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FOREWORD

This study was derived from a historical survey of thirteen
historical black communities in Montgomery County, Maryland,
located ‘north of Washington, D.C. in the piedmont region. The
survey area was the upper western portion of the county, the
principal area of research and operation of Sugarloaf Regional
Trails, the local historical preservation and planning organi-
zation. Since its creation in 1974, it has workeé for the preser-
vation of Montgomery County's cultural landscape and for environ-
mental education through activities such as conferences, historical
* theme trails guides, and historical research.

Supported by grants from the Maryland Historigal Trust, the
Montgomery County Office of Community Development, and the Maryland
Committee for the Humanities, Inc., Sugarloaf Regional Trails
conducted this historical survey from April, 1978 - June, 1979.
George McDaniel was hired as historian and surveyor. The communi-
ties to be researched were designated by local black people through
their -community organization, the Western Upper Montgomery Citizens
) Organization; Its members in each community led the surveyor to
) important sites and informants. Howard Lyles, President, initiated
much of this community cooperation, and his support is especially
appreciated.

) - ¥
i - 2



‘ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

‘The participation of volunteers was important :to the
success of the survey. In particular, the oral informants.
from the communities were essential to the rich material the
surveyor found. Several who deserve special recognition for
their time and knowledge are: Howard Lyles, Ora Lyles, Ethel
Foreman, Ida Hallman, Florence Hallman, Lemuel Graham, Evelyn
Herbert, Tilghman Lee, and Paul Wilson.” They introduced the
surveyor to knowledgeable people -in the communities, -took him
to historical sites, and shared with him their recollections.

Other volunteers whose work .is greatly appreclated were
students, participants from the county, photographers and the
graphic artist, and others, as named. _

" Karen Sewell, Sharyn Duffin, and a score of paild student
assistants from Rockville indexed the 1867 ex-slave census of
Montgomery County, and Linda Siebert, a volunteer from Galthers-
burg, typed 1it. ' ’ . —
_ Finally, student research assistants hired for the project
-- Wesley Stubbs, Karen Sewell, and Tammy Hoewlng =- contributed
to the history of the sites by their fine research of county
records. Steven Doolittle, cartography intern from the University
of Maryland, created maps of seven historical communities with
the help of the recollections of community residents.

This project would not have been possible without the
assistance of Jo Ann Fox and Tamar Hoewing, who provided the
typing for the entire project, inclusive of this manuscript.
Frederick Gutheim, William Hutchinson, and John Pearce offered
valuable review comments. ' . o i
. Gail Rothrock, Executive Director of SRT, organized the
survey from its inception and supervised its progress. Much of-
the structure and contents of this manuscript are the result of
.her £4me editorial skills. Her encouragement and support of
this and other. efforts to. preserve the cultural landscape of
Montgomery County have benefitted-all of us.

ORAL, INFORMANTS
BIG WOODS:

William and Florence Bell

Cora Campbell

Walter and Idella Craven

Florence Hallman

Ida Hallman

Hester Hamillton

Fred and Jane Stearns ;o

BLOCKTOWN:

Dorothy Curtis
Louise Onley

"
A

v



CLARKSBURG:

Florence Davis
Virginia Gray
Ethel Foreman
Zelma Foreman
Arnold Hawkins
Joe Hawkins
Arthur Randolph
Madessa Snowden
Melvin Wims

JERUSALEM

Beulah Clarke

Cora Harper

Joshua and Fannie Hamilton
Joe and Evelyn Harper
Howard Lyles

Ora Lyles

Charles and Henrietta Moore
William and Cora Moore
Frances Thompson

JONESVILLE:

Betty Genus

Hannah Jones
Virginia Owens

John Sims

Paul and Barbara Sims
Charles Turner

MARTINSBURG:

Lemuel Graham
Evelyn Herbert
George Naylor
John Thompson

MT. EPHRAIM:

Charlotte Ambush
Frances Bowile

Fritz and Polly Gutheim
Clarence Naylor

Barbara Wilson

John Wilson

Paul Wilson

SUGARLAND :

Tilghman and Bessie Lee
Bill Lyles
Richard Lyles



TURNERTOWN¢

Betty Hawkins

Mabel Irvin

Mary Turner.

Mary Turner (daughter)
Susie Turner

SENECA/BERRYVILLE:
James Henry Jackson

WHITE GROUNDS:

Agnes Coates
Mae Coates

Peg Coleman
Lorraine Duffin
Manuel Jackson
Edna Johnson
Georgla ‘Lawson
Mary Naylor
Clara Talley-

VOLUNTEER PHOTOGRAPHERS

Joe Davis
Gary. Krelzman
Anne Lewis

STUDENT TRAINEES

Michael Blade
Ann Fitzgerald
Bill Kelly
Jim Lane.

Phil Mudd

VOLUNTEER PARTICIPANTS FROM THE COUNTY

Michael Blade
Judy Docca
Ann Fitzgerald
Bill Kelly
Jim Lane
Phil Mudd

VOLUNTEER GRAPHIC ARTIST
Tom Riley

Vi

N



OTHER VOLUNTEER PARTICIPANTS

Mary Sue Nunn
John Pearce

PHOTOGRAPHIC CREDITS:

The photographers listed below took the following
photographs. Special thanks are due to Joe Davis and
Anne Lewis for the fine quality of thelr work in printing
then.,

Joe Davis:

Elodie Holmes:

Figures 26, 27, 28, 83.

Anne Lewls:

Figures 25, 3%, 35, 48-51, 72-7%.

George McDanjiel:

Figures 2-# 9, 12-1%, 16-18, 22, 24, 29, 31-33,
58 41-13, %7, 52255, '58.80, 88, 75.

MAP CREDITS:
Steven Doolittle
. Maps 1, 3, 4, 5, 7, 10, 11, 12, 13, 1k,
INSIDE COVER DRAWING:
Harry L., Jaecks:

(Warren Methodist Church, Martinsburg School,
Loving Charity Hall)

SKETCHES :
Lincoln Hoewlng:

Figures 5, 6, 7, 23
(Broom-making machine & Lee homestead),

Ida Fox:
Figure 8 (V-Notch),

77



FURNISHINGS PLANS:
Mary Sue ‘Nunni
Figures 15, 19,
SECRETARIAL ASSISTANCE:

Jo Ann Fox ‘
Tamar Hoewlng

Vi



CONTENTS

Foreword « o« « o s ¢ o o s o o
Acknowledgements « o ¢ ¢ o o« o
List of Illustrations and Maps

SUMMARY AND FINDINGS
Results « « o o &
F:!.ndings « e o o o
Buildings * o o

Social Relationship;

Institutions « . «
Landscape .« « ¢ o
Conclusions .+ « o
Structure of Report

INTRODUCTION o o o o o o o o
Part I.
Chapter 1I.

Historical Overview ,

Historical Setting
African Heritage .
Free Blacks

. .
o osa 0 0o o o'e

Historical Resources

After Freedon:

® & & 0 » ® e & @ L]

from
Establishing

Settlement Patterns

Naming Patterns
Family Structure .

Composition . .
.Sizeoooooo

Kin Relationships

Family and Community

Occupations. . .
Wages e » o o »
Prices « o o o »
Impace of Cost o
Community . . .

Institutions - . .
Churches s o o o
Schools .« &+ o
s

Lodges/Benefit

Chapter 2., Housé Types . .« «
" Introduction . . .

House Form + « « o«

Comparison of Folk

Families

(o]

s
[

Qe & o o
Me o 0o o oo o o e ¢ ¢ o @

(oY

ITie & o

o) .
S e o o

(2]

ct <
oo o ¢ o ho o 0 O o o o o

3

e ¢ ¢ age o0 O o o ¢ o

3

B

o o 0 00 O o 0do o s o o

of

Predominance of Log Houses .,
Methods of Log Construction

Notching and Pegging . .
Methods of Frame Construction

IX

..oog;o..

e, 06 & 6 & & o o e e o

=
v
BH

e o o o o (Do © 0o ¢ 0o 8 0 o o

e ® & o o |(heo o o

ct

e o o 0 o o o o 5 o 0 0 9 o

[

e & 0 08 %o 0o 0 0 08 0 0 o

e o o o ¢ Do s o
o)

ono.uﬁ.o.o...ooo

s @ ®» o o 0 0 o

e o 0o 0o c yfe o o

the.Slavery Era
Identity

o & o o o Qe o & & & & ® @ o o

e o o o /o X'o o o

Page

111
iv

xiii

NN Oy

10



Chapter 2. House Tvpes (Continued)

Slave Houses « ¢ ¢ o s o * & o 8 o

An Examination of Three Slave Houses « o « o o 73
Rock Hall Slave Quarter o« « o ¢ s o o o o o 73
Inverness Slave Quarter '« ¢ o« ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ o 76
Mount Carmel Slave Quarter « « o ¢ ¢ o s ¢ o 78

Post Emancipation Log Houses « « « ¢ o ¢ o o & 80

Post Emancipation Frame HouseS « o« ¢« o o o o o 82

Local Carpenters . « « o e o o6 o o o o o 86

The Future of Traditional House Types =« « o . 88

Chapter 3. Furnishings and Household Activities: 93
The Lee Family Home o « ¢ s o ¢ ¢ 0 ¢ o o &

The Downstairs « « o ¢ o« o o o ¢ s o o o o 254 9#
Washing and Bathing e o6 8 o o o ¢ o 0 o o 0 98
Storage Space ® o 06 6 & B & o 9 o & ¢ o o 99
Floor, Wall, and Window Treatment . . . . & 102
The Bed o ¢« ¢« o ¢ o ¢ ¢ o o ¢ ¢ 0 0 ¢ ¢ o 104
Childbirth +« ¢ o« o s o o ¢ ¢ ¢ 6 s ¢ ¢ o o o 106

The Upstairs «-c ¢ o« » o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ s ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o & 110

The Cellar « s« o« o o « o o o 60 o o s s o o o 117

Chapter 4, Sketches of Homestead Life o« o« o ¢ « o ¢ o o o 121
Yards ¢ & 8 & 6 5 & 0 6 & 0 8 0 0 8 * 0 8 0 122
Wood P1lleS 4 o o o« ¢ o ¢ ¢ s ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o 124
Fences « o o« o 8 o © o ® o 0 0 » s v 125
vegetable Gardens e o 0 o o o 8 5 e v 8 s 126
Orchards « « ¢ « & S o 8 & 8 o 0 o 8 o s & 128
Hen Houses and Traditional Vays of

Raising Chickens e 8 0 8 o 8 @ ¢ 0 s e s 129
Hog Pens and Meat Houses « o ¢ o ¢ s ¢ ¢ ¢ o 132
Traditional Ways of Raising and Butchering
Hogs L4 [} [ ] [ ] L ] L} [ [ ] L] L] L ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] L] L ] [ ] [ ] 13“
The ButChering e o 06 8 © & o o » o 8 8 ® @ 136
Curing and Seasoning « ¢ o s ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 2 s . 11

Barns, Stables, Dairy Cows, and Horses , « « » 15

Springs and Wells o o« o s ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o ¢ o 148

Privies « o ¢ ¢ o ¢« o o o 0 ¢ 06 ¢ o 0 s a o o 1“9

Hunting and Fishing o« ¢« ¢ ¢ o« ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o 1“9

Chapter 5. Summary Perspective on 19th Century Up-County
Black Community Life ¢ o a4 o 4 0 s @ 9 0 s e 155

Part II, Community Histories « ¢« s o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ 2 o o 160
Introduction ¢« o« ¢« ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ 2 ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o . 160
Big WoOdS o« ¢« o o ¢ ¢ s o e o ¢ 8 6 0 a o o 164
' Present Descrivtioni « « o ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o & 164
History e ¢ o ¢ o 0 8 &6 9 o 8 ° 0 0 0 ¢ s 164
Pace of Development ® o o o v o s s o o s » 166
Early 20th Century Community Appearance . . 169
Community Institutions s o« ¢ ¢ s ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ » 169
Historical Resources of-Specilal
Significance e 8 8 0 ¢ o o ® o 0 ¢ s o o @ 17l+



Page
Part II. Community Eistories (Continued)

Blocktownl ¢« o o o ¢ o ¢ o o ¢ o o ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o 180
Present Description « « o o o o« o o ¢ o » « 180
History e 5 0 0 6 6 6 0 8 0 & 9 8 0 ¥ 6 & o 180
Pace of Development « o o ¢ o & o o s o o 182
Early 20th Century Community Appearance . . 182
Community Institutions « ¢ o« s ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ @ 184
Historical Resources of Special

Significance © & 8 ¢ & 5 ® 8 0 8 & ¢ » s & 184

Clarksburg e 9 o6 6 o & o 6 6 0 5 6 o o & o » 187
Present Description e o o o 8 o o o o 0o o 0 187
History e o 8 o » S ¢ & o & o o @ 0 & 8 o 187
Pace of Development * o o s e o o o o o o 188
Early 20th Century Community Appearance . . 190
Community Institutions .« o o ¢ o o o o o @ 193
Historical Resources of Special

Significance ¢ & o6 6 6 6 ¢ o s 8 0 0 0 0 0 196

Hyattstown « ¢« o ¢ s ¢« o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o » 201

History e 5 6 8 & & & 0 6 5 8 & & 0 o e ¢ @ 201

Historical Resources of Specilal
Significance « « o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ s o s o o o 201

Jerusalem ¢« o o ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ o 6 0 6 6 o s o & & 205
Present Description « o« ¢« o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ & 205
Hi s tory [ ] [ ] L] L] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] L] [ ] [ ] L] L] L] L] L] [ ] [ ] 206
Pace of DEVEIOpment ) e o o o s o 5 o 207
Early 20th Century Community Avpearance .. 208
Community Institutions ® o o & & 06 & o & o 211
Historical Resources of Speclal

Significance e o e ¢ & ¢ 5 0 o s 0 & o 0 0 212

Jonesville « o ¢ ¢« ¢ o o ¢ o ¢ 6 o ¢ o o o @ 222
Present Description e o ¢ o6 o o 8 & 3 0 0 @ 222
HIiStOTY o ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ s o ¢ o ¢ 6 ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o 222
Pace of Development e @€ » ®» o o 8 o o o & & 222
Early 20th Century Community Appearance . . 224
Community Institutions ® o6 & o © @ o o & @ 227
Historical Resources of Special

Significance o o & o 6 6 ° 0 8 0 & b @ . 227

Martinsburg o« o« o« ¢ o o ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ 6 ¢ o o o & 231
Present Description ¢ « o s o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o & 231
HIStOrY o« o o o ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ o 0 ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o & 231
Pace of Development'. e 6 e o o o 0 o 0 o 0 232
Early 20th Century Community Appearance . . 233
Community Institutions . ¢« ¢« ¢« o ¢ o o o & 233

Historical Resources of Speclal
Silgnificance « « ¢ ¢ o« s ca o ¢ ¢ o o o i o 240

x



Part II. Community Histories (Continued)
Mt. Ephraim * o o 5 o

Present Description e 6 6 s a8 8 o 8 8 o 8 @
History e @ © o 8 8 & o & o j e ¢ o8-8 o » @ o
Pace of Develovment « « o o « ¢ o ¢ ¢ o o o o
Early 20th Century Community Appearance . . .
Community Institutions e ¢ & » o o ® 8 o o
Historical Resources of Special Significance
Seneca/BerrYV1lle e 6 & 8 © a 6 o @ o 8 & 8 8 o
Present Description ® o o 8 ¢ o o & o 0o o o @
Histor e & o & 8 & o 0 o & o 8 o
Community Ynstitulions . . o . e ¢ o o & € . s s @
Sugarland e 6 6 o 6 8 o 0 o 0 & o 8 " o ¢ 0 s o
HiStOoTy o ¢ o« « o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o » ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o
Pace of Development . * o o o o o o o
Early 20th Century Community Appearance . .
Communi ty Institutions © o6 6 ¢ o & 6 e o s o
Historical Resources of Special Significance

Thompson's Corner « « « o

Present Description e & o e o » o @& o o o o
HIStOTY o ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o % % % ¢ o o & s & 0 &
Historical Resources of Special Significance
Turnertown e @ @ © 6 6 & 85 @ & & 8 o o v o ®
Present Description e 5 ¢ 8 o o 8 o ¢ o » o
Hi storv [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] L] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] . [ ] [ [ L] [ ] [ ]
Pace Of Develonment o & o o o o 8 s s o v
Early 20th Century Community Appearance o o
Community Institutions .+ ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ . o
Historical Resources of Special Significance

White Grounds « ¢« « o« o« o .
Present Description . . .
HIStory « ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o & .
Pace of Development . . . o o o .
Early 20th Century Community Appearance .

a

Community Institutions .« « ¢« o« o ¢ o &
_Historical Resources of Speclal Significance

[ ]
.
.
[ ]
.
.
c

Part III, Explanation of Survey Methods « ¢ « s « ¢ o o o

Xt

e ® . & @, . o & o

Page

247
247
2L

24

257
259
261

268
o
%%

270
2
274
277
280

286
286
286
289

291
291
291
292
295
295
297

299
299
299
300
301
305
309

312



33.

37.

.Shoe Box of Richard King, Big Woods « « o o ¢ ¢ ¢ o &

Paul Sims and disembowelled hog Carcass « « s o« o o o
Idella and Walter Craven with artifacts of the King fami
BigWOOdS.o-ooocoooooooooc..oocouo
Kettles used in hog butCherings Purdum ¢« ¢« o ¢ ¢ ¢ o o @
Idella and Walter Craven with milk cans, Big Woods . . &
‘Walter Craven, his dog Puff, and his rabbit traps « . « »
‘Theresa Hackett Lewls, a descendant of the Spencer. family
c.l-900“'81g§Wébds:.\..................
Spencer . amily "Ce'me‘t'ery, Big Woods e o & o o o o s o o o
Owens-Diggins House, Big Woods .« ¢« ¢« o o ¢ s« s s ¢ o o &
Mt. Zion Methodist Church, Big WoodS « &« « ¢ ¢ o o o o o
Remodelled Mt, Zion'Metho&ist Church with members of the
Blg Yoods Communit:’ ® 6 8 6 a4 6 8 s 0 e e 8 5 e 0 8 o @
Sellman School students, c. 1929, Big Woods + i ¢ o« o o o
Thomas A. Jackson House, Blocktown « « o o o ¢ « « o o &
John Henry Wims, mall carrier, Clarksburg « « « + o« o o o

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS AND MAPS

ILLUSTRATIONS

CommunityKinship..................
Tools of Bene Hallman, Mt. Ephraim . « « o ¢ ¢ o o
Artifacts of the Hallman Family, Mt. Ephraim ., . .
Broom-making machine of Bene Hailman, Mt. Ephraim .
Sketch of cutter part of broom-making machine . .
Sketdh Of binderl [ ] [ ] [ ® L] [ ] [ ] [ ] L ] L] L] ® [ ] [ [ ] L}
Sketch of compressor-sewer « o« « o o o s o o o .
V-notched corners of Log House .« ¢« ¢ ¢ o ¢ « & .
Balloon-frame house, Seneca « « « o o o ¢ o o o .
Latrobe Sketch of Colllers on Sugarloaf Mountain,

November31816.................
Log House aé Rock Hall near Dickerson, Maryland . .
Log Slave House at Inverness, Dickerson, Maryland .

Stone Slave House at Mt. Carmel, Dickerson, Maryland .
Henry T. Onley, JTe House, Big Woods 4« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o &
Furnishings Plan of Downstairs of Lee Homestead « o+ « &

Walter and Idella Craven with treadle sewing machine,
BigW’OOdSocc-ooooonoocoooouooo
Midwifery Licence of Bertha Ellen King, Big Woods . . .
Furnishings Plan of the Upstairs of the Lee Family House
Youths gathered at Church Picnic, near Richmond, Virginia
Children in Western Virginla, c¢ 1900 & ¢ 4 ¢ o o ¢ o o o
Tilghman Lee Gathering Tansey, Sugarland . « « o « s o o
Layout of Tilghman and Bessie Lee Homestead, Sugarland .
Bessle Lee Feeding Chickens, Sugarland « « o« ¢ o o o o »
Children of William and Cora Moore with corn sheller,
Jerusalem..........-.......-....
Hogs of the Sims Family in Jonesville on butchering day .
Members of the Sims family and participants from the
Jonesville community at hog X11ling . ¢« « o o ¢ &«

%1

=teo o
t4

151 .

165
167
170
172

173
175
181
189



83.

Snowden homestead, Clarksburg « « « « o« &
Arthur Gibson House Clarksburg « « o« o
John Wesley Methodist Church, Clarksburg
Clarksburg Negro School Class, c. 1932.
Melvin Wims Clarksburg s « ¢« ¢ o o ¢ o
Wims kitchen, Clarksburg « o« o ¢ o o o
Montgomery Chapel, Hyattstown . « « . &
Poolesville Negro School Class, ¢, 1909
Frank Dorsey Log House, Jerusalem . .
Frank & Mollie Dorsey, Jerusalem . .
Descendants of two communities . . &
Ora Lyles, Jerusalem « « ¢ ¢ s o o o
Jones-Hali-Sims Log House, Jonesville
Elmer Jones House, Jonesville « « o
Portrait of Albert Thompson, Martinsburg
Portrait of John Peters, Mertinsburg . .
Painting of Warren Methodist Church, Martins
Loving Charity Hall, Martinsburg .
Martinsburg Negro School « ¢« o« oo
Albert Thompson House, Martinsburg
Hood-Herbert House, Martinsburg . .
Graham %antelpiece Martinsburg . «
Ida, Sally & David Proctor, Mt. Ephr
Bene Hallman House, Mt. Ephraim . .
Tools of Bene Hallman o« « « ¢ « ¢ o o
Black workers at the Dickerson Quarry .
Sawyers at saw mill near Sugarloaf Mount
Bell's Chapel (log), Mt. Evhraim . + « «
Five Generations, Spencer/Hallman/Wilson famil

.
.
L ]
)
»
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
)
.
n

i

oﬂ’o.loo.-
e o He o oo

.
.
.
.
.
[ ]
.
.
.
n

i

® & ¢ ® ¢ » & & ¢ o O d. e © 6 o © & & & & * & & & & »

o e o o & o & o o

Mt.Ep"lraim...-.......... .
Martha Spencer, Mt., Ephraim « « ¢« ¢ ¢ « & .
James and Caroline Spencer, Mt, Ephraim . o
Black stonecutters at the Seneca Quarry, c. 19
Tilghman Lee homestead, Sugarland . « « « «
St. Paul's Community Church, Sugarland o o
William Davis homestead, Thompson's Corner
David Turner, Turnertown . « o« « ¢ o o »
Susie Turner, Turnertown . « o+ « ¢ o o o
Duffin-Hebron House, White Grounds . . «
Duffin Family House, White Grounds . . .
St. Mark's Methodist Ghurch, White Grounds
Boyds Negro School Class, c. 1930 ¢ ¢ ¢ o &
Taning oral histories . « ¢« ¢« o ¢ ¢ ¢ o o &«
Montgomery College student at a hog butchering

®

.

.
« o
*
. o
.
’
.
.
n

XV

u

.'....;o..oOo.oHo.ool.ooo..

o ¢ 0o 0 a0 0 0 ¢ 9 ¢ o 0 & o o

o

® 6 8.8 0 8.0 0,08 6 6 0.0 0

Page

191
192
19%
195
-199
200
203
21
21
219
220
221
226
228
234
235
237
238
239
o2
243
pine
250
251
252
259
256
260

265
266
267
275
279 -
281
287
293
294
303
304
306

307 =

320
323



MAPS

Map , Page
1, ‘ProJect Area - upper western. Montgomery County « « o o o o o o ‘161
24 Hopkins Atlas of 1822 - Medley District 6 o o 6 o 6 5 o o o & 168
3 . .BIOthO"’n Ce 1900"1925 6 ¢ 6 o o o % 0 0 6 o o 0o ° o s o 0 @ 183
L, _‘Jerusalem ‘Ce 1900"1925 o ¢ o o o o ® & o 8 © o & o s o o » 209
5.. Frank Dorsey homestead layout, c. 1900 e ¢ o s s s s s 0 e e s 210
6. Martenet and Bond's Man of Montgomery County, 1865 « o« « ¢ o« & 223
7 JoneSVIIIB ce 1900-1925 o, & o o - o o o o e ¢ o6 8 o o o o & o 225
8. Titus Atlas of Frederick. County, 1873, Urbana District « « « » 249
9. Iitus Atlas of Frederick Countv, fv_za, Buckeystown

District « + ¢ 6 5 ¢ 8 a4 s a 8 o 8 o 6 o 0 0 ° o o o 25""’

10, Mt. Ephraim, Coe 900 1925 8 e &4 8 o 0 6 o o & 8 o & 9 o o o & 258

11, Sugarland, Cs 1900'1925 e 8 & 06 6 o & &6 &6 6 & 6 8 8 ° 6 ° o @ 276

12, Tilghman Lee homestead layout, 1979 .« s o« « s ¢ s o s o ¢ o o 278

13. Turnertown c. 1900- 1925 o o o o o ¢ 6 o o o o 4 0 6 0 s s o o 296

ll+. White Grounds’ Ce 1900-1925 ® 8 0 6 6 @ ¢ & 0 & 0 0 0 0 o @ 302

xV



INTRODUCTION

In 1895 Booker T. Washington advised an_audience of “blacks
and whites to "cast down your buckets where you are". By this he
meant for them to start where they were, to take advantage of what
was at hand, to use the resources around them. 1 This study in
~ loeal history is in keeping with that advice and is an attempt to

/0

utilize local communities and resources as a means of understanding

and conveying a history shared by many Americans.

Historically many Americans have lived out their-lives in
a local setting, going through their daily routines either in
or close by the home. For many, farm life has been a part of
their heritage, especially for blacks. For example, as late as
1910, three out of four blacks lived in rural areas. 2 The lives
of these peoﬁle méy not have been "great" or "exciting", but it is
perhaps their everyday quality that gives them universality and
connects them to us. That connection is made all the more real
by the physical vestiges of that past that still remain with us —
the o0ld houses, schools, churches, photographs,‘artifacts. and
the elderly people who knew them. '

The social history of America is one of pluralism of the
ongoing dialectic between separafion and integration of ethnic
groups. Of special importance in Maryland and the South is the
social history of blacks and whites. The history of each is
interconnected, although most histories have focused on the white
perspective. It is therefore essential to hear the voices of the

many anonymous blacks -- in this case, black Marylanders -- without

whose contributions the story of the state would have been radi-
cally different. This study is an attempt to do so. In addition,
it is intended to serve as an example to show the advantages of
combining a variety of approaches -- such as oral history, archi-
tectural history, photography, and social history -- to hear and
convey their voices more completely.‘



Ho..

Throughout their experience in America, blacks have been
circumscribed by a society fundamentally hostile to the ful-
fillment of their rights. During slavery and afterwards, laws
and social customs confined their educational, social, political,
and economic opportunities. Until the second half of the 20th
century, segregation remained firmly entrenched. Furthermore,
blacks had little control over the ways in which their part in
the American history was conveyed, and their historical character
became stereotyped as that of a comical and pliable "sambo". As
late as the 1950's and 1960's sociologists typically portrayed the
black family as disorganized and "matriarchal", and black culture
as deprived. 3

This study of black culture in Montgomery County, Maryland
examines in detail the world in which blacks lived from their
perspective, more or less, and presents an alternative view. While
never escaping the circle of white supfemacy of the surrounding
society, many blacks here were able to buy land after Emancipation
unlike most blacks further south who remained landless farm tenants.
. These landowning black families in Montgomery County were able to
establish a more autonomous way of life and strove towards self-
sufficiency. In addition to cultivating their oﬁn land, they
frequently worked as farm laborers, and some rented farm land or
worked as artisans, gquarrymen, sawyers, canalmen, or on the rail-
road. Contrary to the still popﬁlar image of a "broken family",
the vast majority of these black families were headed by two
parents and were not matriarchal. Most of the marriages were life-
long. After Emancipation almost all the freed men and women in
Montgomery County established their own identities by selecting
surnames different from their former owners. They founded their
own communities, built their own houses, organized churches,
schools and mutual aid societies. As has been commonly described
in white history, there was a strong element of individual and
collective resourcefulness in these black communities as wel;, an
important corrective to the stereotypical view of blacks as "im-
provident"”, "shiftless", or "Samboes".
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In order to understand black communities today, it is
necessary to see them as part of a continuum with traditions
stretching back into the past. What are these traditions? What,
for example, were the compositions gf historical plack communi-
ties, who founded them, and how did they develop 6ver timeé What
practices of self help and mutual assistance were developed, and
what were the responsibilities of kinship and Christian faith
in regard to one's neighbor? What were the connections between
one black community and another? Was there a unifying view that
perceived them as one entity, as "one people"? What were the
principal institutions, and what were their roles in the communi-
ty and beyond? What has been their fate in recent years? These
are some of the questions addressed throughout this study.

This study also portrays the daily routines of traditional
black family life and describes the buildings, artifacts, and
places related to those activities:in understanding the everyday
world of these people, the heritage of many Americans is more
‘clearly revealed. In order for us to see the physical world of
these families more completely, there are descriptions of the types
of houses in which they lived, the methods used to construct them,
and their layout, including furnishings plans of some interiors
and descriptions of the manufacture and uses of artifacts. Since
all of the homestead was essential to the life of these farm
families, the outbuildings, animal yards, orchards, and gardens
are also discussed, as are the activities related to them. Sketches
of the layout of some of the homesteads and the historical communi-
ties show how the land was thoroughly utilized by these resource-
ful families. .

Unlike southern Maryland, which wa§ clearly part of the South,
Montgomery County was a part of Maryland that contributed to its
historical experience as a border state. However, these rural
communities in Montgomery County like those in southern Maryland
and elsewhere in the South, with their old houses, churches and
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schools constitute the collective memory of "home" for thousands
of blacks. Some. have elected to stay in the old communities
because of economic concerns. As land prices sky-rocket in
Montgomery County and elsewhere in the nation, it becomes in-
creasingly difficult for low and middle income families to find
suitable land and housing. These ancestral communities of blacks
can provide not only land and houses, but a connection to their
cultural heritage. As Bill Lyles explained upon returning to his
family's community in Montgomery County after 25 years in the
Army, "This is home to me. That's all. I've always wanted to
have and keep on having a piece of this land."” |

It is hoped that studies such as this will help preserve the
important landmarks and other historical resources of these
communities so that connections from one generation to the next
may be sustained. However, most of those resources have already
perished. The less powerful the social group, the less preserved
is its history, and the vast majority of black historical resources --
like those of white tenants -- are irretrievably lost. Poverty,
migration, lack of education or historical pride, neglect, and
disregard by conventional scholars and archivists have been the
principal causes.

The magnitude of the loss is illustrated in Montgomery County.
After Emancipation blacks built over 200 houses in the survey
area, but as with many other everyday communities, less than a third
remain, though many are in deteriorating condition. In some
communities there is scarce visible evidence. For example, in Sugarland,
29 or more houses had been built by the late 18%0's, but only one
survives.

As the older people have passed on, they have taken with them
the history of their family, community, and state. Often old
photographs and family documents have been lost, misplaced or
burned. One example among many was the fire that destroyed the
old house of a freed slave in Martinsburg, which contained many
pictures of his relatives, including one of the founders of the
black community, photographed in his uniform of the Union Army.
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Lost too were the soldier's sword and musket, rare artifacts in
the state's -- or nation's -- ‘museum collections of black history.
What can be done? How can these resources -be located and

recorded before they are :_lo_s't'.? Equally impo:%ant, what Ican‘. be
learned from them? This study attempts to provide some answers.



1.
2

3.

I,

FOOTNOTES' FOR INTRODUCTION

Emma Lou Thornbrough, ed., Booker .T. Washingtbn (Englewood
Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1969), p. 3.

August Meier and Elliott Rudwick, From Plantation to Ghetto
(New York: Hill and Wang, 1976), p. 232. ~ ~~ = ~"°7 7~

Scores of studiaa in recent .years have dealt with the problem
of images and realities of historical black personality
and family life. Among the most noted are: Stanley Elkins,
Slavery: A Problem in American Institutional and Intellectual
‘TLife (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1976); Lee -Raln-
water and William L. Yancey, The Moy¥nihan Réport and the Poli-
tics of Controversy: A Trans-action:Social Science and Public
Policx.Regort§(Cambridge, Mass.: M.I.T. Press, 1963); Nathan:
azer and Daniel P. Moynihan, Beyond the Melting Pot: The
Negroes; Puertc Ricans, Jews, Italians, and Irish of New: York
City (Cambridge, Mass.: M.I.T. Press, 1963); Herbert G. -Gut- °
man, .The Black Family in Slavery' and Freedom, 1750-1925
(New York: Pantheon Books, 1976), see pp. 305-326 and H61-475.

Bill Lyles, interview by George McDaniel, Sugarland community,
Montgomery County, Maryland, September, 1978.
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PART I

HISTORICAL OVERVIEW OF BLACK COMMUNITY LIFE
Chapter 1. HISTORICAL SETTING

Let us begin with a brief description of the county in which
these communities are located, for it has substantially shaped
their development. Montgomery County is in the piedmont region
of the state and is bordered by the Potomac River, a mile or so
north of its fall line. The land, especially the upper western
portion where these communities are located, still consists of
open swaths of fields, with clusters of hardwood forests, criss-
obssed by streams, all providing a natural bounty utilized by
residents since the days of the Indians. Historically the economy
of the county has been predominantly agricultural with small towns
located at crossroads. The early white culture was Southern in
character, but by the 19th century it had become more mixed,
resembling that of a border area.

Since the 18th century enslaved black workers, along with
free labor, had tilled the land, and most lived on small farms with
nine or less slaves. Bondsmen on other farms lived close by.

The most famous was Josiah Henson, the runaway slave upon whose
autobiography Harriet Beecher Stowe based her novel, Uncle Tom's
Cabin. Free blacks comprised more than a fourth of the black
vﬁdpulétion by 1860 and had founded two of the surveyed communities
by the early 1800's. During the Civil War, many whites sympathized
with the South, but many did not, and as a result, blacks in the

county were spared the racial vendettas that occurred in the
ta

South after the war.
In the 1870's the construction of the Metropolitan branch

of the B & O Railroad from Washington, D.C. through Montgomery

County revived the sagging agricultural economy and promoted a

profitable dairy industry. The C & O Canal, which paralleled the

Potomac, remained a major route of transportation and trade until



the early 20th century. Several stone quarries in the county pros-
pered, providing building materials for Washington, D.C. and
other cities in the mid-Atlantic region. The labor demands
and cash pay of these local industries and farms along with
the more progressive "civility" of race relations were important
factors in enabling black workers to escape peonage as landless
sharecroppers and to establish their own landowning communities.
At least eleven black communities werF founded in upper
western Montgomery County after Emancipation, and two, begun in
the antebellum.era, grew in size as freed men and women settled
there. All have continued in existence to the present day with
descendants of the original settlers still residing there, some
being the fifth, even the seventh generation. Though most of the
original houses are gone, eighteen remain from the first genera-
tion of the 1870's, and a few of them are still inhabited Dby

descendants.

AFRICAN HERITAGE

The heritage of black communities in Montgomery County begins
in the African homeland, yet this survey was undertaken too late
in time to be able to interview any elderly persons who might
have remembered accounts told by their ancestors of life in
Africa, the passage over, or arrival in America. At-this point
historians have not begun to investigate .for the African origins
of the county's black populatian. Eield research for 19th cen-
tury handmade artifacts which may show traditional designs or

features have not been successful.

12 6
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Furthermore, Montgomery County was suff;ciently "pro-
gressive" in terms of 1its ways of 1ife that many of the very
old traditions did not contlnue. By_comparison,'in the course
of survey work in southern Maryland, elderly blacks were lo-
cated who recalled preparing and laying dirt floors or thatch-
ing roofs for log houses and outbuildings -- building techniques
reminiscient of African practices. Such methods were not re-
membered in Montgomery County.

In more subtle, cross-cultural ways, however, traditions
may well have continued. For example, historians have argued
that the roots of the black church began in Africa and may be
seen in call and response services, the character of the old-
time spirituals and hymns, and the strong, traditional proc-
1ivity of blacks toward a religion centered on faith in pre=-
ference to “?“quhﬁLtheology.l As in Africa, religion con-

tinues to be at the heart of daily life for many blacks.

FREE BLACK. : COMMUNITIES

Before emancipation in Montgomery County, as elsewhere in
Maryland, there was a substantial population of free blacks.
Two of the communities surveyed were founded quite early by
free black families. Big Woods and Mt. Ephraim were founded

in 1813 and 1814, respectively. The first known black settler
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of the Blg Woods community was James Spencer, who écquired 50
acres in 1813 from the Thomas Morton family. He was followed
in 1847 by Elijah Awkard who by the late 1850's had acquired

a total of 163 acres, making him one of the largest black
landowners in the county at the time. Near Sugarloaf Mountailn,
the black community at Mt. Ephraim had its origins in 1814
when the free black David Moody, a charcoal burner, acquired
60 acres from Leonard Hays. Moody later, in 1833, purchased
54 acres for $107 from the Bank of the United States which had
foreclosed on a mortgage of Roger Johnson. The holdings of
these free blacks were adjacent to white farmers, 1llustrating

the exlstence of bl-racial communities of 1andowners.2

HISTORICAL RESOURCES FROM THE SLAVERY ERA

In the antebellum era, the black population constituted
a higher proportion of the county's population than 1t does
today. According to the U.S, censuses from 1830-1860, blacks
constituted about 40% of the total county population,3 creatiné
an influential black presence in the county. The number of '
slaves and free blacks remained relatively constant over the
period from 1830 to 186C, not showing the results of natural
1ncrease.“ This suggests that slaves;ygre elther Quccessfully

running away, being sold to other slave states, moving to
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farms of the same family in other states (as with Josiah
Henson), or being'manumiﬁtedzgnd moving away. After 1830,
increasingly severe laws circumscribed the freedom of allegedly
"rree blacks"”, forcing many to leave the county and state. Since
it would have beén difficult to maintain stable familly units
under such pressure, it 1is likely that slave families were
broken up.

The sharp declines in the slave populations 1810-1820
(from 7,572 to 6,396, or -15.5%) and 1830-1840 (6,447 to 5,377,
or -16.6%)probably represent mainly sales South. One contem-
porary Baltimore Journa15 stated that the sale of slaves for
southern markets checked the increase of slaves in Maryland.
The number of free blacks changed comparatively 1little -- 677
to 922 in 1810-1820, from 1,266 to 1,313 in 1830-1840. 1In
the latter decade this probably reflected out-migration to
Frederick and Washington Counties, where this fraction of
the population increased dramatically. Many also must have
gone to Baltimore and Washihgton; where there were more op-
portunities for them in industry, shops, and private homes,
and (of céurse) to Pennsylvania and other northern states.6

The few accounts written by former slaves provide glimpses
into the dally life and cnditions of slaves. Two are helpful

in relating to 1ife in Montgomery County, and more particulariy
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to 1ife in the survey area. In his autoblography, Josiah
Henson recounted his experiences as a slave on the Riley family's
farm near Potomac, Maryland. His descriptions of smail log
houses and cramped and unhealthy living conditlions reveal some
of the darkest aspects of bondage 1n the county.7

. The only former slave from the survey area about wﬁom there
are written descriptions was:Phillip-Johnson. He was one of
.the founders of the Sugarland community where descendants still
1ive. Interviewed by the Federal Writers Project of the W.P.A.
in the late 1930'g, Johnson recounted stories of the diet, cloth-
ing, and agricultural work on "Dr. White's" farm near Edward's
Ferry and of Confederate ralds in Poolesville where he 1lived
during the Civil war.B (See Sugarland history, p. 272-273.)

The' thin solls of the pledmont caused large slave plan-

tations similar to those in tidewater Maryland to fall. Equal-
ly important, crops other than tobacco were 111 suited to the
use of slave labor. When the bottom dropped out of the to-
bacco market after the Revolutionary War, slave-owning became
less and less profitable. In all of Montgomery County 1in
1790, only 36 planters owned 20 or more slaves and 80%
had fewer than ten. The pattern of limlted slave ownership
continued to 1860. Of the 770 slave owners 1n the county

in 1860, 586 owned nine slave or less, Only 12 1lndividuals
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owned between 30 and 40}?' - 2
One result was that ‘the small scale slave -owners and .non-
slave owners opposed the efforts of -the Maryland Colonization,
Society-and of the State:gpvernmentitc,bend blacks to Liberia,
since -they needed ‘free black agricultural labor. Another result
‘was that'.the slave communitles.were small, and slaves were housed
in separaté log dwellings, or perhaps in.the ‘planters' houses.
themsélves, rather than in long streets of slave quarters as

on the plantations' further south.

AFTER FREEDOM: ESTABLISHING II‘)ENTITY“

Settlement Patterns.

, oo
: 'uu'»? A

Like newly arrivéﬁh}ﬁﬁ}grants ffom_the i7tn_centqry on,
Hmiggézé—siaves after gmanc;pation soﬁght to_escqpe landlessness
and ‘further circumscriptions upon their lives by buying land
themselves and establish;ng‘ﬁpe;::pwn;homeéﬁeads._‘Raqhg# than
form collectively-owned communities (as they had known:in Africa),
* ‘they gathered:- in communggiésjﬁhére the land was owned by indi-
vidual_families} 1nfkéép1n§'Withjhhe:American_ttaditi@@;

-Slncé most of the freed slaves had little capital, they
could only'ﬁuy;small'ﬁqrgeisﬁoffland ranging in size from one
to ten acres, and often in places where ianﬁ;was,noﬁ_qleqrgq

or the ‘soll was less fertile or poorly -drained. Since the
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white-owned farms were relatively small,after:g;ancipation it

was possible for blacks to live on the edges of these farms

and still walk ‘to their work as farm laborers. It was on the
edges of these farms that they were able to acquire land. Jones-
ville, for example, developed on land that was formerly part of
the Aix-la-Chappelle plantation. In contrast, 1n the deep South,
the white attitude against allowing a black landowning class

to form was much stronger, partly because of the need for black
labor on the large plantations, and partly because of the per-

ceived threat of black ownership to the raclal status quo.10

.Ngming Pattern;v

" After freedom, in Montgomery County as throughout the
South, former slaves selected their own surnameé, rather than
taking the family name of thelr former owner, as 1s often be-
lieved. This more 1ndependent naming pattern is well 1lllius-
trated in the 1867 census of freed slaves 1n Montgomery County
which 1ists the owners and the names of their emancipated slaves.
For instance, Albert Thompson (Figure 98) was the former slave
of John S.T. Jones, and John Peters (Figure 5&) the former slave
of Sarah A. Poole. 1In fact, examples of slaves taking the sur-
name of their former owners are rare, indicating the degree of

control that the freed slaves assumed over their new.identity.ll
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The historian Herbert Gutman found that blacks during
slavery had kept the surnames of earlier owners from whom they
had been sold, both in order to recognize their "homeplace”
and to maintain their ties to their kin. On some plantations that
Gutman studied these surnames were also used by the slave owner
in the 1ists he kept of his slaves, while on other plantations
they were used only within the slave community. Given the ab-
sence of slave lists in the survey area, the extent to which
these surnames were used during slavery is not clear. However,
the oral informant in the Sugarland'cbmmunity, Tilghman Lee,
recalls that his father -- Samuel Lee, who was "Just a kid"
at Emancipation -- was the son of Danlel Lee, and that Lee was
the name they had had during slavery. He does not know, however,
how they had acquired that name. Mr. lLee's nelghbor, Patrick
Hebron, who was born in 1850 as a slave, was a "Junior", Lee
says, named after his father. According to the ex-slave census,
"patrick Hepburn" had been a slave of James N. Allnutt, and Lee
adds that "I never knew any white Hebrons, all colored." Thus,
these surnames after Emancipation were most likely derived from

the black families‘heritage.12

FAMILY STRUCTURE

What types of families settled in these new communities?

Were the households headed by two parents, or only one? How
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large were they, what were the kin relationships within the

communities and between communities? What were the occupations
of thelr members? Answers to these qQuestions can describe the
patterns of historical black family lifeoend fortunately such

answers are avallable from oral informants and census manuscripts.

Qompositipn

First, the typlcal black famlly historically was a nuclear
family -- that 1s, 1t usually consisted of parents and their
chlldren, without relatives lodging with them. Of the 126 black
famllles examined i1n the Medley District in the 190C census,
only 29%.had relatives living with them, and 124 had non-relatives
. lodging with them. Some famllies had both relatives and non-
relatives, so the respective percentages of each were lower in
reality. Oral informants describlng household composition in
each communlty rarely cited grandparents, uncles, or other
relatives or non-relatives.

Two parent households were the rule; s;ngle parent famllies
were by far the exception. Of the same sample of 126 black
famllles in the Medley District in the 1900 census, the great
majority (83%) was headed by two parents. Of the remaining
famllies, the single parent households with only the father
as parent almost always contained a mature female relative.

For those households headed by a female, it was not unusual
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for her older sons to be 1is£ed as laborers while their mother
was not shown as having an occupation. In these cases, older
sons served as bread winners, the traditional role of the father,
while the mothers maintained the household. As a result, almost
all blgck families -- whether headed by two parents, single
males, or sinéle females ~-- had two adult, or almost adult,

heads of households. Consequently, the high percentage of single
parent, female-headed black familles in contemporary soclety can-
not be regarded as the continuation of the tradltional black
family, but rather as a.recent creation reflecting modern

13

pressures.

Size .-
Due to the large size of familles, the small houses (ty-
pically two rooms down/two up) were crowded. Of the same sample
of households, most households (68%) consisted of five members
or more., Thirty percent had five or six members. The largest
househol& cénsisted of 16 people. Family living space inside
the houses had to be shared. Children shared a ﬁedrogm with
siblings, or with thelr parents. The house therefore provided
little privacy, in terms of spatial separation, for individuals
within the famlily. It should Se remembered, however, that-

much of their time was spent outdoors, engaged in farm work,
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Lousehold chores, children's play, or socializing in hot weather.ll+

XKin Relationshivps

Although most households were nuclear families, the surrounding
community was composed of relatives, making the community itself an
extended family. Grandparents, aunts, uncles, and cousins lived on
adjacent lots or "just down the road". Parents often allowed thelr
children or grandchildren to build houses on their property, thus
the homestead was shared by an extended family. As a result of their
close proximity, the elderly could pass on their ideas, values,
skills, and ways of life to the young.

By the end of the 19th century, separate communities had become
linked by kinship. Members of one community moved or married into
another. Creating family trees reveals the many famlly connections

among these communities. Figure 1 illustrates a portion of the kin-
ship network that connected Clarksburg, Big Woods, Turnertown, Sugar-

land, Jonesville, Jerusalem, Barnesville, and Vhite Grounds, to name
a few. '

A case in point is the kinship network of Florence Hallman of
Big Woods. Her maternal grandmother, Mary Harper, was the daughter
of John Harper, born in 1840, one of the principal founders of
Jerusalem. John Harper's brother Thomas helped establish Jonesville,
Florence Hallman's maternal grandfather was James Edward Hamilton,
whose brother Dennis, born 1842, was also one of the founders of
Jerusalem. Dennis married Henrietta Duffin, born 1851, whose uncle

and the person after whom she was named was Henry Duffin, a founder
of White Grounds. One of Henry Duffin's daughters married Warner
Weems of Clarksburg.

For members of these historical communities, an important
result was that these different communities were not perceived as
separate, alien entities, but as integral components of a familiar
world, This world view was best described by the elghty-three year
old oral informant in Barnesville, Lawrence Hamilton, when in referring
to members of the surveyed communities, he said, "They's all my

people".15



. COMMUNITY KINSHTP: FROM 1800 TO THE PRESENT

Figure 1¢
Arch e (?) ,qgini
Beander Haxper"‘
(Sugarland) (Jﬂm&ﬂﬁm
u: 1840)
st — Samel Mary__Jamés .
(b. 1857)| Iee Edwaxd
(Sugarland) (b. 1866)} (Jonesville) Hamilton
(b. 1855) (b. 1847)
71 1ghman — Annie gg;gph Evelyn
: e v
(Sugarland)} Johnson a alem) Moare
(b. 1908)
Adelia Dorsey Charles S.
(b. c. 1929) - (Clarksburg, b. 1933}
_Shirle Reed Charl Jr.
(ba 19K7 “ (Caitharsburg)
(b. 1956)
cga“ila Ca.) ° '
eas e e Charl III
(b, 1969 )
Sarah: Norman -
(part Indian) .
(b., c. :1800). !
Henry T. i Flora Louise ohn'
Onley Norman (b./Va.) | Butchinson
(Big Woods)| (b. 1842) (b. 1844)| (Big Woods)
(b. 1840) " (b. 1833)
‘ Robert Vincent
(Big Woods)
(b. 1878) _ _
William Nanie  Iawrence
Thomas Hamilton
Onley (Barnesville)
(Big Woods, b. 1873) (b. 1876)

}
Florence——John

(Big Woods) {Henry Hallman

Hester Praither
J{Praitherstown)

‘ ’ - Lomn
(Blg Wbods)
R g |
Todd: Benita
(b. 1961) (b. 1965)

? Hamilton

Mahalia.

Dennis Henrietta
Ham:.lton £i
(Jerusalen) Dui‘ i
(b. 1842)

. W1lson

JoshuaT—Fannie

©  (Brunswick, Md)
Larry Ricketts
(Rockville, Md)

Dana
(b. 1973)
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Rachel ia Henson Thamas Figure 1 (cont'd.
Duffey (b. 1848) Hackett
:lgtﬁfinigoo) , (Barnesville)
. c. | ‘(_b‘, 11850) ? Wesns
ia Jane C (Jonesville)
| 11
(b. | Duffin |Cecelis
Clarksburg) | Weems , (Clarksburg) puffin Duffin (White
..‘_ : (b 1852) Grounds) ,
Josephine .....Charke - :
(b 1862? WePharson Brma . —~John Edna  ILorraine
(Jerusalem) Turner | Henry (b. 1891)
{(Turnertown) (vhite Grounds)
(b.-1883) -
ir-g:'.‘r.'; i
(b. 1849) Virginia Hawkins
(Stuarttown) .

Chnst:.ne Dorsey
» D.C.)
{b. 1923)

b 1918} Charles Duffin
(b. 1894) (b, 1s18) e D )
Ll e ' (b. 1938)
(Woodsboro)  °
{b. 1942). 1
| ey
, (New York)
Matthew . _(b. 1960)
(b. 1970) ) i
[ . B - Anthony
4 o {b.. 1979)
Rachiel.William o '
Mason

(b.. 1964)

NOTE: These family trees show that kinship linked one his-
torical black cmmm:.ty to ancther. Consequently, there was
usually a relative in each cammynity who could lend a helpmg
hand. Members of Jerusalem, Jonesville, Sugarland, Barnes-
ville, white Grounds, Big Woods, Clarksburg, and Turnertown
are included in these lists. The residences of present-day
descendants show the continued presence of families in their
ancestral cammmities, as well as out-migration. The family
trees usually chow only onc child and frequently no spouses,
since there was not enough space. Descendants should try
to locate a parent, aunt, uncle, or grandparent, and follow
their lineage.
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‘FAMIDY_AND COMMUNITY ECONOMY

e

Occupations -

From the years after Emancipation and through the first
half of the 20th century, the majority of black males in
these communities worked as laborers. In the sample from the
1900 U.S. census of the survey area, 60% of the male heads
of households were ldentifiled as farm laborers, and 14% as
day laborers. Only 12% were described as farmers (that 1is,
earning their principal income from the land they owned and
farmed). A 1imited variety of other occupations were llsted:
undertaker, boatman, blacksmith, stone mason, "engineer trac-
tion", post and rail maker, mall carrier, and carpenter. No
blacks held professional occupations, such as lawyer, merchant,
or doctor. Since blacks were forbidden by state law to prac-
tice law in state courts until 1885 and since educational op-
portunities for blacks were severely 1imited, it 1s not sur-
prising to find no lawyers 1in thése communities. Even today
there are no black doctors serving this area or many other
areas of rural Maryland.16

Though the majority of black males were classified as
laborers, they were, by necessity, skilled in a variety of

specialized activities. For example, many are remembered as
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to family, community and church is still strong, and members of

the surveyed communities have great respect for these women.ao

Wages

Most black farm laborers in the survey area were paid a
month;y wage, in comparison to the majority of blacks in southern
Maryland and further south, who worked as sharecroppers. Howard
Lyles and William Moore from Jerusalem rqcali that in the early
1900's wages were approximately ten dollars a month. Sych wages
were common for farm laborers throughout the county. For
example, Hester Hamilton from Praltherstown in central Montgcmery
County says that her father, a farm laborer, "raised nine children
on twelve dollars a month" in the early 1500's. In addition to
these wages, men were given a portion of the farm products --
corn, wheat, milk, and perhaps hay or even some hogs. For day
prs, such as yard work, which did not provide fringe benefits,
men' made a dollar a day for a ten hour day.al

Children supplemented the family 1ncoﬁe by working on farms
‘and in homes nearby, beginning about age ten with "light work".
Among the chores for boys were feeding hogs, cleaﬂins-yards, and
splitting and hauling wood. In Purdum, Arnold Hawkins, born in
1905, remembers taking his brother's job of "driving cows when

I was old enough, about nine. That was my thrill., And I got
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paid 50¢ a month." In Jonesville, Joe Harper began working on
farms at age eleven for elght dollars a month. Tilgrman Lee
recalls that when boys were twelve or thirteen years old, they
became fileld hands and usually stayed on the farms overnight,
sleeping upstalrs above the kitchen. In Jerusalem William Moore,
born in 1910, thinned and cut corn at age fourteen for 50¢ a
day,'and by age elghteen was a full-time farm laborer, making

a dollar a day for a ten hour day. Untll age seventeen, most
boys had to return home to receive'permission fr;m thelir parents
before belng allowed to 59 to—town or to ball games during thelr
free time, Tilghman Lee recalls.

For girls, "light work" 1nc}udéd sweeping floors, washing
dishes, looking after young children, and taking care of bables.
Florence (0nl ey) Hallman from B;g Woods, an orphan, lived with
a hearby white family from age sévgn to thirteen, and washed
dishes, cleaned the yard, fed the chickens, and ran errands to
the store. She was paid “boardtahd clothes, plus a dollar or
50¢, if I wanted to go somewhere." Bessie Lee, born in 1905 in
Sugarland, says she began doing light'work during summers while
in grade sc:?ol and afterwards, worked year round for five
dolliﬁ%i?:%ﬁ:the 1930's during their teen-age years, Evelyn (Moore)
Harper and Ethel Foreman did housework for three to five dollars

a week. Mrs. Foreman worked six days a week plus a half day on



Sunday. During their teen-age years, most girls began cooking
in the kitchen, a s8kill that they had alreadyilearned at home.
This necesslty of children going out to work was a feature of
1ife shared by working class famllles elsewhere in the nation
and the world.2?

Recollections of these oral informants about their occu-
pations as chlldren and teenagers reveal important moral values
instilled by their parents. This 1s best lllustrated 1n the
interview with Hester (Praither) Hamilton from Praltherstown
and Idella (King) Craven from Big Woods:

Craven: I started work when I was fifteen and I was

getting three dollars a week. My mother
would take the money and give me back a

quarter,

McDanlel: What would you do with that gquarter?

Craven: Lots of times I wouldn't even spend 1it.
At the end of the month, I'd still have my
dollar,

McDaniel: Where did you work? ~

Craven: I worked on a farm, cooking for about fifteen
to twenty people.' Three meals.

McDanlel: In looking back over those years, what was
the more valuable lesson that you learned
from the older people?

Craven: My father always told me, whatever you do
in life, tell the truth. Belng honest to
me 1s the most important thing. There have

25
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been times when I wanted to tell a willd

tale, but I would think about what he sald.
Whether 4t hurt or not, I tried to tell the
truth, I still do. I think I messed up some-
where along the line because I could have found
a rich husband, but I made out all right.

That's what my parents always told me. You

are going out to work now. If there's any- .
thing, you want, you ask, you don't take nothing.
They can only say yes or no. I remember that,

And those things stuck with me. Later 1n life
I've gone on Jobs and I have been cleaning and
I saw hundred dollar bllls laying around, or
fiftx‘dgllar bills, and my father taught us
that ﬁhd%ever you see like money lylng around,
1t's put there for a reason.

When you say, "put there for a reason," was 1t

like God 1s testing you?
Yes, that'!s right.

Yes, that happened an awful lot in those days.23

Thouzh wageé were low, prices were also low and many goods

were bartered for. Ora Lyles says that "in those days (the

early 1900'§ a dollar went a long way. Sugar was 5¢ a pound.”

Mrs. Lyles, Howard Lyles, and Tilghman Lee all remember exchanging

egzs, milk, or garden produce with neighbors or even at stores)

so that no cash was needed, Ethel Foreman and Inez McAbee from

Damascus remember that during their youth in the 1520's and 1G3C's,

hucksters travelling through the communities sold beef roasts
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for 12¢ to 15¢ a pound, a steak for 25¢ a pound, bananas for
10¢ a dozen, herring for éo¢ a dozen. A ten or twelve pound
bag of "Sunny Fleld Flour" (all-purpose) sold for 49¢, and a
loaf of bread for 10¢. A dozen eggs were 15¢ to 20¢, and pef-
haps less. Material for dresses such as gingham or percale
were sold by peddlers with "bundles on their backs" for 10¢
to 15¢ a yard, as was muslin, used for undergarments, plllow
cases, and sheets. Today, Arnold Hawkins and hils nelghbor,
"‘Arthur Randolph, from Purdum recall what an income of six
dollars a week would buy in 1930:
Hawkins: I had money, more money than I have now.
Six dollars a week! You could fill a
burlap bag full of grocerles for three
dollars. More than you could carry.
Randolph: Now you can carry the mongz in a bag, and the

groceries 1n your pocket!

Impact of Cost of Living Upon Family and Community

Comparing these prices to famlly lncome 1indicates the cost
of living which in turn helps to explaln the changes in these
communities in recent decades. If farm laborers were recelving
wages of 10¢ an hour or a dollar a day in the 1920's and 1930's,
a pound of roast beef, a dozen bananas, a lcaf of bread, or a
yard of gingham equalled an hour's pay. Such food items were

therefore expensive, relative to their income, hence not part
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of thelr everyday diet. This exblains in part why 1t was neces-
.sary'for the familles to ralse and preserve much of thelr food.

In terms of clothing, two or three yards of the most ordinary

cloth for a dress was equivalent to two or three hours of work,

plus the time invested in sewing the dress. Thus, clothes were

not plentiful, were f&pically utilitarian rather than stylish, and

were handed down from one sibling to another, as shown by the assort-
ment of clothes worn by the children in the school plctures, Figdﬁtzs,a

With costs of living such as these, it was necessary for ’
children to enter the work force soon after elementary school
and supplement the family income. To support a child in high
school,.who was not producing an income, would have caused a
strain dn many families}'w-,go support a ch;ld through college
was beyond question for most,

Since g large portion of thelr income was spent on basics,
blacks were not able to accumulate sufficlent capital to acquire
more land or machlinery to keep abreast Sf changes in agriculture
or to open local businesses. As the farms were lncreasingly
mechanized in the 1940's and 1950's, farm laborers lost their
Jobs. As Evelyn Herbert from Martinsburg recalls, many men and
women who wanted to "make a good 1iving" for their family had

to go elsewhere.25 As a result, 1nstead of growing in the 1930's,

1940's, and 1950's, as would be expected from natural population
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increase, the communities were de-populated. Over the years
their abandoned houses have disappeared. Consequently, few

houses of the historical communities remain,

INSTITUTIONS

The three major institutions of these rural black com-

munities were the church, school, and Iodge or benefit-society.

Shurches.
The church was, and still 1s, the most important insti-
tution in the black community. As with all traditional sociletiles,

throughout 1ts existence, the church has offered 1ts members
what the outside world could not provide: release, redemption,
re;italization. Indeed, a strong falth in Jesus as Lord and

as personal, loving Savior was central to the system of values
held by blacks. The church minlister was viewed as the community
leader, or shepherd. An outsider had difficulty approaching

the black community without approval by the minister. He was
the source of higher authority, derived from God and from the
community as a collective. The church expressed the highest
moral codes of the community and standards for what one "ought"
to do and believe.26

Since almost all the black churches in the up-county

survey area were Methodist -- rather than Baptist, Primitive
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Baptist, or other exclusively congregation-controlled denom-
nations -- there was some degree of administrative, financial,
and personal control from the Methodist hierarchy of bishops.27
Hoﬁever, key members of the historical communities surveyed
here were quite active as trustees, deacons, deaconesses, and
elders and thereby gave the Methodist churches strong community
orientation. , As 1s typical, church leaders were often
leaders of other community institutions, such as lodges and
schools, Through these'pefsonal carry-overs, the values and
influence of the church permeated all community organizations,

The church served a number of needs as a community ‘center.
Before the first school houses were built, churches were used
as schools. For examPle, the Rocky H1ll Church in Clarksburg
(now John Wesley Church), the Pleasant Grove Church in Purdum,
and the Mt. Zion Church in Bilg Woods all doubled as schools .
In addition, the church was a musical center where the young
learned traditional-hymns and spirituals from the old and
learned to ' play musical 1nstrﬁments. It served educational
functions as well, where young and old learned and practiced
reading; and the Bible served as a common source of literature,
read by famllies throughout the survey area. The church was
also a meeﬁing place’for-organized groups such as beneflt

socleties, civic organizations, clubs, and political grours.
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It was a gathering place for friends, neighbvors, and kin from
the community and for others returning home for vislits or for
special occasions such as "homecoming day". Finally, 1its
services -- baptisms, marriages, and funerals -- marked the
passage of 1ife. It welcomed new members into the community
and bade farewell to older ones in their resting places 1n
cemeteries near the church. In this sense, the church has
been the agent of historical continuity from‘generation to
generation.

The church was the first institution to be established by
the founders of black communities after emancipation. As through-
out Maryland and the South, the freed slaves first gathered in
the houses of community prayer leaders or ministeré'for worship.
Later, depending upon the economic condition of the community,
land was purchased for the church, or was sometimes donated by
a white family nearby. A small church was then built either
of log or frame construction, usually by the residents them-
selves, in or near the center of the community. The log church
at Bell's Chapel (Figure 68 ; is an example. This early church
stood until 1its members could afford to contribute money to-
wards the construction of a larger, more architecturally stylish
building. As with the construction of frame houses, by the

turn of the century the second church was more likely to be
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constructed by hired professional carpenters, rather than by
volunteer labor. Designs were similar to other rural Methodist
churches nearby. For-example, the churches at Martinsburg and
Sugarland (Figures.57 and 74#) were buillt in 1893 and 1903
respectively, both by Scott Bell, a white carpenter from Pooles-
ville. Their frame construction and basic design (a principal
one and a half story, three or four bay block with the facade
at one gable end) resemble one another. Whille a few of these
old churches remain, most have been torn down, or destroyed by
fire, and replaced by bulldings of modern design.28
The first church to buy land after emancipation was the
Mt. Zion Methodist Episcopal Church in Blg Woods. 1In 1867
its trustees ~- one of whom was Philllip Spencer, who had been
a free black -- bought one acre and probably bullt a church
soon thereafter. This one was replaced by a frame church in
the 1880's on a new site nearby.Z9
The oldest black church still standing 1n upper western
Montgomery County is the Pleasant Grove Church 1in Purdum. It
was bullt on land donated in 1868 by George T. White, a promi-
nent white landowner nearby, and constructed by the congregétion
in 1869 with money that they had raised themselves,3°
In the 1870's, the congregations in other black communities

acquired an acre or two for their church and burying gfounds.
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The following list shows the dates of land purchase, though
1t should be remembered that the churches themselves may have
been organized earller and held sefvices in private homes:

Mt. Zion M.E. Church, Big Woods, 1867

Pleasant Grove M.E. Church, Purdum, 1868

Elijah's Rest M.E. Church, Jerusalem, 1871

St. Paul's M.E. Church, Sugarland, 1871

Bell's M.E. Chapel, Mt._Ephraimi_;874

Jerusalem Baptist Church, 18743 o

Montgomery M.E. Chapel, Hyattstown, 1876 3

Warren M.E. Church, Martinsburg, 1876

John Wesley M.E. Church, Clarksburg, 1886

St. Mark's M,E. Church, Boyds, 1@92

The congregations consisted of both landowners and land-
less .farm tenants. Examples of the latter group include Major
Graham from Martinsburg, member of Warren M.E. Church, and
Thurston Thomas Wilson, member of Bell's Chapel. ZLeadershilp
positions -- such as trustees, deacons, and elders .-- were
usually held by landowners. Nonetheless, the church was the
gathering place for all blacks, regardless of social or economic
class.

The older churchés that are still standing -- Pleasant
Grove, Montgomery Chapel, Mt. Zion, St. Paul's, Bell's Chapel
and Warren Methodist -- were bullt with more architectural style
and decorative finish than were most houses in the communities.

Since the families could not afford elaborate houses themselves,

they contributed collectively to build a "better house" for God.

-
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In communities such as these, the church -- 1ts buildings and
accoutrements -- represented the highest form of investment
made by the community as a collective entity. This pracﬁice

of collective investment of wealth and status is to be found

in all traditional socleties in which religion is highly valued,
It.wés the .church for which people were willing to make sacr-
fices, to contribute thelr own time and efforts, to give land
and money. This can be said of no other institution, This
powerful object of loyalty.is unique, and 1ts source is not

in established religion or a professional ministry but in the

community 1itself.

Schgols

Like the cﬁurch, the school.was one of the princilpal
centers of the community, though unlike the church not so
much a part of the community since the community did not have
control over its funding and operations.

The saga of black education in Montgomery_County has been
a story of trying to make do with very little,. Althougﬁ public
schools for blacks were opened 1n each election district in
1872 and provided with state funds, they were nonetheless
deprived of significant local funds, eveﬂ though black citizens

pald property taxes. Uﬁtil 1927, there was not a high school
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for blacks 1n the county -- or, for. that matter, anywhere in
the state other than Baltimore.33

Lack of funding, facilities, and supplies hampered the
educational opportunities of young biacks. Former teacher
Evelyn Herbert from Martinsburg recalls leaving the school
system, moving to New York, and making more money doing house-
work. Like other teachers and students, she recalls that books
were out-dated cast-offs from white schools. Classes were
cramped with students of varying ages of all seven grades in
one room, usually 1lll-heated and lnadequately illuminated. Many
students had to do farm work into the fall, sometimes until Christ-
mas, and leave at planting time in the spring. Mrs. Herbert
recalls "a lot of young.minds went to waste out here."3u

Even though students may have done well in school, cir-
cumstances beyond their control thwarted them. For example,
Tilghman Lee had been an excellent student in the Sugarland
School in the early 1GCO's and wanted to continue his education
by attending the high school in Baltimore. His teacher made
arrangements for him to live with a black family there, work in
the house of a white family during .the day, and attend school
at night. However, hils father died in the late spring, and
"I had to go to work like a man" to support his mother and

family.35
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Despite the lack of educatlonal opportunitles, most
teachers strove to teach as best they could, and most students
finished elementary school -- i1f only for a few grades =-- having
mastered the three R's. Lemuel Graham, for example, attended
school 1n Martinsburg 6nly through the fourth grade 1n the early
19CC's because "I had to go to work", yet he can read and write
at a level far beyond that. As Evelyn Herbert who taught 1n

Martinsburg recalls, "except for the few who were very slow,

. no student went out the door at the end of his time without

knowing how to read and write".36

From all accounts, one of the most important reasons for
this mastery of the three R's was the interest that parents
took in the education of thelr children. As with many whiltes,
lessons were reviewed at home, either by parents or older
siblings if the parents were unable, and they made sure that
the student's work was done. If not, the teacher had only
to report the student's lack of effort to his parents, and
usually corrective action was taken. Though the administrative
and financilal structure of the school system was beyond the
control of the community, the day-to-day disciplinerf_learning
was not, and through the comblned efforts of famlly and school,
the students acquired the baslcs of an educatilon.

In 1927, a high school for blacks was established in
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Rockville owing espd&@bllyyto the efforts of Noah E. Clarke and
Edward Taylor. In order for black students 1ln the other areas
of the county to attend school, the black famillies contributed
thelr money to buy a school bus. The bus purchase enterprise
was organized by Noah Clarke from Jerusalem)and the bus maintained
under his responsibility. Early in the morning and late at
night, the bus made its rounds in the up-county area. 1In the
Jerusalem community, Howeard Lyles recalls "going to school by
the stars, and coming home by them". Of course, students whose
parents needed help on the farms during the afternoons found 1t
impossible to attend high school.

Beginning in the first quarter of the 20th century, the one
room schools were consolidated into larger schools in other com-
munities. Later, these too were consolidated so that none of
the o0ld schools are still in use, even as adjuncts to modern
schools. Indeed, even the handsome brick elementary school

E lement
bullding 1n the Boyds community, Edward TaylorkSchool, built

in 1651-1G52, was closed after the 1979 school year,37 and 1s
open only on a temporary basis as a speclal learning center.

Lodges/Benefit Socletles

Lodges, or benefit socleties, constituted the third prin-
¢clpal social institution in the historical black community and

provided needed services for the community. Silnce most blacks
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in the 1at¢_1800's and early 1GCO's could not recelve coverage
from white-owned insurance companies, they formed thelr own.
Though some were specifically incorporated as insurance companles,
such as the North Carolina Mutual Life Insurance, Inc. {(which
remalns today the largest black insurance company-in the world),
most blacks joined local or regional organizations. Some were
asgsoclated with a church, while others were 1ndependent. Like
insurance companies or governmental soclal security today,
they pald sick benefits, cared for the widows and orphans, and
pald for funeral expenses. Furthermore, they offered a socilal
dividend, providing members the opportunlty of selective member-
ship, pleasure and pride of secret rites, and organized parti-
cipation in the 1deals, policy and procedures of the organiza-
tion.38

The bullding served communit} functions. In Poolesville,
the hall of the Loving Charity Soclety, located behind the
Elijah Methodist Church; served as the first Poolesville Elemen-
tary School in the absence of a county-bullt facllity. Classes
met downstairs, and the soclety upstairs (see Figure 48 ). Theat-
rical and musical performances and lectures were glven in the
halls, and many older residents today recall the fun they had
at dances held in 1odge:halls, such as 0dd Fellows Lodge in

White Grounds, and the summer plicnics sponsored by the different
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lodges or benefit socleties. Entertainment at these -lodges
attracted young and old, not only from the local community, but
from all parts of the county. Thus, these bulldings were
important social centers in the county's black history.39

Within the lodges/societies, there were separate branches
for men and women. Each had a different name, usually a
heroic name with reiigious assoclations. For example, the men's
division in the 0dd Fellows Lodge in White Grounds was named "Gol-
den Crown . Lodge" while the women's was "Isabella House of
Ruth". The lodges had Jjuvenile branches as well, so-all ages
of the community could be included. The names of the leaders
were usually ritualized titles such as "Worthy Superior",
according to Lemuel Graham, a former member of the Loving Charity
Soclety in Martinsburg. These high sounding names, titles,
and rites created an aura of exotic mystery, endowed positions
of leadership with high status, and kindled the imagination of
people in these 1solated rural communities. In a sense, the
socleties furnished entertailnment, as do televislon and theatres
today, except the performances were produced, acted, and con-
trolled by the community.

In a larger sense, these lodges served the important socilal
functions of bringing together families that were quite widely

separated; of structuring social life by roles and classes and
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identities; of 1nsur1ng;cont1nu1£yjfrqqdpnélggperaflonﬁﬁp
another, where boy meétsﬂgiil -= under the'§aféntél eye.

In recent years these lodges have lost their community
function; none of the three lodge halls remains 1in use as' lodge
halls. The Sellman~Lodgql1h.Big7Woods has been co;verted_into
a residence-hnd_the'otherftwq lo&gesfin Mariipéburg and wﬁi%e
Grounds are dbandonea and"iﬂ‘deﬁerlbrétiﬁg condition. Blacks
have now turned to state or national .insurance companies, called
"street insurance" by Evelyn Herbert from Martinsburg, since the
companies have a collection man walking the street from house
to house “with a book. In the 1920's and-1930's, when-blacks
first started buyigg insurance in this way, she recails_her
grandmother {who was born during slave:yl remarkiq;fwatﬁ a
rhyme: "White man used to run us with a whup, and now with

a hook.fuo

(24
-
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Sugarland community, Montgomery County, Maryland, July
1978; Ora Lyles, interview (taped) by George McDaniel,
Phil Mudd, Bill Kelley, Anne Fltzgerald, Jerusalem
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Ethel Foreman, interview (taped) by George McDanliel and
Karen Sewell, Clarksburg, Montgomery County, Maryland,
February, 1979; Mabel Irvin, telerhone interview by
George McDaniel, February, 1979.

Charlotte Ambush and Polly Guthelm, interview (taped) by
George McDaniel and Steve Doolittle, Mt. Ephraim community,
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Howard Lyles, interview (taped) by George McDaniel,
Jerusalem community, Montgomery County, Maryland, January

26, 1979.



53

21. Howard Lyles interview; Willlam Moore, telephone interview
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Idella Craven, interview (taped) by George McDaniel, Sharyn
Duffin, Eula Odum, Rockville, Maryland, July, 1979; Ethel
Foreman, telephone interview by George McDanlel, September,
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September 19, 1979; DBessle Lee, telephone interview by
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Chapter 2
BOUSE TYPES

The design of the houses of black families in up%er western
Montgomery County may be described as foik grchitecture.1 They
were b#sed almost wholly on traditional methods and models, by
contrast to the more formal styles of bullding adopted by the
wealthy and which reflected the creative work of architects
patronized by the American and European elites, designs which
changed recognizably over datable periods of time, While it 1is
possible to see faint echoes of formal architectural styles in
these folk houses, especially from the late 1800's onwards,

these were always adapted to fit the more limited resources of

-

these families,
Like other aspects of folk culture, folk houses are slow

to change, and one form continues to be used even after new ones

have been introduced and popularized. In folk houses this

affinity for the familiar means that while some elements such

as decorative features may change, alterations in more basic

elements, such as room size and construction, are slower. The

similarity in floor plans and dimensions of many log houses of

the 19th century and frame houses of the early 20th in the survey

area illustrates this slow degree of change as does the continu-

ation of log house construction into the 20th century.
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In studying the houses of black families in the 1800's and
early 1900's, it is important to underétand them in context, The
hardships and deprivations of slavery, followed by the struggles
of emancipation and new-found freedom were the primary influences
on the ways of life of these people -~ and consequently on their
material culture. Limited by their experience, education, capital
and resources, their house types were usually simple and slow to
change.

Yet change they did, especially in the late 18@0'5. As new
ways developed, they gradually spread to other regions, or were
described in builders' manuals and were then copled by carpenters
and contractors. In this way eventually the new style became

the standard and supplanted the o0ld.?

In their broadest outlines, the forms of the traditional
houses of these black communities remained constant throughout
much of the 19th century and into the 20th. Essentially, they
were rectangular blocks with gable roofs and with a front door
located in the longest side of the rectangle, not in the gable
end. Some had a one or two story wing on the rear length,
creating an L, but the principal block remained rectangular. The
houses were continuations of the basic Chesapeake Tidewater house
type, brought to America from England in the 17th century; that
is, a single unit, one bay structure with gable chimney centered
on one gable end. No exampies of the variations of house types
that developed further south, such as the dogtrot house (two single

units on either side of an open passageway) or saddlebag (two
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single units_ﬂiaced on either side of a central chimney) were
found in the Survby area, Except for two stone slave quarters,
all of the houses surveyed were of log or frame construction,
none of brick, They were one or two stories in height. The
smallest had only one room down, and the largest, four down and
four up. They were built by the resident§ and neighbors or by
local carpenters, according to local housing traditions, ‘the
builders' abllities, and the owners' pocketbook.3

There were essentially three types: The earliest was the
single unit (or single pen) house with one room down and a loft.
This was the typical "slave cabin". (See Figure 10 ) Usually
these single pen houses were of log construction, though there
are eight frame examples, the Genus-Davis house in Jonesville,
(164" x 14'2"), being one.t
‘ After emancipation, freed slaves built a second type: two
room log houses in the hall/parlor or hall/ chamber traditionm,
with an upstairs of two rooms.rigures 35y53) Ihe two room down-
stairs plan is English in origin. The term "hall" does not in
this case refer to a passageway, but to the 17th century English
meaning of the word: a multi-purpose room, which was more public
than the parlor or chamber, and usually related to cooking, dining,
or household work functions and was usually larger. The second
room was the more private and formal and served as parlor or
chamber (bedroom), or both,

The last tyve was the two story frame house with two room

floor plan, the standard vernacular house type of the period. It
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had a three or five bay facade =-- typically three in the survey
area -- was one bay in depth, and usually had a central stairway.
One might argue that the last two house types are the same since
they share a two room plan, and there were three examples of the
standard vernacular house type with a hall and parlor/chamber
floor plan. But the majority of log houses had hall and
parlor/chamber plans, while the majority of standard vernacular
houses had two rooms of equal size., Furthermore, there were pro-
nounced differences in construction and the kinds of stairways,
windows, chimney placement, interior decorative features, and
other elements so as to warrant a separate house type. Flgures 10,640,561
show the similarity and differences in the types. Yet, the basic
resemblance of all three house'types, spanning more than a
century, shows the strong adherence to traditional ways 1n these
communities.

Why was there such strong continuity in these house types?
One reason was cultural., As with many folk or traditional soci-
eties, it was not highly valued to "individualize" a house by
creating for it a unique style or appearance. The conformity
among peasant houses in pre-industrial West African, British,
or Viétnamese villages or in Appalachia illustrates this.
Another reason -- perhaps the most influential -- was economic.
Since most heads of black households in the survey area were
farm laborers with a typical cash income of ten to twelve
dollars a month in the first quarter of the 20th century, they

did not have the surplus cash to invest in a house for purposes
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much beyond that of shelter. Further they could not afford
dwellings with costly, manufactured materials or elaborate
designs, or to alter their homes substantially in keeping with
changing styles. Thus, their homes were built of the most common
and inexpensive bullding material -« wood =~ and were "all more
or less of the same order", according to Tilghman Lee of Sugar-
land, Paul Wilson of the Mt. Ephraim community, and Florence
Hallman from Big Woods, both agree that most old-time houses

were the same: "log cabins, with two down and two up.“5

COMPARISON OF FOLK HOUSES OF WHITE AND BLACK FAMILIES

Not jJjust blacks, ‘but man§ whites in Montgomery County <
perhaps the majority -- lived in similar, simply designed houses
of log or frame construction. Among these folk houses there
were no.structural or stylistic characteristics that identified
one as uniquely a home of one race or the other. Thelr rectan-
gular forms, the symmetrical arrangement of door and window
openings, the methods of framing and roofing, the methods of
hewing and cornering with V notéhes, and their floor plans were,
in general, in keeping with those found in the mainstream of folk
houses in Marylan&/%ﬁg mid-Atlantic regions in the 19th century.6

The dimensions of the log houses of both races were similar:
approximately 18! x 23' x 13' to 16', There was no unigue re-

petition in dimensions in the houses of either race. In fact,

some of the log houses of black families -- such as those of
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William Taylor in Sugarland and of Lewis Brown in Big Woods ==
were larger than the two log houses of white families that
were measured in the survey area. The former measured

26'3" x 16'7" and 25'4" x 20'2" respectively while the latter
(the homes of the Horine family on Peachtree Road and of the
Ruble family in White Grounds) were 25'0" x 16'7" and 19'9" x
15'8", All four were originally of hall/parlor floor plans,

The standard vernacular houses built near the turn of the
century also show no distinguishable difference among those of
white and black families of the same period and of similar
economic means in the survey area. Homes occupied by both races
over the years demonstrate the similarity in house form, For
example, the Wood-Bowie and Naylor'log houses in Mt, Ephrainm,
the Stivers-Hawkins house in White Grounds, and the Luckett house
in Blocktown were all first owned by whites, then by blacks, and
resembled other houses of both races in the area. Unless oral
informants can be found to give the racial identity of the former
owners or occupants of these simply designed folk houses, there
is no way to do so by structural or stylistic evidence alone,

Folk houses in this survey area are indeed bi-racial.

‘PREDOMINANCEHPE LOG _HOUSES

Throughout the 19th century the log house remained the most
common type of housing for black families, yet fewest of them
remain, In the antebellum era, slaves were housed in them, and

given the number of slaves in Montgomery County (5,421 in 1860),
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log houses occupled by blacks probably numbered in the hundreds,
if not thousands. After emancipation, blacks continued to live
in them either as tenants on white owned farms or as new land-
owners, A few families continue to live in them today in the
survey area. .

The widespread presence of log houses throughout the 19th
century and into the 20th was due to the fact that the residents
could build them from local materials at a low cost., As slaves,
tenants, or fledgling landowners, black familles could hardly
afford to buy bullding material, and logs were readily available
from the nearby forests, or from the land being cleared for the
house and fields. The only tools required were fwo'types of axes:
the broad ax and pole ax. Most builders used an adze to smooth
the hewn logss such tools were commonly avallable in farming
neighborhoods.

Another reason for the pOpularipy of log houses was that the
techniques could be handed down from genmeration to generation.
Experience rather than book learning was the best teacher and
was part of a boy's growing up since hewn logs were frequently
needed for timber frames in houses, outbuildings, barns, churches,

and other buildings, as well as for the walls of log houses.7

METHODS_ OF LOG _CONSTRUCTION

The methods used to build log houses in the survey area
were similar to those found elsewhere in Maryland and the mid-
Atlantie region: that is, the logs ﬁefe hewn, notched at the

corners, ralsed into place, and the openings cut for windows
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and doors, The first log houses bullt in the communities in the
1870's and '80's had massive logs, as much as twelve to six-
teen inches wide, since very old trees were still readily
avallable, In the 20th century the size diminished sharply,

as evidenced in the David and Susie Turner house whose logs
were approximately seven to nine inches wide. As in most log
houses in the mid-Atlantic region and the South, the logs were
hewn on the sides, but.not the top and bottom. The open spaces
between the logs were filled with blocks of wood, stone or
brickbats -- and daubed inside and out with a mixture of clay,
sand, lime and water to form a plaster.,

Although most surviving examples of log houses are con=-
structed of pine or oak, chestnut was preferred, since it would
"last so long" and "was easy to work," according to Paul Wilson.

Because the plne logs were the hewn heartwood of old trees,
they too would last, unlike the softer pine from young trees,
Massive oak logs measured as much as seventeen inches wide in
the Fred Hamilton house in Big Woods, for example. Oak was also
used to bulld outbuildings. For instance, all of the outbuildings
built by Bene Hallman in Mt. Ephraim had oak frames, and according
to his grandson Paul Wilson, "they will stand here forever."8

Although none of the present informants had seen hewn log
houses built during their lifetime in the 20th century, they had
heard from the older people how they were built. Almost without excep-
tion, the informants spoke of the log houses as testimonies to the abili:
ties and strength of the older men. Said Tilghman Lee, "Them old
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people handled everything by hand, That's how
they got tough", Paul Wilson explains, "They
did everything the hard way, but that's all they had., No
maéhinery." His grandfather had told him that it took about
eight to tenmen to bulld the "pen of logs", or log shell. Once
that was up, only two or three were needed. In later years,
Wilson saw his grandfather build a log stable by himself,
using a block and tackle to raise the logs, but Wilson believed
that in earlier yearé, building a house alone would have been
uncommon since they needed "a lot of man power."9

Describing the raising of the walls of a log house, Tilghman
Lee said that the logs were first hewn and notched at the corners.
Then the lower level logs were lifted by hand and set into place
so the logs were locked into place at the notched cormers. To
build the walls higher than shoulder height, first the men built
a scaffold of planks or "tressles" inside the log shell, Men
standing on this tressle guided the'logs into place as they were
lifted on "spike poles" by other men outside. As a youth, Lee
had seen the men raising barn frames in this way and was told
that log houses had been constructed likewise, Some of the spike
poles were short, others long, he said. Into one end was driven
a steel splke no longer than two and a half inches. If longer,
it would bend under the weight of the log. This spiked end was
then wrapped by an iron band to keep it from splitting. Lee
explains that the men drove the spike into the log, and other
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men lifted the log to shoulder height. The men with the poles
then raised it on up against the side of the log wall, resting
the end of the spike pole on the ground for support. Lee
remembers that as they raised the log, they slid the ends along
the ground, chanting at each push, "let's go, let's go, let's
go." Once it was raised above the top log, the men on the .
scaffold guided it into place with their hands, making sure that
the notched corners fit property.lo

Paul Wilson tells the following story of how his grandfather
raised log walls:

"T wanted to take out and replace some of the bad

logs in my grandfather's house, but I wondered how

you get them back up to that height. My grandfather

T e hen you san h 10m. yes you eant ' he sald,

’ A ’

He then explained to Wilson that they used to carry the logs by
hand while climbing extension ladders propped up against the log
wall. About four men were needed to haul the log up, his grand-
father said. Wilson surmised that "that's why all those old-time
men who used to work on log houses had extension ladders, even
though they must have cost a lot of money back then." There
may have been men with ropes on a scaffold inside the pen,
helping to hoist the logs while the men climbed the ladders.
Neither of these informants had ever heard of using skids laid
against the log wall and raising the logs along them as described
in texts on log construction, such as Building the Hewn Log

House.11
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Notching andPdgzing. .
Further similiarities between these log houses and others

in the mid-Atlantic region include the use of V-notches at the
corneréf}gﬁz i;amples of houses with dovetailed, half dovetailed,
or saddle notches were found. Only one house had square-notched
corners, the Ruble house in White Grounds, but that was owned
and bullt by German immigrants, not local blacks. Like other
folk houses in the region, they stood on low stone plers, per-
haps a foot or less above the ground, None of them were raised
two or three feet high, as were folk houses in the deep South,
probably because of the colder weather.

In other areas of Mé;yland, such as Cecil County and
southern Maryland, log houses were frequently built with pﬁst
buttresses along the sides or in the corners, pegged into the
log walls. No examples of this method of construction were
found in these Montgomery County houses., Of the fourteen log
houses whose walls could be at least partially inspected,
only two used pegs in their construction, and even in them, the
use was minimal., In southern Maryland.and elsewhere, log walls
of houses and outbuildings were often jolned by pegs, either in
the corners, the mid sectlons of logs, or at their ends wvhere
they abutted against door and window frames. In one example in
the survey area, the slave house at Rock Hall, the upright timbers
framing the firebox opening are fastened to the logs by trunmels,
or tree nails, and in the William Taylor house in Sugarland, the

door jambs of the front door were also secured in this fashion.
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from an earlier building. Unlike the slave house deseribed
by Josiah Henson and others found in southern Maryland and
elsevhere, this one has a raised plank floor instead of an
earthern one. The most striking feature of the interior is the
large fireplace. While it was an improvement over the log
chimneys found on slave houses in many parts of the South, its
great size would have caused it to consume quantities of wood/
and much of the heat must have been lost up the chimmey. The
wood burning stoves found in the houses of black landowners
after emancipation would have been a much appreciated
1m.provement.19
Inverness Slave Quarter

Another log house, similar to this one, still stands in a
line of outbuildings behind the main house at Inverness farm
on Route 28 a few miles from Rock Hall. "According to farm
tradition, it was a slave cabin, and this account is most
likely true., It is one and a half stories in height measuring
18'5" % I.f‘f"(f‘}glts c;lestnut logs are sheathed with board and
batten., They are V-notched at the corner., Originally there
was an external stone fireplace with a free-standing brick stack,
but a: ° » stone building, also used as slave quarters, (2 '¢“x
164" ) was added to this gable end. Both have central doors
vith flanking windows. "Both contain one room down and a loft

above. They have since been renovated as living quarters.
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Mount Carmel Slave Ouarters.

At Mount Carmel farm on Route 28 about a mile north of
Inverness 1s another stone slave dwelling, and there may have
been:hore. (Figure 13 ) Like the other surviving slave
houses, it 1s located a short distance from the main house and
probably housed slaves who worked as cookswtziz;'fEogas‘le._‘.s:.3’1;1’7a}x‘l,}:”s_,..x”‘,“:(I

It was a double quarter, consisting of two identical units,/GacH ua:}
hed ‘

a front door and windpw, and a stone chimney on each gable
end. Large sandstone blocks were laid in a random ashlar
pattern., With walls 22" thick, the interior is well insulated,
and the large windows, 4'3" x 2'4", provided adequate ventila-
tion and sunlight. Since the current residents were not at
home, the interior could not be investigated, but according to
farm tradition, each unit had consisted of one room down and
one up, and the two units weré divided by a partition with no
door opening between them, There is no way to. ascertain this,
since the interior has been thoroughly renovated recently.
Before renovation, 1t had been abandoned for years, many of the
original features of the interior were lost, and a tree had
grown up inside it,

These different extremes of slave houses, ranging from the
hovels described by Joslah Henson to these stone examples, re-
vpresent the variety of housing conditlons for slaves 1in the

survey area.
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POST EMANCIPATION LOG HOUSES

After emancipation, many of the slaves bought land for
themselves and built houses for thelr families as part of
establishing their own identity. The first houses they con-
structed were log, the type that they could afford to build
themselves., A total of eighteen log houses were surveyed.

Most are abandoned and in deteriorating condition, while a few
have been substantially modernized.

Basically these log houses bullt after emancipation re-
sembled the log slave houses, except they were larger. The
earlier examples -- such as the Lewis Brown and Isaac Owens
houses in Big Woods and the William TaYlor house in Sugarland =-
were constructed in the 1870's, Others continued to be built
until the early 1900's, All of them stood at least ome and a
half stories in height, and usually two (e.g., the Isaac Owens,
and William Taylor houses). Their walls were left exposed, and,
like Bene Hallman's house in Figure 64 , were whitewashed each
year, according to Florence Hallman, Few of them had front
porches. 1In later years porches may have been added, as was the
case of William and Rachel Proctor house in Mt., Ephraim. The
logs were V-notched. The roofs were covered by wood shingles.20

Of the 65 log houses that were recorded in this survey (the
majority of which no longer stand), 46 had two rooms down and two
up. Eleven had one down and one up, six had two rooms down and
two had one room down and two up. Of the twelve whose interiors
could be measured, half had two room floor plans arranged in a
hall/parlor or hall/chamber fashion. Two had two rooms down and

two up of equal size. Three had one room down and two up. The



smallest -- Frank Dorsey's house, Figure 49 -- had one down and
one up. However, the small frame kitchen attached to the back
length may have been original, giving the house a two down, one -
up plan. Eight of the twelve measured houses, and 46 of the
total had two rooms down, and two up, which gave the residents
more privacy than the one room houses built during slavery. The
photographs of the log housesof David Proctor and of Bene and
‘Barbara Hallman (Figure 463 & 64 ) are examples., They are among
the earliest photographs found of log houses in the survey area
during the period of their occupancy. Recent photographs of log
houses may be seen in Figure5s, 4o, 53 and- 60.

Though plain in style, the houses did adopt the balanced’
symmetry that was popular in that period. That is, thelr
facades consisted of a door centrally located, flanked by a
window on each side. In addition to being in style, this design
was also a very practical response to the need for light and
ventilation inside each room.,

The windows themselves were double hung sashes with small,
six-over-six panes, According to Florence Hallman, the residents
could afford these smaller types whereas the larger, two-over-two
windows were too expensive. These windows were a marked improve-
ment over the small, windowless or wood shuttered slave houses.21

Almost all of the houses were heated with wood burning stoves
instead of fireplaces. In perhaps half the houses, the stove
flue was locaéed in the center of the house with openings for

stove pipes on each side, so that both rooms were heated. In some
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log houses were symbolic of the hard times of the past. Since
most of the materials for a frame house were purchased, rather
than hand-made, and the house bullt by hired carpenters, rather
than by the residents and volunteer labor, frame houses were a
signal of relative affluence, Covered with weatherboards and
with trim ‘at the corners, windows and doors, they were considered
more attractive in appearance. They did not have that "rough
look" of log houses. Many had front porches supported by columns
suggesting slightly the Greek Revival style or by turned posts
decorated with brackets. In contrast to log houses, the roof
lines of many frame houses were accented by broad, boxed eaves
with short returns at the gable ends and frequently incorporateéd
simple motifs from the earlier Gothic Revival style, such as a
cross gable pediment, which usually contalned small decorative
windows of rectangular, square, or dlamond designs. Many of these
were plainer versions ‘of the "country houses" popularized by
Andrew Jackson Downing and later by George Woodward and other
architects. Figures s54',. 61and 79 =-.the Jones, Duffin, and Hood
houses =~ are examples. '

Significantly, most frame houses were not much larger than

log houses, Of the 86 frame houses and 65 log houses that were

'surveyed, 114 of the log houses and 10% of the frame houses had

one room down and one up or only one room. Apvroximately three-
fourths had two room floor plans (71% of log houses and 794 of
frame houses). Of the fourteen log and frame houses with origi-
nally two rooms down and two up that vere measured, the ranking
in size (exterior dimensions, length and width) alternated. The
two smallest were log; four were at the mid-range, and two near
the top of the scale, If the smallest house is given the number
1 and the largest 14, the ranking in size of the total of 14 log

' hous
and frame/procgeds as follows for log houses: 1, 2, 4, 6, 7, 9,



12, 13. The smallest was the log house of Martha Carter in
Wwhite Grounds, measuring 20'4" x 14'1", and the largest the
Hood-Eerbert house in Martinsburg, 27'8" x 16'5",

ﬁma:ht , important difference in floor plans was that no
log houses were originally larger than two down and two up,
while at least 8% of the frame houses were. They were con-
structed with two front rooms serving as parlor and dining
room, and a kitchen in the L or T along the back length. The
John Onley house in Big Woods and the St. Mark's Parsonage in
White Grounds are examples of "L" houses, measuring 303" x
30'5" and 30'7" x 30'4" respectively along the front length
and the gable end with the L.

Another difference in log and frame houses of two room
floor plans was that Qhen additions were made, one story shed
kitchens tended to be attached to rear lengths of log houses,
while two story L's (with kitchen) were added to frame houses.,
Thus, those families with the money to build a frame house were
more likely later to improve more dramatically their housing
conditions than were families in log houses., The frame dwellings
of John Eenry Wims in Clarksburg and of Thomas A. Jackson in
Rlockstown (Figure 39) are exampies. Vhen a family was able to
invest initially a substantial portion of their income in a

house, chances were that they would be able to continue to

finance improvements.



LOCAL CARPENTERS

Some traditions did continue in frame house construction.
As with log construction, members of the community continued
to participate. Several houses were bullt by the owners them-
selves. For example, Henry Duffin in the late 1870's and his
son Addison Duffin c¢. 1890 both built their own houses in
White Grounds. In Clarksburg the two professional black car-
penters, Henry Hackett and Arthur Gibson, built their own houses.
Figure 6 shows the Arthur Gibson house. Gibson also constructed
the addition on the log house of Zelma Foreman on Stringtown
Road, as well as the home of James Green near John Wesley
Methodist Church in 1947, one of his last. Elmer Jones, a
mason and carpenter, built his two story frame house in Jones=-
ville (Figure 54). The jack-of-all-trades Richard Turner con-

structed his own one and a half story frame house in Turnertown

Blacks also hired whites to build houses. The Graham family
in Martinsburg hired white carpenters to build a large two story
frame addition to their house in the mid-1920's. Some homes,
such as the Hood-Herbert House in Martinsburg, Figure .41 built
in'1904, were a Jolnt enterprise of a ﬁhite'carpenter, asslisted
by the black owner,23

Sawmills close by the communities supplied lumber for these
houses. These sawmills were steam powered and were moved around
to available stands of wood. Figure 67 shows the sawmill in

operation near Sugarloaf Mountain. Arnold Hawkins from Purdum

&

in the 1930's, replacing the earlier log house of his grandmother.22
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remembers that a large oak tree felled on his property was hauled
to a local sawmill near Purdum and supplied the weatherboards for
his family's new frame house in 1910. Arthur Randolph says that
his uncle, Arthur Gibson, built his frame house in 1918 from
lumber cut at Howard Snider's sawmill about two miles from Gibson's
house on Clarksburg Road.zu

A few houses contained some decorative features in the style
of the period. An example is the Colonial Revival mantelpiece
in the Johnson house in Jerusalem, but this mantelplece is inside
an otherwise plain house. Among the most decorative houses was the
frame house of John Henry Wims in Clarksburg that has boxed eaves
with short returns, a front porch supported by turned posts with
scrollwork brackets, and a mantelpiece with turned spool drops.

Several homesteads today are living evidence of the changing
house styles over the years. For example, the first house on the
Thompson family's land in Martinsburg, built in the early 1870's,
was a2 log dwelling with the typical two room down and two up
floor plan (see Figure 60-)s Its owner/occupant was Albert
Thompson, one of the founders of the black community in Martins-
burg after emancipation (see Figure %5). About 1916 his son
Otho Thompson added to one gable end a two story frame block with
two rooms downstairs and two up, and finished the outside with a
porch having turned posts and scrollwork brackets in the style
of the early 20th century, In the 1950's his son John Thompson
bullt a brick, ranch style house whose construction, design, and

furnishings are representative of the material culture of this

period,
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| IHE FUTURE OF TRADITIONAL HOUSE TYPES

Increasingly the traditional log and frame houses in the
survey area are giving way to the new homes. Many are too old
and in need of serious repair so that it is more advantageous
to tear them down and build new ones. Examples of frame houses
in need of repair and perhaps on the endangered list especially
upon the demise of present owners or occupants are: the Johnson
house in Jerusalem; the Henry Onley and John Onley and James Onley
houses in Big Woods; the Duffin-Hebron house in Vhite Grounds;
the Fisher-Diggs, Dorsey-Scott, Fairfax, and Thompson houses
in Martinsburg, to name a few.

If these houses are to be repaired and saved, their owners
need technical assistance, tax credits, loans, or grants., In
particular, many families are in need of legal advice regarding
heir property so that they can obtain clear titles and make the
appropriate improvements to their homes without fear of losing
their investment. Too often, many heirs have inherited the
property, and as they move on to other towns, no one can secure
title to the house to support a home improvement loan, hence the
house is not maintained. Gradually it deteriorates beyond
reasonable costs of repair and must be torn down and the property
must be sold by the helrs. Since there are usually a number of
heirs, agreement on a market price is difficult, so that the
property is frequently sold below market value. The Johnson home
in Jerusalem built in 1896 by the community carpenter, George
Dorsey, is now owned by "about 100 heirs", according to its

present resident. It faces this fate.zs For this and other examples
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of historical house types to ponﬁingéninfu3§i,1%’;s';mpgrgtive

that, homeowners, community leaders, and county and state agencies
.develop more open lines of communication, learn from one another,
and make concerted efforts toward their'préservatidﬁ“today. Day

by day, tomorrow is becoming too late for. these houses.,



FOOTNOTES FOR HOUSE TYPES:

1.

-

The term "folk" will be used synomously with vernacular
and refers to the "typical houses of the average man, built
according to "the needs and traditions of ordinary
people", as defined by Richard Pillsbury and Andrew Kardos,
A Field Guide to the Folk Architecture of the Northeastern .

United States, Geography Publications at Dartmouth, No. 8,

Special Edition on Geographical Lore, no date, p. 11.

Pillsbury and Kardos, Folk Architecture of the Northeastern.
United States, pp. 11-16. Henry Glassie, Folk Housing in

‘Middle Virginla, A Structural Analysis of Historic Artifacts

(Knoxville, University of Tennessee Press, 1975)

Fred Kniffen, "Folk Housing: Key to Diffusion", Annals of the

Association of American Geographers, Vol. 55, No., %, December,
1665, pp. 549-57T.

For documentation and further description of each surveyed
slte discussed in the text, refer to 1ts Maryland Historical
Trust Inventory Form. FEach 1s catalogued according to its
number glven 1n the list of sites in the community histories.

Tilghman Lee, telephone interview by George McDaniel, July 1978;
Paul Wilson, telephone interview by George McDaniel, April 1979;
Florence Hallman, telephone interview by George McDaniel,

July 1978,

Kniffen, "Folk Housing", pp. 549-57T.

Tilghman Lee, interview (not taped) by George McDaniel,
Sugarland community, July 1978; Paul Wilson, interview

(not taped) by George McDanlel, Mt. Ephraim community,

April 197G.

Paul Wilson, telephone interview by George McDanlel, July 1979.

Tilghman Lee, interview (not taped) By George McDaniel;
Paul Wilson, interview (not taped) by George McDaniel.

Tilghman Lee, interview (taped) by George McDaniel, Phil
Mudd, Bill Kelley, Sugarland community, May 5, 1976G.
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13 .

14,
15.

16.

17.

18.

19 (S

0.

2l.

22.

a1

Paul Wilson, telephone interview by George McDaniel,

July 1979; Charles McRaven; ‘Bullding._the Hewn Log House,
(New York:. Thomas Y. Crowell Publishers, 1978). o

*

Tilghman Lee, interview (taped) by George McDaniel, Phil
Mudd, Bill Kelley.

McDaniel, Phill Mudd, Mery Sue Nunn, Gail Rothrock, Sugarland
community, May 1979

Paul Wilson, telephone‘intervieﬁ“byLGeorge McDaniel.

George E. Woodward, Country Homes. Reprint. (Watkins Glen,

New York: American Life Foundation, 1977), pp. 151-166.

Ibid.

Josiah Henson, Father Henson's Story of .His Own Life, p. 18.

Ora Lyles, interview (taped) by George McDaniel, Phil Mudd,
Bill Kelley, Jerusalem- community, March 17, 1979.

George McDaniel, Preserving. the People's History; Traditional
Black Materilal Culture .of. Nineteenth .and Twentieth Century '

Southern Maryland; Ph.D, dissertation, Duke University,

‘Durhamf‘North Carolina, 1979.

Florence Hallian; interview: (not taped) by George McDaniel,

.Big Woods community, July 1978,

Ibld.

‘Edna Duffin Johnson, interﬁieW'(nothapedjvby George

McDaniel, White Grounds community, March 1979; Arthur
Randolph, interview (not taped) by George McDaniel,
Clarksburg community, February 1979; Hannah Jones, interview:

”(not taped) by George McDanlel, Jonesville community,

September, 1978.
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24,

a5.

Lemuel Graham) interview (not taped) by George McDaniel,
Martinsburg community, May 1978; Evelyn Herbert interview
(not taped) by George McDaniel, Martinsburg community,
May 1979.

Arnold Hawkins, telephone interview, by George McDaniel,

-Spetember 1979; Arthur Randolph, telephone interview by

George McDarilel, September 1979.

Margaret Dorsey, interview (not taped) by George McDanlel,
Jerusalem community, January 1979.



Chapter 3
FURNISHINGS AND HOUSEHOLD ACTIVITIES: THE LEE FAMILY HOME

By examining these houses and the wayswof life they
represent we can see them as more than simply house types,
and begin to understand how they were furnished and what
activities took ﬂlace in and around them., ‘Like the houses,
the furnishings did not show marked individual identity, were
not designed according to formal styles, and their designs were
slow to change over time, Most pleces were purely utilltarian;
informants described few purely decorative objects. This is
not to say, however, that the homes were devoid of 1ife, Indeed,
an examination of the furnishings'reveals the multitude of
family activities that went on 1inside.

To present a more complete picture of these furnishings,
one case study -- the Lee family home  -- will allow examination”
in depth. The discussion of this house will be supplemented
by the recollections of other informants of the same period
in the survey area. Tilghman Lee grew up in this house 1in the'
Sugarland community and recalls vividly the life lived in and
around it. Born in 1893, the son of a freed slave, Lee says

that he can remember his youth ("just like 1t was yesterday")



mofé clearly than events last year. He continues to live in *

the Sugarland community, having never travelled far from it:

"I never took to the sporting 1life". Thus his connections

to the historical community remain strong.l
Lee was the seventh of ten chlildren of Samuel and Martha

Virginia (Beander) Lee. She was the sister-in-law of Phillip

Johnson, (the only ex-slave in Montgomery County interviewed

by the Federal Writers! Project in the late 1930'3).2 Tilghman’

Lee's father was a farm laborer and a stone-cutter at the

Seneca Quarry (Figure 72'), and worked his own J.Zand intensively.

Like many blacks and whites in pre-commerical societies, he was

skilled at a number of practical crafts and made many things

for his famlly. He was a étrong model for hils son, who says

"I always wanted to do everything my father could do."3

The Lee family house waé a frame dwelling of one room down

and one up on a seven acre tract that hils parents had purchased

in 1884.% The nouse was built soon thereafter. >

NThe facade consisted of
three bays with the centrally located door flanked by windows.
On the back length were two windows, but no door, and there

were no openings along the gable ends. The house faced south,
and in the west gable end was a wood burning stove. Instead

of a brick chimney-like stove flue as was common in houses of



this period, there was only a tin pipe which passed through
the upstalrs and out the roof. Ig warmed:fhe_upper chamber.
In other houses with a two room (hall/barlor) floor plan,
the stove 1n the kitchen served as the cook range, while the
parlor usually had a smaller stove, used almost exclusively
for heating. '"They might put a kettle on 1it," Ora Lyles says.
Josﬂﬁa Hamilton from Jerusalem and Mary Turner from Turnertown
both recall that a model known as 2 "King Heater"” was commonly

used in the parlor.5

THE DOWNSTAIRS

Since there was only one room downstalirs in the Lee house,
it served a2 number of purposes: kitchen,-parlor, dining room,
bathing room, laundry room, and parents' bedroom. It was fur-
nished with obJects common to other folk houses of the early
19C0's. (Figure 15)

A plank table in the center of the room served as a work
table and dining table. Llke Joshua and Fanﬁy Hamilton who
1ived in a log house in Jerusalem, Tilghman Lee remembers
that the table was the only flat surface for work purposes
and therefore served a number of uses. Food was prepared
and served on 1t. Dishes were washed on i1t iIn a pan. Children

used it as a desk when they had lessons to do. On Sunday

mornings before breakfast, famllles gathered around 1t for






























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































