consolidated an eminence

above the rest. When, after a time, they found there was a shortage of their own island

people who were willing to enter into bondage for a term of years in order to be carried
to a continent of supposed opportunity, the would-be masters supplied themselves with

captives from Africa instead. Thus, another people came to live and work on the
Chesapeake shores.!”

Similarly, author Ira Berlin solidifies the role of slavery as a dominating force in the landscape of
colonial Virginia, likening the introduction of slave labor into the colonies to “shot and cannon”
writing, “The transformation from a society with slaves to a slave society began when in 1676
planters smashed Nathaniel Bacon’s motley army of small holders and indentured servants.” He
continues, citing that, “during the 1680s, some 2,000 Africans were carried into Virginia. This
®Edmund S. Morgan, American Slavery American Freedom: The Ordeal of Colonial Virginia (New York.
London: W.W. Norton & Company, 1975), 5-6.

17 Rhys Isaac, The Transformation of Virginia: 1740-1790, (Chapel Hill, N.C.: The University of North

Carolina Press, 1982), Introduction.
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number more than doubled in the 1690’s, and it doubled again in the first decade of the
eighteenth century. Nearly 8,000 African slaves arrived in the colony between 1700 and 1710,
and the Chesapeake briefly replaced Jamaica as the most profitable slave market in British
America.”*®

In many ways the establishment of the colony of Maryland parallels that of Virginia.
Land there was utilized by English settlers to produce massive amounts of wheat and tobacco
largely to be shipped abroad for profit. African slaves were brought to Maryland as early as
1634, less than two decades after those in Virginia.'® Despite Maryland’s introduction in the 17"
century to the already well established African slave trade operating in the Caribbean, the
majority of African settlers were considered to be “Atlantic Creoles” because of their origins in
the larger Atlantic commercial world. “Most came from the Caribbean islands, while some were
born elsewhere in the Americas. Many spoke English, practiced Christianity, and were familiar
with English law and trading etiquettes.”?° However, as the colony began to transition from that
of a settlement toward a plantation-based economy which more closely resembled that of its
neighbor to the south, so too did its reliance on slave labor:

The last decade of the seventeenth century witnessed a profound transformation of

Maryland society and, with it, a change in the character of slavery. In 1689, following a

revolt against Calvert family rule, Maryland planters took control of the colony,

consolidated their grip on political power, expanded their landholdings, and increased

their need for laborers. At the same time, economic and political developments in

Europe disrupted the supply of indentured servants, prompting planters to turn to
African labor, most of it imported directly from the continent.?

18 |ra Berlin, Generations of Captivity: A History of African American Slave (Cambridge, Massachusetts and
London, England: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 2003), 55.

1%paul A. Shackel and Barbara J. Little, eds, Historical Archaeology of the Chesapeake (Washington and
London: Smithsonian Institution Press, 1994), 45.

20 A Guide to the History of Slavery in Maryland (The Maryland State Archives: Annapolis Maryland and
the University of Maryland: College Park, Maryland, 2007), 3.

21 A Guide to the History of Slavery in Maryland, 3.
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In the decades leading up to the Revolutionary War, African slaves were transported to
Maryland at a steadily increasing rate. “By 1755, about one third of Maryland’s population—in
some places as much as one half—was derived from Africa, mostly from the interior of the
continent. The colony became as much an extension of Africa as of Europe.”*?

It is important to recognize that plantations throughout the Chesapeake region
operated at a far different scale from many of those throughout the backcountry and that
although the populations of slaves in colonies like Virginia and Maryland were large, the
majority of those populations were concentrated on the coasts throughout much of the first half
of the 18™ century. It is unlikely that these landscapes and systems served as models for their
own enterprise as they followed the Appalachian Mountains south. Rather, the plantations and
farms which incorporated slave labor in much of western Maryland and Virginia, including old
Augusta county where it was documented that the Brattons “acquired large tracts of land” and
“became influential landowners”, were involved with slavery at a smaller and therefore more
intimate level. 2

This adaptation of the system of slavery to accommodate the frontier landscape of
western Virginia is described by historians J. Susanne Simmons and Nancy T. Sorrells in their
work Slave Hire and the Development of Slavery in Augusta County, Virginia. They write, “The
geography and culture of the Shenandoah Valley helped to define the antebellum agrarian
economy and shape the system of slavery within the context of small 100 — to 200-acre family
farms that typically dotted the landscape.”?* This varied greatly from the plantations of families
like the Carters, Byrds and Lees, whose massive landholdings dominated the late 17" and 18"
22 A Guide to the History of Slavery in Maryland, 3.

23 Scoggins, 2.
24 ).S. Simmons. and Nancy T. Sorrells, “Slave Hire and the Development of Slavery in Augusta County,

Virginia” Kenneth E. Koons and Warren R. Hofstra eds. After the Backcountry: Rural Life in the Great Valley

of Virginia 1800-1900, (Knoxville: University of Tennessee Press, 2000), 169.
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century Chesapeake landscape. Although the landscape of slavery was perhaps not as visually
arresting as the “little towns” described by visitors to larger Eastern Virginian plantations,
slavery did have a strong hold on areas like Augusta County throughout much of its 18" and 19t
century life. % Historian George Rawick writes that “At various times, slaves accounted for
between 14 and 20 percent of Augusta County’s population.”? This large portion of the overall
county population was relatively dispersed as most slave-holding residents of the county owned
five or fewer slaves.”’

Among many of the documented business transactions from the 18" and 19" century in
Augusta County are those which involve the process of hiring slaves from other slaveholders to
assist in seasons of intense labor such as the annual wheat harvest. One example included in
Simmons’ and Sorrells’ work is an entry in the diary of the Reverend Francis McFarland in July
1854 which reads, “Finished cutting wheat. Baily Dunlap & a black man of Mr. Eidson’s and
Lewis Cradling & two boys of Mr. Eidson’s one of Mr. Lightner Mr. Argenbright & Major Vines &
Robert Raking & Bundling; paid out $4 % Dolls.”?® This diary entry and its acknowledgement of
both whites and blacks working together exists in complete contrast to the almost wholly
segregated labor forces of the plantations along the coast. Simmons and Sorrells write that, “In
the upper valley, however, freemen and bondsmen continued physically to work together to the
end of the Antebellum era, in a labor system that was less strictly defined along class lines. In an

1845 report, the Lexington Presbytery, which encompassed all the Presbyterian churches of the

%5George P. Rawick, ed, The American Slave: A Composite Autobiography (Westport, Conn. Greenwood
Press, 1972).
26 Rawick, The American Slave: A Composite Autobiography, (1972).
27 ).S. Simmons, “They Too Were Here: African Americans in Augusta County, Virginia, 1790-1865.”
(Master’s Thesis, James Madison Univ, 1994), 31.
28 Simmons and Sorrells, “Slave Hire and the Development of Slavery in Augusta County, Virginia” Kenneth
E. Koons and Warren R. Hofstra eds., After the Backcountry: Rural Life in the Great Valley of Virginia 1800-
1900, 169.
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upper valley (and thus a large percentage of the region’s population), observed that ‘here
yeoman farmers worked alongside their slaves.””?° Unfortunately, the lack of existing
information regarding the Bratton Family’s participation in this form of slavery makes it difficult
to form a definitive case one way or the other. Although the type of “slave-hire” system that
would find its way into the diary of Reverend McFarland or the largely integrated labor systems
recounted by the Lexington Presbytery would not be as common when the Bratton Family
arrived in the first half of the 18" century, it is safe to assume that the foundations for this
system had been securely placed and were quite visible in the region at that time.

The Beverly Manor of old Augusta County, Virginia mentioned in Scoggins’ account of
the Bratton Family’s early settlement history provides some additional clarity about the forces
which may have drawn the Brattons from Maryland and possibly Pennsylvania in the 1740s.
Much of old Augusta County including the land where the Bratton Family would settle was
originally deeded to planters William Beverly, John and Richard Randolph, and John Robinson by
Sir William Gooch, 1% Baronet on behalf of the English Crown in 1736.3° The nearly 119,000
acres of land was then transferred solely to Beverly, who planned to speculate and sell the land
in smaller parcels. Beverly soon after commissioned John Patton, a ship captain from Ulster,
Northern Ireland, to recruit Irish and Scotch-Irish immigrants to settle on his land.?! The
relatively low cost of the land that would later be deemed “Beverley Manor” was quite
appealing to families like the Brattons, looking to establish farmsteads along the Virginian

frontier. Although Scoggins mentions that Robert Bratton would settle in this part of Virginia

2% Simmons and Sorrells, 174.

30Turk McCleskey, “Rich Land, Poor Prospects: Real Estate and the Formation of a Social Elite in Augusta
County, Virginia, 1738-1770", The Virginia Magazine of History and Biography (Richmond, Virginia:
Virginia Historical Society, 1990. 98. 3), 449-486.

31 Emory G. Evans, A “Topping People”: The Rise and Decline of Virginia’s Old Political Elite, 1680-1790.

(Charlottesville, Virginia: University of Virginia Press, 2009).
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with his brothers James and William (believed to be the father of Colonel William Bratton of
Brattonsville), the transition from renters to owners of significant tracts of land would have
required more labor than the three men along with any additional family members would have
been capable of on their own. This information implies that the Brattons were perhaps among
the earlier participants in the slave-hire system in this region of Virginia. Additionally, it stands
to reason that as their landholdings grew, so too did their wealth and the Brattons were
eventually able to purchase their own slaves. If this were in fact the case, it was these slaves and
their descendants who would form the core of the Brattonsville slave community, and whose
labor would sow the seeds of wealth and status for future generations of the Bratton family.
Future research as to the Bratton family’s land ownership and involvement in this system of
slavery in Virginia is required to confirm or deny this possibility.

When the Bratton family first arrived in what was then Rowan County, North Carolina,
seeking safety from frequent Shawnee raids in Virginia, they perhaps were struck by what
author Lacy K. Ford Jr. describes as “a coarse frontier society that was still more frontier than
society.”3? Shortly after their arrival, in 1762 the North Carolina Legislature would create
Mecklenburg County from the western half of Anson County, offering land grants to those
willing to settle in the new territory. The Brattons were among those who would take advantage
of this opportunity. In fact, the colonial government had devised initiatives to encourage
settlement throughout inland South Carolina for nearly three decades before the Bratton
family’s arrival in the Upcountry. Author Rachel Klein writes:

In 1731, Governor Robert Johnson was acceptance of a township plan that called for the

establishment of eleven inland settlements from the Savannah River to the North

Carolina line. The plan provided that bounties and fifty-acre head-right grants be given
to white Protestants who settled in the new townships. Governor Johnson hoped

32 Lacy K. Ford Jr., Origins of Southern Radicalism: The South Carolina Upcountry 1800-1860 (Oxford:

Oxford University Press, 1988), 5.
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thereby to promote the rise of a prosperous inland yeomanry that would serve as
protection to coastal settlers in the event of a slave insurrection or Indian War.

Although the earliest attempts to encourage settlement of the Williamsburg, Kingston, and
Queensboro townships were largely unsuccessful, the incitements offered by the royal
government promising land presented opportunities for financial and social security for many
migrants, including the Brattons. Additionally, this proposed head-right system included the
granting of additional acreage to families with slaves, perhaps granting the Brattons an
advantage over many other settlers in the area.

This was certainly the case for other families, including the prominent Calhouns, who
had similarly migrated from Augusta County, Virginia, drawn to the South Carolina Backcountry
by the colony’s headright plan and “with the advantage of a few inherited slaves.”** One
traveler’s account of the area noted that a planter with “one or two hundred acres” and “two or
three negroes” might “in no long term of years become a man of handsome fortune.”*® It is
worth reiterating that although it is unclear whether the Brattons owned slaves while they
migrated from Virginia into the South Carolina backcountry, their status as “influential
landholders” in Augusta county strongly suggests that they may have. If this were in fact the
case, the Brattons, much like the Calhouns, would have been able to greatly expediate the
process of their becoming prominent figures in the county upon their arrival.

Although it is unknown when exactly William Bratton purchased or perhaps inherited his
first slave, it is clear that he owned at least two, Watt and Polly, at the start of the Revolutionary

War. The story of Watt’s involvement in the Battle of Hucks Defeat, fought between Whig

33 Rachel N. Klein, Unification of a Slave State: The Rise of the Planter Class in the South Carolina
Backcountry, 1760-1808 (Chapel Hill and London: The University of North Carolina Press, 1990), 13.

34 Klein, Unification of a Slave State: The Rise of the Planter Class in the South Carolina Backcountry, 15.
35 American Husbandry, Containing an Account of the Soil, Culture, Production, and Agriculture of the

British Colonies in North America and the West Indies, (London: 1775), 431.
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militiamen in part under the command of Colonel William Bratton and a force of British
provincial soldiers and Tory militia on the morning of July 12, 1780, has been told at the site for
generations. Scoggins briefly recounts the narrative writing:
On the afternoon before Huck’s Defeat, he was sent out by Mrs. Bratton to find her
husband and warn him of Huck’s approach. The Brattons placed a fine tombstone to
mark the graves of Watt and his wife Polly following their deaths in December 1837 and

July 1838, respectively. This tombstone states that both Watt and Polly served the
Brattons faithfully during their lives and served their children with the same fidelity.

136
Five years after Watt’s courageous act, the territory of New Acquisition became York County,
South Carolina, and Colonel William Bratton remained one of its most prominent figures. His
service as one of the county’s first Justices of the Peace, Pinkney District Sheriff, and as a
member of both the South Carolina House of Representatives and Senate all demonstrate his
elevated status within the local community and South Carolina more broadly.

As Colonel Bratton’s role as a leader of the York County community continued to
diversify, so too did the operations of his plantation. Scoggins writes that, “In 1786 Bratton took
advantage of his convenient location at the crossroads and established a tavern and country
store at his home.”®’ The relative isolation of the backcountry from the larger and well-
established markets of the coast perhaps required a degree of diversification in order for
settlers to survive. This is certainly reflected in the wide range of cash crops grown in the region
in the second half of the 18™ century largely supplementing basic subsistence farming. Klein
writes that, “The colony’s extensive river system and the influx of merchants who provided

credit and marketing facilities encouraged the early development of staple agriculture in the

backcountry.”*® Around the time of the Bratton family’s arrival in the 1760s, indigo was a leading

36 Scoggins, 7.
37 Scoggins, 7.
38 Klein, Rachel N. Unification of a Slave State: The Rise of the Planter Class in the South Carolina

Backcountry, 16.
19



backcountry commodity although only the wealthiest of settlers who could afford the initial
investment in the equipment needed for its production could expect profits. Hemp was also
grown throughout the backcountry, and some even as far inland as the fall line produced rice for
export.?® Additionally, tobacco production in the region perhaps foreshadowed the impact that
staple agriculture would eventually have on the development of the South Carolina backcountry
in the 19" century. “In 1768, a Charlestonian noted ‘several large quantities of excellent
tobacco, made in the back settlements, have been brought to this market.””*° In 1770,
Lieutenant Governor Bull informed Lord Hillsborough that, “tobacco, tho’ a bulky commodity, is
planted from one hundred and fifty to two hundred miles from Charleston, where the Emigrants
from Virginia find the weed meliorate as they come south; and they cultivate it now with great
advantage notwithstanding the distance of carriage to market.”*

Wheat production similarly constituted a major portion of the colonial backcountry
economy, and “may well have been the most widely cultivated of any inland crop besides
corn.”* In 1753, John Tobler wrote that “the Negroes [in Saxe Gotha] plant much wheat” and
that settlers had “good mills and take the flour to Charles-town.”** By 1769, the South Carolina
Gazette reported that “the value of flour exported from the colony exceeded that of any
backcountry crop except indigo.”** As the agricultural economy of the frontier continued to
grow, planters like Colonel Bratton likewise continued to look for ways to connect with larger

markets and seize on opportunities that a budding economy based on commercial farming could

provide. Klein writes that, “South Carolina’s backcountry settlers exhibited their growing

3% William Bull to Lord Hillsborough, Dec. 17, 1765, Records of the Province of South Carolina, Sainsbury
Transcripts from the British Public Record Office, XXX, 300, SCDAH.
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interest in commercial agriculture in a number of ways. They located their farms near rivers and
old trading paths that led to the market in Charleston, they called upon coastal leaders to pass

tobacco and flour inspection laws, and they inundated the assembly with petitions for ferries

and road improvements.”*

Among the most valuable information suggesting many settlers’ growing interest in the
transition of an economy largely based on subsistence farming to that of commercial agriculture
is the growth of the slave population in the region. Klein writes that:

In order to expand production and enter the colony-wide trade, a prosperous few were
demanding greater numbers of slaves. During the 1760s, inland residents owned only a
small fraction of the colony’s slaves, but the number was growing rapidly. By 1768,
about one-twelfth of South Carolina’s slaves lived in the backcountry, where they
constituted about one-fifth of the population.®

Just prior to the Revolutionary War, wealthy Charlestonian Peter Manigault commented on the
growing desire for slave labor in the backcountry stating:

The great Planters have bought few Negroes within these two Years. Upwards of two
thirds that have been imported have gone backwards. These people some of them come
at the Distance of 300 miles from Chs Town, and will not go back without Negroes, let
the Price be what it will. And indeed they can afford it, for it is no uncommon Thing
among them to make 150 wt of Indigo to a Hand, and Even at the present price of Indigo
and Hemp, as their Lands cost them little they can well afford to pay 450 (pounds) for a
Negro.*

Indeed, the society which the Bratton family had left in western Virginia centered on the “slave-
hire” practice, perhaps began to seem inadequate as the 18" century came to a close and their
plantation continued to grow. “It is significant that the wealthiest fifth of piedmont estates
included an average of only eight slaves, while the comparable group from the middlecountry

(below the fall line) included an average of nineteen.”*® When the first census was taken in

45 Klein, 19.
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South Carolina in 1790, Colonel William Bratton was listed as owning twelve slaves, placing him
amongst the larger slaveholders in the county.*

Slavery was certainly amongst York County’s earliest and most widely familiar
institutions. When the above-mentioned census was taken in 1790, Colonel William Bratton was
among at least sixteen others who owned ten or more slaves in the county. It was far more
common for slaveholding families in the county to own between one and four slaves. The
majority of citizens were non-slave holders. From a developmental perspective, it is perhaps
appropriate to imagine much of the population’s activity as revolving around the estates of large
landholders. Colonel Bratton positioned his plantation strategically at a crossroads, operating a
general store and tavern out of his home. It is safe to assume that other slaveholders in the
county also diversified their own local economies and likewise offered services to community
members as Colonel Bratton had. Klein relays one such account:

William Williamson, a wealthy planter in the western piedmont, grew corn, hemp, flax,

cotton, and rice in addition to ‘Fruits of all sorts.” In 1766, his peach orchard ‘yielded

near three Thousand Bushel Baskets’, which, according to a traveler, ‘proved of great
use to the poor young inhabitants of that part of the province’. Planters of Williamson’s
great wealth were not the only ones to engage in local exchange. That settlers on

virtually all levels of backcountry society died with debts due to them in book accounts
suggests the extent of interdependency.*®

The most significant use of slave labor in York County at the time of this first census was
that of William Hill’s Iron Plantation. Prior to the Revolutionary War in 1776, Hill received 1000
pounds from the South Carolina General Assembly, and another 7000 pounds the following year
encouraging the construction of a significant iron manufacturing operation in the region.
Historian Louise Pettus states that, “The York County furnace, named Aera, was the first In the
State of South Carolina. In November of 1779, Hayne placed an ad in the Charleston Gazette
49 First Census of the United States: Heads of Families at the First Census 1790. Summary of population, by
districts, counties, and parishes (Camden District, York County. Accessed February 2020), 28-31.

0 Klein, 27-28.
22



announcing that the Aera Furnace was in operation and ready for both wholesale and retail
trade in ‘Salt Pans, Pots of all sizes, Kettles...Skellets, Dutch Ovens...Stoves...and 2, 3, or 4
Pounders with Balls to suit...or any other castings in Iron....””*?

In the 1790, Hill owned 84 slaves, a decrease in number from the 90 slaves confiscated
in June of 1780 by Captain Huck of the British army.>? This demonstrates that although slave
labor was not exploited on a massive scale for the majority of planters in the county at the end
of the 18™ century, the precedent for utilizing slavery on an industrial scale was certainly
present. Following the Revolutionary War, families in the Upcountry like the Brattons were
poised to transition their operations from smaller-scale farms to larger-scale plantations. This
transition, one which would dramatically re-shape the landscape of the region, would be made
possible with the introduction of short staple cotton and the domestic and global markets which
valued it, as well as a more efficient means of processing the cotton crop to farm sites.

Cotton has been grown in the United States since its colonial settling. Author Sven
Beckert writes, “As early as 1607, settlers in Jamestown had grown cotton; by the end of the
seventeenth century, travelers had introduced cottonseeds from Cyprus and Izmir to American
soil. Throughout the eighteenth century, farmers continued to gather knowledge about cotton
cultivation from the West Indies and the Mediterranean and planted cottonseeds from these
regions, primarily for domestic consumption.” Additionally, these channels of knowledge were

fostered by the international slave trade. Many slaves bringing knowledge of cotton cultivation

from abroad were particularly sought after. For example, one account in 1788 documents the

>ILouise Pettus, William Hill’s Iron Plantation (http://sites.rootsweb.com/~scyork/LouisePettus/whill.htm.
2003).
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advertisement of a slave in the United States who was originally from St. Croix as being “well
acquainted with the culture of cotton.”>3

During the American Revolution, domestic demand for imported cotton products was
greatly increased as ties between the colonies and British Empire were temporarily severed. As
a result, planters throughout the Southeast began to transition the focus of their crop
production from tobacco to cotton, a transition perhaps made easier due to the substantial
similarities which exist in the labor- intensive processes of producing the two crops. One early
instance which perhaps foreshadowed the introduction of cotton on a grand scale included
South Carolina planter Ralph lzard giving an order in 1775 “for a considerable quantity of cotton
to be planted for clothing my negroes.”**

Following the war in 1786, international trade with British markets commenced,
encouraging many planters in the South Carolina and Georgia barrier islands to begin producing
sea-island cotton. This variety of cotton was well suited for the production of the “finer yarns
and clothes much in demand by Manchester manufacturers” due to its long and silky fiber.>> As
this type of cotton was only suited for the sandy soils of the coast, it was not taken further
inland in an attempt to establish a similar type of plantation system there. Instead, a different
variety of cotton, one with a shorter staple length with fibers tightly attached to the seeds, was
chosen for the clayey soils of the piedmont. Despite the introduction of the potentially
profitable crop, farmers producing this upland variety of cotton struggled to be involved much

less compete with the highly lucrative markets along the coast as they lacked a means of

efficiently separating the short-staple fibers from the seeds.

>3 Beckert, 101.
>4 Beckert, 101.
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In 1793, this issue was eradicated with the introduction of Eli Whitney’s newly patented
version of the cotton gin. The device allowed for the increase in ginning productivity by a factor
of fifty. Beckert writes that:

Armed with this new technology, cotton production spread rapidly after 1793 into the
interior of South Carolina and Georgia. As a result, in 1795 significant amounts of U.S.
cotton arrived in Liverpool for the first time; none, as best we know, was seized by
customs. As settlers streamed into the region, many of them migrants from the upper
South, the countryside was turned upside down —from a thinly inhabited region of
native people and farmers who focused on subsistence crops and tobacco to one in the
thrall of cotton.®®
While Whitney’s cotton gin helped many farmers to overcome a bottleneck in short-staple
cotton production and in many cases become wildly prosperous, it also exponentially increased
the demand for slaves. Between 1793 and the closing of the international slave trade in 1808,
traders imported an estimated 170,000 slaves into the United States. Additionally, in the thirty
years following the invention of Whitney’s cotton gin alone, a quarter of a million slaves were
forcefully relocated from the less prosperous tobacco producing regions of the Upper South, to
the Deep South, primarily to grow cotton.>” This regional trend is reflected in the growth of the
slave population at the Bratton plantation. At the time of Colonel William Bratton’s death in
December of 1813, his will accounted for twenty- three enslaved individuals: June, Lydia, Peter,
Betsey, Nelson, July, Cloe, Ben, Kitty, Harry, Watt, Polly, Harriott, Butter, Limus, Jack, Winney,
Jim, Archey, Patt, Icey, Moses and Lucy.>® Although it is not possible to locate the exact moment
in time when Colonel William Bratton first introduced short-staple cotton farming to the routine
of his operation, he would become one of the county’s most significant early cotton planters,

and thereby one of its most significant slave-holders. As Colonel Bratton had overseen the

transition of the Bratton landholdings from settlement to that of a moderately sized farmstead,
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it was his son John Simpson Bratton who would oversee the site’s transition from farmstead to
major cotton plantation.

As was the case for many other plantation sites across the Southeast, the expansion of
the Bratton family plantation under the ownership of John S. Bratton and his wife Harriet
coincided with a period of major political and economic change both within South Carolina as
well on a national scale. By the beginning of the 19*" century, many of the post-Revolutionary
generation had developed assumptions about government, power, liberty, and property. Klein
writes that, “They believed that property was essential to individual liberty and that a just
government would necessarily protect the independence of its citizens by safeguarding their
possessions from arbitrary seizure. Fearful of government corruption, they thought that popular
representation, grounded in independent and hence virtuous citizenry, was the best defense
against despotism.”*® These principles from which many new Americans drew from as a source
of ideological inspiration were inherently fraught as they were only extended to a fraction of the
population. Despite the outcome of the Revolutionary War, freedom from an oppressive
governance was not the reality for the enslaved of the newly formed nation.

In South Carolina, slavery played an essential role in determining the political climate.
Despite a broad commitment to slavery the Upcountry and Lowcountry differed greatly in the
form that their new state and national governments should take. “By 1800, slaves in the
Lowcountry (excluding the city of Charleston) composed about 84 percent of that region’s total
population. In the Upcountry, slaves composed 17 percent of the total population.” Additionally,
less than one percent of all Upcountry households included at least twenty slaves, and two-

thirds of all slave-holders help fewer than five slaves.®® Largely as a result of these demographic
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differences, backcountry leaders who were sensitive to their yeoman majority and intent on
shifting the center of state power away from the coast, advocated for democratic reform
intended to be more representative of the independent citizenry. In time, political power would
shift from the parishes of the coast and toward the inland counties, perhaps paralleling the
growth of the state’s population and subsequent continuation of settlement in the middle and
Upcountry regions. This movement of political influence more than likely benefitted planters like
John S. Bratton whose families had established themselves as powerful figures in the region for
several decades.

In analyzing the political climate of the South Carolina Piedmont in the last quarter of
the 18" century and the first quarter of the 19" century, it becomes necessary to also examine
the economic climate of the region. Often developing in tandem, the political and economic
cultures which John S. Bratton entered during the early years of his expansion of the Bratton
plantation should not be undervalued. With the growing popularity of cotton in the new nation
came dramatic shifts in manufacturing practices in states like South Carolina. Among the earliest
ventures in establishing a textile industry was that of the partnership of Hugh Templeton, John
McNair, and Benjamin Waring who introduced the English invention of the spinning jenny to a
factory setting located at Stateburg, Sumter County, South Carolina. ®* One correspondent for
the American Museum wrote in 1790 that, “a gentlemen of great mechanical knowledge and
instructed in most of the branches of cotton manufacturing in Europe (Templeton) had

completed and put into operation ginning, carding, slugging, and two spinning machines of 84

®1 Ernest M. Lander, The Textile Industry in Antebellum South Carolina, 5.
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spindles each, all propelled by water power.”®? Ultimately the enterprise failed due to “new
difficulties because of an unstable and costly labor supply.”®®

It is worth noting that despite having access to slave-labor, as McNair and Waring were
both significant slaveholders, according to their accounts they opted to train and employ slaves
from other plantations to run the machinery. The system failed as the owners of these slaves
withdrew them from the seemingly experimental business venture for unknown reasons. At the
same time, Samuel Slater and Moses Brown also launched their first textile mill in Rhode Island
which proved to be a success, in part ushering in a period of manufacturing growth in New
England. With the introduction of the cotton gin in 1793, many entrepreneurial South
Carolinians instead shifted their attention to the far more lucrative business of growing cotton
rather than manufacturing it.

Despite this temporary pause in the development of South Carolina’s textile industry,
economic pressure brought on by the Napoleonic Wars along with Thomas Jefferson’s Embargo
Act of 1807 would dramatically increase New England’s textile production, and again inspire
some in South Carolina to attempt to establish a successful enterprise. In 1808, the South
Carolina Homespun Company was founded in Charleston, with financial and political support
from Charleston’s civic leaders. In his speech to the crowd assembled for the laying of the
cornerstone of the company’s new factory, South Carolina Federalist leader and former United
States Congressman William Loughton Smith praised the efforts of local businessmen and
emphasized the coming of an era of commercial independence stating:

We have long known that we possess, in the bosom of our soil, inexhaustible resources;

we now know, and feel, that we have, in our own bosoms, a spirit of patriotism to call

forth these resources, and to make them instrumental to the security of our rights and
to the avenging of our wrongs. The shuttle and the loom, operating on the products of

62 L ander, 5.
83 Lander, 5.
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your fields and your flocks, will in this century, emancipate you from commercial

thralldom, as the operations of your arsenals and foundries delivered you, in the last,

from political slavery.®*
Despite widespread support for the Homespun Company in its early years of operation, this
venture too would succumb to a lack of responsible management, a lack of skilled persons
available to operate the machinery, and to competition from English markets. However, the
growing potential for developing a successful and localized textile industry brought on by an
expanding cotton market in the years that soon followed proved to be too great an opportunity
for many South Carolinians as well as entrepreneurs from New England to pass on. Small
operations were opened between 1816 and 1839 in the districts of Laurens, Spartanburg,
Greenville, and Pendleton, finally securing a foothold for the textile industry in the South
Carolina Piedmont. Although many companies like the South Carolina Cotton Manufactory
(1816), Hill and Clarke’s Industry Cotton Manufacturing Company (1819), The Spartanburg
Cotton Manufacturing Company (1835), and the South Tyger Cotton Manufactory at Cedar Hill
(1838) would not succeed due in part to poor management and significant fluctuation in cotton
prices, others such as William Bate’s “Batesville” (1833) and Dr. James Biving’s Bivingsville’s
Cotton Manufacturing Company (1837) would overcome these obstacles and become leaders in
the blossoming industry.®

The 1820s and 1830s were largely decades of agricultural depression for South Carolina.
The price of short-staple cotton had dropped from a high of 32 cents per pound in 1825 to a low

of 8 cents per pound in 1826. The market would recover somewhat in the following years,

topping out at around 20 cents per pound in 1836, only to once again drop below 10 cents for

64 George C. Roger Jr., Evolution of a Federalist: William Loughton Smith of Charleston (1758-1812)
(Columbia, South Carolina, 1962), 378-79, quoting from Charleston Courier, October 31, 1808.
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the majority of the 1840s, in part due to the Panic of 1837.%¢ This seemingly erratic behavior of
the cotton market spurred many planters to begin diversifying the crops that they produced.
Lander writes:
The need for diversification in agriculture and for increased manufacturing was voiced in
1841 by former Congressman James H. Hammond in a speech to the members of the
State Agricultural Society. He concluded that South Carolina could no longer compete
with the Southwest in growing cotton. The state would have to shift to other crops and
develop a live-at-home economy.®’
Among the leaders who would head the words of Hammond and take up the torch left by others
in establishing a successful textile industry was William Gregg. Through prolific publishing efforts
in papers like Charleston’s Courier, often under the pseudonym South Carolina, Gregg advocated
for an increase in manufacturing sites often proclaiming that the business of manufacturing
cotton could prove to be far more beneficial than growing it. He emphasized that the state of
South Carolina possessed numerous natural advantages over New England “with respect to raw
material, cheap water-power site, and a plentiful labor supply of poor whites and slaves.”® In
1847, Gregg would oversee the opening of his own textile mill, the Graniteville Manufacturing
Company, strategically located in the Horse Creek Valley within one mile of the South Carolina
Railroad. With nearly 10,000 spindles and 300 looms operating by 1849, Graniteville was the
largest textile mill in the antebellum South. Graniteville also led much of the nation in
technological advancements within a mill setting such as the installation of gas lighting in the
main plant, a plumbing system for fire protection, and a “specifically designed clock that

required the watchman to visit each room at specific intervals.”®°
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Given these periods of dramatic growth and innovation in South Carolina’s political and
economic culture in the early 19" century, it would have been quite difficult for a planter of
John S. Bratton’s caliber to be unaffected. In fact, it is more likely the case that Bratton was up
to date on these events and engaging with them for the purpose of growing his plantation.
Although it is unclear the exact extent to which the Bratton family participated in the political
divides of the Upcountry and Lowcountry after the Revolutionary War, or if they were aware of
the frequent attempts to spark a new textile tradition in the Piedmont throughout the first half
of the 19" century, it is more than likely the case that the family would have been influenced by
many of these external factors. These factors in turn most likely served to shape the landscape
of the Bratton plantation. Again, perhaps among the most useful gauges to measure the Bratton
family’s level of involvement in the broader political and economic climate of South Carolina is
through their investment in the production of cotton and subsequently, in slave labor. If Colonel
William Bratton had not been somehow tied to the early network of commerce in the
Upcountry, he would not have been able to invest in the expansion of his farm and the
population of slaves who worked it. Similarly, if John S. Bratton had not been associated with
the growing movement of political power from the coast to the inland counties, or with the
demands of the growing cotton economy, he would not have been able to strengthen the
family’s influence within the region, or greatly increase the population of slaves who lived and
worked at the site.

Following the death of his mother and father in 1815 and 1816 respectively and the
subsequent settlement of their estate, John S. Bratton inherited four slaves: Watt, Polly, Nelson,

and Jim. The remaining nineteen had been left to his seven brothers and sisters.”® In her

70 Scoggins, 7.
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preliminary study The African American Community at Historic Brattonsville: 1816-1850,
researcher and author Pat Veasey utilizes both early census information as well as the York
County Tax List to document the chronology of the Bratton family’s slave ownership. In it, she
notes that between 1816 and 1820, John S. Bratton purchased an additional twenty slaves.
Seven years later, the population would again increase to forty individuals, paralleling the
expansion of the Bratton plantation land holdings to 3,540 acres.”* Additionally, this phase of
plantation growth would coincide with the construction of what would later be deemed the
Homestead House Cir. 1823-1826. The Federal turned Greek Revival mansion would serve as the
home of John S. Bratton and his wife Harriet and as the nucleus for the plantation’s operations
until the Civil War. It is from this point in the narrative of the Bratton family that a landscape of
slavery, largely associated with the production of cotton at an industrial scale, would begin to
take shape. The estate inventory taken in 1843 following the death of John S. Bratton
documents his owning 139 slaves, valued at nearly $42,000 making him one of the largest
slaveholders in the region at the time. Throughout much of its life, Brattonsville, as the
plantation would come to be known in the first half of the 19'" century, would not only stand as
a symbol of the Bratton family’s vast wealth, but also as the setting for a community entombed

by the hardship of forced labor.

1 pat Veasey, The African American Community at Historic Brattonsville: 1816-1850 Preliminary Research
Findings (York, S.C.: Museum of York County Culture and Heritage Commission, 2004).
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PART II: SLAVERY AT BRATTONSVILLE AND SITES OF PARTICULAR INTEREST

In the opening pages of John Michael Vlach’s study Back of the Big House: The
Architecture of Plantation Slavery, he cites several cases where freedmen returned to their
former sites of enslavement following the Civil War insisting that they be granted domain over
the land they had previously worked, often for generations. Vlach writes that, “One South
Carolina freedman, after several years of service in the Union Army, did, in fact, return to take
charge of a section of the plantation where he had previously lived and worked. Ignoring
protests of Thomas Pinckney, his former owner, he marched back to his old cabin and from its
porch, rifle in hand, he declared, ‘Yes, | gwi wuk right here. I'd like tuh see any man put me outer
dis house.”””?

This same desire for land ownership coinciding with emancipation and newly found
freedom is again reflected in the collective petition sent to President Andrew Johnson by a
group of former slaves from Edisto Island, South Carolina wherein they protest the returning of
plantation lands to their former owners. In it they declare, “This is our home. We have made
these lands what they are.””® Generally, the available information on the lives of Brattonsville’s
slaves is not extensive. However, by analyzing the landscapes of similar sites, and taking into
account the narratives of the slaves who lived and worked there, it becomes possible to fill in
the gaps as to what the daily lives of the enslaved at Brattonsville may have entailed. Certainly,
among the most vital concepts underlying this portion of the overall analysis is that of the
duality by which slaves existed on plantations such as Brattonsville. On one hand, they worked

within a landscape largely shaped and controlled by their owner. On the other, slaves found
ways to “blunt some of the harsher edges of slavery’s brutality” by claiming portions of the
72 Vlach, Preface.
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landscape for themselves through subtle acts of courageous resistance.”® As was felt by the
freedmen and women in the cases relayed by Vlach, it is more than likely the case that many
within Brattonsville’s slave community developed strong ties to the landscape of their
enslavement and subsequently began to develop alternative spaces for their own survival.

The focus of this chapter will be on the period spanning the early development of the
Homestead site in the 1820s, the peak of plantation activity in the 1840s, and the decline of
Brattonsville roughly a decade before the beginning of the Civil War. Furthermore, this chapter
will largely follow the model of study established by Vlach whereby the landscape of
enslavement is better understood by first analyzing those aspects of the landscape which are
most closely associated with the slaveholder. Vlach supports this tactic stating that, “The
creation of a slaves’ landscape was a reactive expression, a response to the plans enacted by
white landowners. To mark their dominance over both nature and other men, planters acquired
acreage, set out boundaries of their holdings, had their fields cleared, selected building sites,
and supervised the construction of dwellings and other structures.” Vlach continues, asserting
that “Ultimately, the slaveholders’ world would become the raw material with which slaves
would attempt to satisfy some of their own aspirations.””> Throughout the first half of the 19t
century, Brattonsville exhibited a capacity for expansion which far surpassed many of its
regional counterparts. At its operational height under the ownership of John S. Bratton and his
wife Harriet, the site’s black and white landscapes also reached distinctive levels of
sophistication. Despite the former developing largely in response to the latter and relying on a
degree of separateness for its survival, it is important to acknowledge that these landscapes also

depended heavily on one another for their continuation. The white landscape of the planter

74 Vlach, Preface.
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would not exist without the exploited labor of their slaves, and the black landscape of the slave
largely relied on the food and shelter provided, at least in part, by the slaveholder. By better
understanding the relationship between the two forms of landscapes which existed at large
plantation sites like Brattonsville, it also becomes possible to better understand those
landscapes individually. Particularly those which have long succumbed to deterioration or have
been lost, as is the case of countless landscapes of enslavement across the nation.

Throughout the first quarter of the 19™" century, planters across the Southeast began to
solidify their positions as prominent societal figures with the construction of new homesteads.
For many like John S. Bratton, these building campaigns would represent the culmination of
investments in both land and labor by preceding generations. The transition from the relatively
humble dwelling of Colonel William Bratton to the manorial estate of his son was not only
supported by inherited wealth but was also accompanied by a shifting regional perception of the
plantation and planter themselves. Author John Michael Vlach reminds us that “For most of the
seventeenth century, a southern planter was a poor farmer who held claim to about a hundred
acres and owned no slaves.”’® Many traveler’s accounts of the Southern colonies during this
time portrayed planters’ residences as lacking in basic conveniences, often making note of their
very basic construction and the seemingly disorganized nature of their surrounding fields.
According to a 1696 report by English revenue agent Edward Randolph, the way that Virginia
planters would establish their farms was to first:

cut down a few trees and make therewith a little Hut, covering it with the bark and turn

two or three hogs into the woods by it: Or else they are to clear one Acre of that land,

and to plant and tend it one year: But they fell twenty or thirty trees, and put a little

Indian corn in the ground among them where they lye, and sometimes make a

beginning to fence it, but take no care of their Crop, nor make and further use of their
land.”’

78 Vlach, 2.

7 Quoted in Edmund S Morgan, American Slavery American Freedom: The Ordeal of Colonial Virginia, 220.
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Despite the majority of early planter homesteads falling neatly within the descriptive boundaries
of Randolph’s report, by the last quarter of the seventeenth century a small class of planter
elites began to assemble vast land holdings with stately mansions at their center. Estates such as
Bacon’s Castle (Cir. 1665) and Middleton Place (Cir. 1740s) are among the earliest examples of
the sites which largely served to transform public perceptions of the typical plantation from that
of a crude farmstead to a manicured showplace. Vlach addresses this transition by stating that
these places were “No longer just a large farm run with supervised labor, from the middle of the
eighteenth century onward the ideal plantation was a large, tastefully appointed country estate
belonging to a prominent gentleman.”’® Planters in the Chesapeake and Carolinas seeking to
fulfill this new ideal often modeled their estates after those found in England. For example,
Mann Page found inspiration for the construction of his mansion at Rosewell from Cound Hall in
Shropshire and William Byrd 1l “is believed to have based the design of Westover, the great
house overlooking the James that he built in 1735, on Drayton Court, the Northamptonshire
seat of the Earl of Peterborough.””®

In addition to the attempts to emulate the architecture of English manor houses, these
sites utilized their surrounding landscapes to establish a visual hierarchy, placing their
residences at the center. Historian Dell Upton suggests in his essay White and Black Landscapes
in Eighteenth-Century Virginia that the “private plantation usurped in many respects the
functions of the town, and the planter appropriated to himself the prerogatives and the good of
the community.” He continues, stating that “In effect, the plantation was a village, with the

planter’s house as its town hall.”®° As is the case for many important civic buildings such as town

78 Vlach, 5.
7 Vlach, 4.
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halls or courthouses, the planter often chose the highest point within the site to construct their
residence. This strategy however was one among many within a much larger and complexly
designed landscape used by planters to reinforce their positions of power. Upton refers to the
planter’s landscape as being both articulated and processional, stating that, “It was articulated
in the sense that it consisted of a network of spaces — rooms in the house, the house itself, the
outbuildings, the church with its interior pews and surrounding walled yard — that were linked
by roads and that functioned as the settings for public interactions that had their own particular

character but that worked together to embody the community as a whole.” 8

BRATTONSVILLE’S WHITE LANDSCAPE

When analyzing the Homestead House and its surrounding landscape considering
analyses such as those completed by Vlach and Upton, one is able to draw out important
comparisons which help to define the planter’s landscape at Brattonsville. The Homestead
House itself, constructed from 1823 to 1826, stands as both a testimony to shifting stylistic
ideals from the older plantations of the coast to the newer plantations of the piedmont as well
as the resourcefulness and skill of regional construction practices (Appendix A, fig. 1.1). In his
analysis of plantation landscapes across the Southeast, Vlach suggests that the plantation form
of the Tidewater was diffused by a second generation of planters seeking their fortunes in the
piedmonts of Georgia and South Carolina. He supports this notion by dividing examples of the
largest plantation operations into three historically distinct but stylistically interrelated zones.

He writes:

81 Upton, “White and Black Landscapes of Eighteenth-Century Virginia”, 64-65.
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The oldest and generally most prominent plantations were located in a coastal region
extending from the Chesapeake Bay to northern Florida and not more than a hundred
miles inland from the Atlantic. A second concentration of large plantation estates
occupied a fifty-mile wide arc of cotton lands through the middle portions of South
Carolina, Georgia, and Alabama, terminating in eastern Mississippi. A third plantation
zone consisted of the fertile bottomlands of the lower Mississippi Valley, from just
above Memphis to below New Orleans.®?

Brattonsville, located within Vlach’s second zone, offers substantial evidence that its stylistic
development was directly influenced by the estates of the coastal zone. For example, the
estates located in Vlach’s first zone likely inspired John S. Bratton to invest in valuable finishes
for the interior of his house, specifically, the use of expensive paints (particularly reds and golds)
and faux finishes. In the same way that the bright yellows and blues dazzled visitors to
Monticello and Mt. Vernon, the interior design choices at the Homestead House would largely
serve to emphasize the Bratton family’s wealth and their desire to communicate their
heightened social standing to all those who entered. The four-over-four layout of the house split
by a central hallway along with the later additions of the northern and southern wings (Cir.
1840) and two-story piazza (originally added in 1854) beckon to the symmetry and highly
rational formalism of older and more architecturally complex estates such as Westover,
Stratford Hall, and Drayton Hall. Likewise, symmetry is expressed in the orderly arrangement of
dependency structures as they relate to the Homestead House, a tactic employed by countless
other plantation sites to enforce the planter’s dominance over the landscape (Appendix A, fig.
1.2). Vlach addresses this point stating, “The World was, in their view, suitably improved only
after it was transformed from its chaotic natural condition into a scene marked by strict,

hierarchical order. The planters’ landscapes were laid out with straight lines, right-angle corners,
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and axes of symmetry, their mathematical precision being considered as a proof of individual
superiority.”®

Addi