399 cpee

sl
e ort 270

oa e 3

L "

24
[o} R
Ree i w4 ‘7_‘%[25* 214+
1% 2 'f‘ [ 58 +ix?.7
+3¢8 w202 e L o sz
332
1
+395 s Iioruer o
e B\ WL s :
i® i zzt ﬁ
4 8
’ Y 1 o &
ot - A 30 4 +22
v g * \7‘
ee \ £ e 30 L TEBT gz -
el W > EED -7 -
e P - oY
+31* Y Zh
- -7 tgec T4
9;%‘3*.*5?_ - R s 5‘“;:"‘3
PR - T Al A <
- ../"4 2& % \:‘am\ G"
- 4% - wield
. +277 \“/E;I"'-h;—’rz
278 <+
o +276 5%
's
. " Tg +Z8Z 432
k7
253 -
et = L2785
. + s ‘2%
+ Ye73 4
mzi + 4%
wbh &
Og&? wizéo

R

FOUNDATION RESEARCH SERIES 55



THE AFRICAN AMERICAN
CEMETERIES
OF PETERSBURG, VIRGINIA:
CONTINUITY AND CHANGE

Vol. 1 Text

Research Series 55

Michael Trinkley and Deb: Hacker
Chicora Foundahon, Inc.

Columbla, South Carolina

Sarah Fick

Historic Preservation Consultants
Charleston, South Carolina

Prepared F‘Or:
Virgima Department of Historic Resources

Ricl'unond, Vlrglma

a.ncl

The City of Petersburg, Virgimia

Chicora Foundation, Inc.

P O Box 8664 = 861 Arbutus Drive
Columbia, SC 29202-8664
803/787-6910
Email. ch1cora@beﬂsout}1.net

WWW.C].’IICOI‘&.OIg

May 1999



Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

Tnnkley, Michael
The Afnican Amencan cemetenes of Petersburg, Virginia
continuity and chang‘e / Michael Tnn.]zley and Deb1 Hacker, Sarah Fick
preparecl for Virginia Department of Historic Resources and the
Ci‘cy of Petersburg, Virguna.
p. com. - (Research senes, ISSN 0992-2041 55)

“May 1999~

Includes ]oibliographxcal references.

ISBN 1-58317-049-9 (alk. paper)

1. Afro-Amencans--Virginia--Petersburg--Genealogy 2. Afro
-Amencans--Virgima--Petersburg--History. 3. Petersburg (Va.)-
-Petersburg 6. Sepulchral monuments--Virginia-

-Petersburg. 7 Registers of births, etc.--Virgima--Petersburg.

I. Hacker, Debi. II. Fick, Sarah, 1953- III. Virgima. Dept.
of Histonc Resources. IV Petersburg (Va.) V Title. VI. Senes
Research series (Chicora Foundation) , 55.

F234.P4T75 1999

929' .5'0089960730755581--dc21 99-29997
CIP

©1999 by Virgima Department of Histonic Resources. All nghts reserved. No part
of this publicatlon may be repro&ucecl or transcribed n any form without PETImMISSIOn
of the Virgima Department of Historic Resources, except for bref quotations used
1n reviews. Full credit must be given to the authors and the pu}:hsher.

ISBN 1-58317-049-9
ISSN 0082-2041

The paper 1n this book meets the guxc}ehnes for permanence and durability of the
Committee on Production Guidelines for Book Longevity of the Council on Library

RESOUI'CES o



Ole white preachers used to talk wid cley tongues waddout sayin
nothm’ but Jesus told us slaves to talk wid our hearts.
-- Nancy Williams of Petersburg n
The Negro m Virgmia



ABSTRACT

Petersburg has 1ong been recogmzecl as havmg
a specxal place n Afnican American, }nstory. The First
(African) Baptist Church, on Harrison Street, and
Gillfield Baptist Church, on Perry and Gill streets, were
orgamzecl durmg the last quarter of the exghteentl'x
century. By the end of the century the area’s free black
population representecl an anomaly mn Southern society,
and Petersburg, for reasons still ]aemg explorecl, appears
to have been one of the most attractive locations for
their settlement.

Durmg the first half of the nineteenth century,
on average, a third of the total African Amenican
populahon of Petersl)urg consisted of free blacks. They,
along with the city's white populatzon, en]oyecl a
relatlvely prosperous penod. On the eve of the Civil
War, Peterslaurg had the largest number of “free persons
of color” of any Southern city

Even after the Civil War the black populatlon
continued to climb, as the white populatlon declined.
Moreover, black businesses, as well as cultural and social
organizations, thnved. Black home-ownerslup ncreased
bv 300% clurlng the last quarter of the nineteenth
century, while white home-ownershxp was stagnant.

During the twentieth century black society 1n
Petersburg was largely dominated lay the churches.
Gillfield's meml:ers}up mncluded many of the city's most
successful, and prosperous, African  Americans.
Signiﬁcant among the city’s black populatlon were also
the undertakers, one of the more prestigious caﬂings.

[t 1s agamst this baclzdrop that this stu&y
Legms to explore Petersl:urg's Afnican  Amernican
graveyarc]s and cemetenes, focusmg on four still extant
to&ay: People's, Blanfl{otcl, Little Churcl—x, and East
View (which mcludes Wilkerson Memonal). Excluded
trom consideration are the several graveyarcls which have
been lost to &evelopment activitzes.

Thus study has been undertaken as a result of

fun&ing prov1clecl ]:)y the Virginia Department of
Historic Resources and the City of Petersburg. The
research goals included the collection of historical
information concerning the extant cemeternes, with
particular attention on People's Cemetery, now owned
by the City. In addition, People’s was completely
mappe& and surveyed, with all extant markers and plots
Lemg 1ncorporatecl onto a map of the cemetery As a
result of this work we identified 114 family plots
contaiming at least 290 graves, as well as an additional
440 graves without any form of plo’g designation. Using
an earlier, mcomplete survey of the cemetery, as well as
maps prepared &umlg several eplsodes O{ roacl W‘u:lerung,
we were able to add over a hundred additional Jf‘arnily

names to the mnventory.

The histonc research not only focused on
1ssues of ownersl'up and the evolution of the property,
but also on the role that Afrncan Amencan 1oc1ges,
societies, and orgamizations (Loth secret and fraternal)
playecl mn ensuring the proper bunal of Peterslaurg's
Afncan Amerncan community. Tlus, mn turn, led to our
exploratxon of loclge stones as a partlcular type of
funeral marker not prekusly surveyecl 1n the literature.

Associated with these investigations at
People's, ths stucly also explore& several of the
seemingly vacant areas (one of which was being
considered for cemetery access parl:amg Ly the City),
using a penetrometer to determine if graves were
present. We found that a number of graves were
present, even in areas with no outward appearance of
bunials  (i.e., laclzmg markers or even sunken

depressions).

Incorporated 1nto the research at People's was
the preparation of a prelimmary preservation plan for
the cemetery This information focuses on 1ssues of

“ ”
access, routine maintenance, and historic “restoration

efforts appropnate for the property

Although less detailed, research at Blandford's



black section, Little Church Cemetery, and East View
Cemetery provxclecl not onlv histonic overviews and
sketch maps, but also allowed a much broader range of
grave markers and bural practices used Ly the Afnican
American community to be examined. As a result, the
stucly prowcles new information on the range and sty]es
used }ay African Amencans 1n the Peters]ourg area and
compares them to other areas of the South.

This research ultimately revealed that these
cemeteries, taken together, are clearly eligible for
mnclusion on the National Register of Histonc Places as
a multlple property nomination. Part of this project,
therefore, mnvolved the clevelopment of a draft mulfiple

propertv nomination.

Finally, the Petersburg research clearly reveals
the s1gnif1cance of this topic and hxglulights 1ssues
appropnate for wider investigation or more detailed
research. These are prowcled as recommendations to the
Virgima Department of Historic Resources for

additional research and preservation activities.

i
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INTRODUCTION

Project Baclzg:_!rouncl and Goals

In February 1998 the Virginia Department of
Historic Resources (DHR) solicited proposals from local
governments for a broad range of historic survey and
planning activities. The resulting projects would be
clevelopecl as cost-shares between the DHR and local
~ government. Through competitive evaluation, a
proposal from the City of Petersl)urg to

In discussions with both the City of Petersburg
(where the project was l)eing handled Ly Ms. Suzanne
Savery, Museum Manager for the Clty) and DHR
(wl'lere the project’s technical contracting officer was
Ms. Margaret Peters), we found that there were actuaHy
multiple goals. The City recognize& the need to better
manage People's Cemetery. This meant that tl'ley
needed to have a more complete history of the cemetery;

survey and evaluate African American
cemeteries was among those selected.

One of the identified cemeteries,
People’s Memorial, had been long
recognized as one of the Iargest African
American cemeteries in Virginia. Now
owned ]3y the City of Peterslmrg, efforts
were lneing made to ensure not only its
preservation, but in some manner, its
restoration. This interest grew graduany,
being spearl'lea&e(l ]:)y not only the local
community, but also the City's Mayor,
Roslyn Dance (Figure 1). Consequently,
the City was particularly interested in
ol)taining outside preservation assistance.
Moreover, DHR recognized that combined
with Peters]:)urg’s other black cemeteries,
this project had the potential for creating a
significant Multiple Property Nomination
to the National Register of Historic Places.

Figure 1. Mayor Roslyn Dance with other dignitaries at People's
Cemetery, Memorial Day 1996 (courtesy of Mrs. Mary L.

This  would help recognize, and

commemorate, the importance place of these cemeteries

in black life.

As a result, DHR distributed a request for
proposals at the end of July 1998. At that time the
project envisioned the identification and documentation
of the several African American cemeteries known to
exist in Peterslmrg and, assuming that the criteria for
nomination were met, the preparation of a draft
Multiple Property nomination.

that they needed assistance aetermining how to best
preserve, operate, and manage the cemetery; that they
needed information on where they might construct a
parlzing lot for these using the cemetery; and finally,
that they needed a better handle on who was buried at
Peoples and, if possible, where all of the documented
burials were located. The Department of Historic
Resources viewed the project from a broader perspective.
They were interested in better un&erstanding the
signi{icance and needs of African American cemeteries
across Virginia and saw this project as an opportunity to
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c],evelop and test tecl'miques and research strategies
toward the goal of a wider, more inclusive project. A
draft Multiple Property Nomination would help
establish a context for African American cemeteries at
least in the Southside regionl and might point out
issues applical:le across the state.

We immecl.iately recognized that this project
was being thought about as providing many things to
many different groups. In preservation, as in any
discipline, this format has the potential to cause many
prol)lems as individual constituencies feel unsatisfied or
left out. On the other hand, such projects also provide
exceptional opportunities. Being loose}y structured, they
offer the maximum potentia1 to cl.evelop research
questions, and pursue the research in whatever direction
it might go. Researchers are not constrained l)y the need
to produce large]y bureaucratic paperworla. Such projects

are, simply put, very exciting.

Asa result, Chicora Poundation and Historic
Preservation Consultants combined experiences and
expertise, successlcu.ﬂy proposing on the project in

Septem]aer 1998.

By the end of Septem.l:er we had been notified
that DHR intended to award the Peters})urg project to
our team an&, by micl—October, an agreement for the
work had been processecl and signe&‘ Having alreacly
made one visit to Petersburg, both to view the
cemeteries and also to attend a pre—bi& conference, a
second visit was scheduled after the award of the project
to review contract speci{ications and attend meetings
with the DHR in Richmond. This second trip, from
September 30 'clu'ough October 4, 1998, also included
a brief layover in Petersl)urg, clun'ng which we began the

on-going process of research.

Althoug}l the exact nature of the project would
continue to evolve over the next several months there
were two major goals consistently advanced throughout

" The Southside is typica].ly considered the region
between the James River and the North Carolina line and
between the Blue Riclge foothills and the Nansemond River
and Dismal Swamp. It takes in at least 18 counties, including
the vicinity of Petersburg and Dinwiddie County.

2

our researcl'l .

The first, and certainly primary goal, was to
collect the information necessary to clevelop a draft
multiple property documentation form for African
American cemeteries in Petersburg.? This form
organizes the themes, trends, and patterns of l'listory
that are shared ]:)y the resources into one or more
historic contexts 2 In addition, the form also outlines the
property types that represent those historic contexts.

The multiple property documentation form is
not intended to be a nomination in its own I‘igl'lt, but
rather to provicle a basis for the evaluation of National
Register eligiljility for similar types of sites. As such, the
multiple property documentation form may be used
immediately, to nominate and régister thematicaﬂy-
related historic properties that are submitted at the same
time, or it may be used to establish the registration
requirements for future nominations.

For the Petersburg sites, we envisioned (a]ong
with the DHR) that the draft multiple property
documentation form would help do both. It would
provicle an immediate boost to the nomination of several
o£ Petersl)urg’s A&ican American cemeternies, }Jut it
would also serve as s foundation for nominations of
additional African American properties throughout
Virginia. [t would help in the evaluation of individual
properties ]:)y comparing them with resources with
similar physical attributes and historic contexts or

associations.

The project would procluce only a draft of this
document since it was recognized that there may be
other historic contexts — other themes, trencls, and
patterns obvious elsewhere in the state — that were not

2 Additional information concerning Multiple
Property Documentation Forms is available in National
Register Bulletin 16B, How to Complete the National Register
Mu/tip/e Property Documentation Form.

? Historic contexts are the patterns or trends in
history l)y which properties or sites are understood and their
meaning is made clear. It is a written narrative that describes
the unifying thematic framework. The context also helps to

support the relevance or importance of the properties.
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present 1n Peters}mrg.

Those familiar with the National Register of
Historic Places will no doubt wonder about this
approach since the conventional wisdom 1s that
cemeteries — such as those 1n Petersburg — are often
not considered eligible properties. In fact, National
Register Bulletin 164, How to Cgmp]ete the National
Register Registration Form, notes that ordinarily
cemetenes (as well as properties acl'ueVlng sxgnificance
within the last 50 years) are not eligible for inclusion on
the National Register. For a cemetery to be eligible it
must fall within one or more exceptions, known as

Critena Consx&erahons.

We felt, very early on, that the Peters]aurg
cemetenes would easi.ly meet several of these exceptions
or Critena Considerations. Most clearly, we felt that the
cemetentes would fall under Critenion Consideration D-
a cemetery 1s eligi]ole if it denives its primary sxgnificance
from graves of persons of transcendent 1mportance,
from age, from distinctive clemgn features, or from
association with hustonc events.* In parhcu.lar, we
believed, after only a little research, that Peters]:)urg’s
African Amenican cemeteries contamed distinctive
cleﬁgn features and also were associated with significant

historical events.

We also felt that a case could be made that the
cemeteries were also s1gni£icant under Criterion D,
ty'_plcaﬂy used for the nomination of arcl’xaeologlcal
properties that contamn s1gni{icant research potentlal.
The application of this critenion does not require, or
unply, that the site 1s sub]ect to excavation or removal.
It s1mp1y means that if such actwities ever occur (as
they have twice 1n the past at People’s), this aspect of
the site's szgniﬁcance should be considered.

The mnformation thought to be necessary to
aCCOmp]ish this first goal was known at a general level to
include primary and seconc]ary historical research
associated with the cemetenies i Petersburg. This
mcluclecl title searcl'xes, review of publishecl matenal, ancI

4 For additional m£ormation, see National Regxster
Bulletin 41, Gmc[elines for Eva]uaﬁng and Regrstenng
Cemeteres and Bunal Places.

the collection of oral hlstory, all critical for the
&evelopment of a histonc context. But, we also
recogmze& that additional contexts rmgl'x’c include 1ssues
such as the mmportance of fraternal and benevolent
lodges and associates, the origin and development of
bunal msurance, Afncan Amencan bunal and ﬂmerary
customs, the place of the African American church 1n
the social fabnic of urban life, the role of free persons of
color 1n Peterslnurg, the cleveloprnent of what mxght be

descril)ecl as fouz art marlzers, and the a.c].ophon of ljroa&
cemetery trends and traditions ]ay African Amencans.

A second goal was more closely related to the
immediate and specific needs of the City of Petersburg
and  mvolved prowding assistance 1  the
management, preservation, and operation of
People’s Cemetery This took the form of several
tasks, mcluciing the procluchon of a map showmg all of
the known graves 1 People’s Cemetery, the preparation
of a complete inventory of stones and markers 1n
People’s Cemetery, a penetrometer survey of several
locations to help the City better understand the density
of remams n the cemetery, and some prelirmnary
recommendations regarcling essential preservation
efforts at the cemetery

Although this goal seems far less “theoretical”
than cliscussmns of historic context, s1gni£icance, and
critena considerations, the 1ssues mnvolved m clevelopmg
cemetery preservation pla.ns are no less complex or time
consuming. Moreover, because they nvolve 1ssues
associated with the c].ay-to-&ay operation and
maintenance of cemetenes, they can generate
cons1c1era.131e mnterest ancl even J.isagreement. Asa result,
we recogmzecl that just as we were chargecl with
&evelopmg a draft multlple property documentation
{orm, s0 too would the preservation plan be on]y a draft
— an mitial effort at c].evelopmg a cohesive preservation
philosophy for a site which had received only minimal
maintenance and care for the last 50 or more years.

Our third visit to Petershurg was made from
December 12 through 18, 1998, during which time the
freld nvestigations of the vanous cemeteries were
conducted and a great deal of the oral histones and on-
site hustonc research was collected. At the conclusion of
tlus wisit, on Deceml)er 18, an on-site meeting was l‘lel&
with representatives of the City of Petersburg, mcluding

3
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the City Manager, David Canada, and others.’ During
this meeting we quic]zly presentecl an overview of our
ﬁnclings thus far, including information on the historic
Laclegroun& on the cemeteries, their current conditions,
and recommendations we intended to offer regarding

preservation efforts at People's Cemetery (F‘igure 2):

A fourth visit to Peters}aurg was scheduled
from January 25 through January 29, 1999. The focus

of this work was to complete the necessary on-site

progress up to that point and also to solicit any
additional information that individuals might have

concerning the cemeteries in Petersl)urg.

About 25 individuals attended this meeting.
Although some additional information came to 1ig1'1t,
inclucling the existence of a hand written history of
People’s Cemetery by Captain Thomas Brown (in the
possession of his gran&—claughter, Thomasine Burlze),
more of those attencling were interested in fin&ing out

if there had been any

success in locating a

Figure 2. Meeting at People's Cemetery (

£rom L to RZ MS. Suzanne Savery, MI. Leonar

map of the cemetery.
There was considerable
interest on the part of
the community in
trying to determine
where family members
were buried. Of course
there was little that we
could do to respon& to

these concerns, since it
was clear to us that it
was unlilzely a map or
complete record book
ever existed for People’s
Cemetery, which has

been used for over 150
years. We explained that

while we were compiling

Muse, Dr. Michael Trinlzley, Mr. David Cana&a, Ms. Christine ]oyce, Mzr. Lang&o all of the extant

Weﬂford, DI. Larry Tooml)s).

information concerning

historic research and interviews. In aclclition, a pulalic
meeting was held in the evening of Tuesclay, January 26
at one of the oldest African American churches,
Gillfield Baptist Church. This meeting was designe& to

provide the local community with an overview of the

5 Besides Mr. Canada, the meeting included Ms.
Suzanne T. Savery, Museums Manager; Mr. Leonard A.
Muse, Director of Planning and Community Development;
Mr. Landon C. Wellford, Preservation Planner; Dr. Larry C.
Toom]:)s, Superintendent, Buﬂclings, Groun&s, Patlz, and
Cemeteries; and Ms. Christine Joyce, Curator, Blandford

Cemetery Museum.
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the location of various
farnily plots, there was
no way to ascertain who was buried in the vast majority
of unmarked plots.

In addition, a number of families wanted to
know what the city's policy would be on additional
burials at People's Cemetery. Specific questions
included not only where individuals were buried, or
where famﬂy plots were loca‘ce&, but also how they were
to go about malaing arrangements to use plots tl'ley
owned, or how they were to obtain replacement deeds for
plots. Although we were in a position to make
recommendations regarcling a number of preservation
issues, we pointed out that these were administrative

concerns Leyoncl both the scope of our project and also
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our authoritv.

There was also considerable concern expressecl
over what was percewe& as a lack of interest in People's
Cemetery on the part of the City, which t})ey saw as
translatmg mto a lack of care and approprnate
maintenance. Here we indicated that we were able to
make preservation and maintenance recommendations
to the City, alt}xough clearly we did not have the
autl'xority to demand that they be 1mplementec1.

In other words, the pul)lic heanng made it
clear that the black community in Petersburg, while
possessing relatlvely little information concerning
specifics of bunal locations, 1 tremenc[ously concerned
that People s Cemetery be cared for and that some
provisions be made to ensure that families have
appropriate bunal  spots. These concerns are
1ncorporate¢1 into our recommendations.

The remaimnder of our time nvolved n this
project {ocused on collecting, weeding, and synthesumg
the vast literature mvolved with Afnican Amenican bunal
practices, fraternal and benevolent organizations, and
cemetery practices. This work mnvolved a broad range of
searches, takmg us to a number of different lilaranes,
often seelzmg rather obscure pul)licatxons.

Thus report sumrmanzes the different facets of
this research, provuling detailed documentation of the
various cemeteries, an outline of the l'ustonc context,
information on the mapping and inventory of People's
Cemetery, recommenclatlons for the preservation of
People's Cemetery, and a draft Multlp]e Property
Documentation Form. This publication should prowcle
an excellent mitial overview for others unclerta]zmg
research on African Amencan bunal practices 1in

Virgima's Souths:de area.

Research Strategv and Questions

The previous discussion prov1c1es some general
indication of the research questions we sough’c to
address clunng this work and outlines two major goals of
the project: the clevelopment of a draft Multlple
Property Documentation Form and the development of
information on the current condition of People's

Cemetery (inclucling a map and inventory).

Although there has been considerable research
mn African American bunal practices, there has been
relatively little examination of black urban Virgina
cemetenes. Most of the focus has been on rural
cemetenes, often associated with coastal South
Carolina, Georgla, or F‘loncla.

Moreover, we found that muc]—l of the literature
on African Amencan bunal practices mught be
characterized as fixated on proving Afncan connections.
Histonans such as Vlach (1978) have sought to find
these connections throughout the Afncan Amencan
cemetery. For example Vlach sees hand made concrete
markers as a “neat intersection between commercial
headstones and scattered clusters of bunal offermgs"

associated with both African and nineteenth century
American traditions (Vlach 1978:145).

There seems to be no end of Afncan
traditions. Nigh, for example, suggests that hand made
markers are examples of “recoded traclitlons;" that
rnultiple grave markers (“reclunc]ant 1c1enti£icat10n") are
forms of respect for the “new ancestor;” that mementos
at graves are examples of the Kongo tomb decoratlons;
that JEun'y rugs prowcle examples of direct Yoruba
traditions; and that shells and shmy oL]ec’cs may all be
traced back to the Yoruba traditions associated with
water (Nigh 1997).

Archaeologists have likewnse sought to find
evidence of Afncan rehglous practices 1in nineteenth and
even twentieth century cemeteries. Connor, for
example, argues that African slaves Broug}xt a world view
and bunal practices quite distinct from Eufo-Amencans
and these beliefs are still wisible m black graveyar&s
through the use of specifxc plants, the use of plates
(wl’ucl’x she relates to a Nigenan tra&itlon), and the
scattering of grave goocls. She even argues that the
modern use of styrofoam decorations follows well

defined Afnican traditions (Connor 1989).

Overlooked l)y these efforts are similar (or m
some cases, 1clentical) practices 1n white cemetenes,
leavmg unaddressed the 1ssue of ongn. Did Afncan
traditions affect white bunal practices, c11c1 white
practices affect Afncan-Amencan, or rn1gl’1t both have
been mclepemlently cleveloped from different traditions?
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Not aﬂ lustonans or archaeologwts, of course,
have sought to find little pieces of Africa n graveyarcls.
Examining the Charleston, South Carolina, King
Cemetery, Jones and hus coHeagues tend to describe it as
a distinctive “Sea Coast Afncan American type,"
without extending the para].lels too far (Jones et al.
1996:70). Cemetery histonan Barbara Rotundo 1s even
more critical, noting that most items found m Afnican
Amencan cemetenies are well within the Anglo-
American tradition and none have what mlght be
described as a particularly strong “African stamp.” She
suggests that, “as a reaction to the long-time white
demal of any black culture, scholars toclay are often too
apt to make sweeping statements” concerning Afncan

connections (Rotundo 1997.103).

While African connections may be present, we
feel that a m1c1<ﬂe ground 1s more suitable ancl, lilze
Rotundo, believe that moderation 1s appropriate.
Moreover, to focus on posite& Af‘ncan connections, to
the exclusion of other research 1ssues and topics, m1gl1t
suggest that were it not for those percelvecl connections,
black cemetenes would be unworthy of study. We do not
believe this to be the case. In fact, as our Peters]aurg
s‘cu&y demonstrates, there 1s far more occurning 1n most
Afncan American cemetenes than many researchers

have prevmusly recognlzed.

We believe that a more funclamentaﬂy useful
theoretical perspective 1s provulecl I)y cultural
geographers who have viewed cemetenies as clelil)erately
sl'xape& and }ughly orgamzecl cultural lanclscapes
(anncawglia. 1971). To this can be added an
anthropologmal perspective, whach allows a more holistic
perspective. When studied mdiwclually, such as the case
when any one of Peters]aurg’s Afncan Amencan
cemeteries 1s examimed 1n 1solat1on, the cemetery may
offer clues about the belief systems of the livmg. The
strength of these clues, of course, clepenc]s on the clarity
of the cemetery, clepth of the research, and the
unclerstancling of associated historical events.

When several cemeteries are studied
coﬂectively, as 1 Petersl)urg, they are more lilzely to
prov‘l&e clues regar&ing social conditions and perl’laps
even 1dealizations of larger patterns. How far these
observations can be taken of course cIepencIs on the
samp]e size. At present, our examiation mclucles only
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Petersl')urg, supplementecl by personal observations and
professwnal experiences, other site-speciflc work 1n
Virgima, North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia,
and also the benefit of some other good studies.

By way of companson, our investigation of
African American cemetenes 15 far less extensive than
Gregory Jeane's sample used to create his model of
Upland South Cemetenes (Jeane 1969). By 1987 hus
stucly ncluded two Virgimia counties — Isle of Wigh’c
to the southeast of Petersbuxg and Hanover to the
north (Jeane 1987). Nevertheless, we believe that the
Petersburg research prov1c1es an important new focus 1n
the examination and recordation of African American
cemeteries, at least 1n the Soutl'xsucle area.

Our survey of the vanious cemeteries sought to
document not only features that seemed unique to the
Afncan Amencan community, but also to examme how
blacks adopted, and adapted, traditional (i.e., white)
cemetery movements or expressions. This involved the
examination of how cemeteries such as People s
mcorporatecl the rural cemetery movement, how there
was a gra(lual transition to concepts associated with the
lawn—parlz cemetery, altl'xougl'x there seems never to have
been anythmg approacl’ung complete acceptance, and
how finauy the memonal parlz movement has blended
with more traditional customs.

In Peterslmtg, at least, we also recognize that
even this process of ac].optlon and aclaptatlon 1S Iil:ze]y far
more complex than it mlght at first seem. As 15 well
understood, the dominant elite 1n Petersburg's historic
African Amenican community were mulattoes. It seems
likely that these indiniduals were not only aware of
prevailing white customs and attitudes t}uough ther
education but also tln‘ough their close connections with
the white community. It may be not so much that
beliefs and attitudes were cop1ec1 as it was that the elite
of the Afncan American community were actlvely
participating in similar cultural activities and events. Of
course, this leaves unaddressed the role of blacks in
lower soci0-economic brackets. Were t}ley copying and
acloptmg white behavior or perhaps the patterns of the

black brothers?

As this research progressec{ we found that one
sxgnilr'icant 1ssue was the clevelopment of folk
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monuments — or concrete markers. We were
particula.rly mterested 1n how t}ley were used, where they
came from, and what t}ley represented. We were
{ortunate that several resea.rchers, nota]oly Little (1998)
and Rotundo (1997), had previously explored many of
the 1ssues which we recogmzecl as potentlally mgni{icant
n Peters]ourg. Asa result, we have been able to compare
and contrast, rather than sn-nply deseri}nng.

Hawving Jispensed with the notion that Afncan-
Amencan cemetenes would somehow prowcle evidence
of African roots and, wnstead, {ocusmg our research on
the cemetenes as cultural ]anc]scapes, we then moved on
to a range of historcal 1ssues which qmclzly became
critical 1 our stucly Perhaps the most mteresting and
complex, was the role of {Taternal, secret, and
benevolent societies in the black community, as well as
the clevelopment of funerary customs 1n Peterslaurg.

Al’chougl'x we found an excephonal range of
research 1n this general area, we discovered that much of
it, too, was flawed. Hawving been la.rgely conducted prior
to the Second Worlcl War, it was dommated l)y two
opposing philosoplncal positions and preconcewed
attitudes. Scholars such as W.E.B. DuBois spent much
effort to demonstrate that beneficial societies grew
clirecﬂy out of Afnnican Obezh worslnp (DuBos 1907),
i order to empluasxze the importance of economc
cooperation among the “Negro Amencans.”

In contrast, others (typically white) sought to
demonstrate either that blacks spent an wnordinate
amount of both time and money on funeral 1ssues (“The
accusation that Negroes spencl more on their loved ones’
bunal than they spend on them while alive 15 harcuy an
exaggeration”) or that the vanous societies and
organizations were little more than shallow imitations of
white orgamzations (“most negro ]oclges are scrawny and
patl'letic, the hexght of their pretensions matched only
bv the depth of thewr impecuniosity”) (Perdue
1994:332; Ferguson 1937.1 96). One scholar went as
far as to describe the African Amencan willingness to
jon volunta.ry associations, such as bunal orgamizations,
as “pathological” or “a sign of socal pathology” (Myrdal
et al. 1944:953). These authors overlook the identical
tendencies among the urban white lal)onng class clunng

the same penocl.

Of course, all were written 1 an era of not
only 1mplicit, Lu’c explicit, racism. Toclay's l'ustonans,
when the topic 1s occaswnaﬂy reviewed, are far more
even-handed. Perhaps the best smlple ana1y51s 1 offered
Ly ]oel Walker, who olaserves, “Blacks’ use of the clubs
and loclges served a very complex and externaﬂy not well
understood system of human needs” (Walker 1985:8).
Regarcﬂess, our pomnt 1s that although there 1s a wealth
of literature pul)lis}xecl on bunal associations, fraternal
orgamzations, and secret societies mn the African-
Amenican community, n its failure to contrast
accuzately with white groups, relatlvely little of it offers
any real substance or foundation for modern analysm.
What 15 used must be accep’ced with caution,
recognizing the source, mcluc].ing both the intention

and a})ility of the author.

Nevertheless, much of our }ustoncal research
focused on the 1ssue of fraternal and benevolent )Loclges
and associations, the place of the Afncan-American
church in death and bunal practices, and the nse of the
black undertaker or funeral director. We attempted to
clevelop as much information as possi]ole on the
organizations specific to Peters}aurg, but all of our
sources are 1n agreement on one essential 1ssue — the
number of such organizations was overwhelmmg, most
survived for relatlvely short penods, and few left any
meamng{ul hustoric documents.

A final 1ssue which we dealt with was the
development of preservation recommendations for
People's Cemetery. The typlcal strategy m &evelopmg
such a plan 15 to have considerable input from both the
local community and the governing bo&y. In thus case,
neither group was prepare& to provuie clear “wash-lists.”
The local community, while very interested 1n the
cemetery, seems interested 1n an abstract fas}non,
11av1ng relatxvely few clear concerns regarc].ing 1ssues of
landscapmg, access, or maintenance. Similarly,
altkougl'x the City 1s concerned with 1ssues such as
parlzmg and security, it has not xrully exp]orecl the
ramifications of ownerslrup.

As a result, we chose to oHer our
recommendations mn a more general format, avon:ling
the formality of a “preservation plan.” This should allow
additional dialog (even helping to gwide that dialog),
while still provx&ing guulance on actions which
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are critical and which should be 1mplemented

1mrnec1iate1y.

The N atura] Setting of Peterslmr,c_i

By 1850 Virgma offically recognized, for
statistical purposes, four “grancl divisions”  the
tidewater, pleclmont, vaﬂey, and trans-Aﬂegheny As
mlght be expecte&, geographwal, geologlcal, and physwal
differences mn these divisions have had profouncl effects
on Virginia s historv As mentioned eatlier, the project
area also falls into the region known as the “Southside,”
one of nine generalizecl areas of Virginia. Situated
between the James River to the north and the North
Carolina line to the south, the western limits are the
Blue Riclge foothills, while the eastern limit are the
Nansemond River and the Dismal Swamp.b Depending
on how the lines are clrawn, the Southside includes at
least 18 countaes, mclucling Dinwiddie, Prince George,

and the City of Petersburg (Elliott 1983).

Petersburg 1s situated 1n (}out aclmlmstratlvely
mclepenclent o£) Dinwddie County, m southeastern
Virgmxa.7 It, along with cities such as Alexandna,
Freclenclzs]aurg, ancl Ricl'lmoncl, 18 situa’cecl on the Faﬂ
Line, a narrow zone of rap1cls that are found at the
point where the nvers pass from the resistant granites of
the Piedmont to the more easily eroded sands and clays
of the Coastal Plain. It was along the Fall Line that not
on]y were 1nland water vessels stopped lay the falls, but
that these falls furnished power for mills, promoting
industnal development. As a consequence Peterslmrg's
lrustory 18 mtlmately tied first to tobacco and later to
rni].ling and sl'uppmg.

Pe’tersburg 1s situated on the south bank of the

¢ The Southside has its ongin 1n Prince George
Countv, which was formed 1n 1703 from the portion of
Charles City County (one of the eight ongmal shires or
counties created m 1634) situated on the south side of the
James River. One of its charactenstics was a slower settlement

and &evelopment than the area to the north of the
Appomattox River.

7 Virgmia 1s composed of 130 political subdivisions,
including 96 counties and 34 independent cities.

Appomattox R_iver, just clownnver £rom the rapuls that
mark the division between coastal plam and predmont
(Figure 3). The city ongma‘tecl on a relatwely flat
terrace bordered by Brickhouse Run to the west and
another smaﬂ &ramage, Lieutenant Run, to the east.
Elevations clroppecl as you left the 1’ugher, wland part of
the city and moved north toward the riverfront. N earl)y
Pocahontas was situated on the ﬂoodplam of the
Appomattox, while Blancl{:ord, lilze Petersl;urg, was built
a lit’cle f'urt}ler znlancl, on a terrace. As a result,
Petersburg incorporates considerable topograplnc relief
and elevations range from less than 50 feet above mean
sea level (AMSL) to over 150 feet AMSL. Only 2
miles to the west elevations range up to 200 feet

AMSL.

To the east 1s the Tidewater region — a level
plam of alluwal soil. Elevations range from about sea
level, along the Atlantic coast, to upwarc].s of 300 feet,
at the Fall Line. Altl’loug}'l characterized 1n s1mple
terms, closer mspection reveals the Tidewater to be far
more complex an(l cliversified. For example, on the
eastern shore of the Chesapealae Bay the ’copograpl'ly 18
very flat, while the western shore 1s far more varied and
roHing. In JEac’c, Dav:cl Haclzett Fischer observes that
when cleared and cultivated this western shore “took on
a quet, pastoral beauty that reminded homesick
colonists of southern and western Englancl" (Flscher

1989:248).

To the west of the Tidewater region 1s the
Piedmont, the la.rgest phy51ograplfnc province 1n
Virginia. It 15 a relatlvely low, roHing plateau with
elevations ranging up to about 2,000 feet at the
foothills of the Blue Riclge, prewously known as the
trans—AHegheny.

Early on differences were observed in Virgima s
vegetation, based largely on dramage. Pines seemed to
qmclzly give way to oaks and hickones as one moved
mlan&, toward the fall line, where deciduous hardwood
forests dominated the setting (Morgan 1998:31).

Just as Petersl:urg takes on charactenstics of
both the acljacent Tidewater and Piedmont regions, it 1s
also situated between two different climates. The climate
of the southeastern Coastal Plain 1s moderated by the
Atlantic Ocean, 11av1ng fewer hot and cold clays, less

9



INTRODUCTION

snowfall, and a longer growing season than 1s tvpxcal for
the rest of the state. In general, l'xowever, the region's
climate may be described as havmg hot summers and
mild winters, charactenistic of a contmen’cal climate.
The growing season vanes from about 200 to 210 days
1n the Trdewater to about 180 days 1n the lower reaches
of the Piedmont. Rainfall over much of the region 1s
around 50 inches, easily supporting a range of both
subsistence and cash crops.

In terms of its natural setting, however, the
one tl'nng that stands out 1 the clescnptlons of many
elghteenth and nineteenth century wisitors 1s the
“grubbiness” of Petersburg. For example, Suzanne
Lebsock notes the 1786 complamts of Iosxah Flagg
(“Tlus 1s the most cln‘l:y place I ever saw”), and also
observes that the town's growth was largely unplannecl,
resultmg n mean&enng, narrow streets and large
number of wooden houses (Lebsock 1984:1-3). It was
only with the nineteenth century that thmgs Legan to
change. Streets began to be paved about 1813, the
1815 fire promoted “urban renewal,” gas lights were
introduced 1 1851, and ]:)y 1857 there were new
waterworks. All of these wurban improvements
ameliorated the unhealthiness of the area. Nevertheless ,
the city was considered Jt.au'ly lackluster even 1n the
1820s, when Samuel Morclecal commente& on tl—le

town s condition:

the roads mn ruts — the fields
uncultivated — the houses tumbling
clown, groups o£ {ree negroes,
mulattoes and  whites loungmg
around a grog shop — the town half
clepopula.tecl (quotec]. in  Lebsock
1984:9).

Curation

The map of People’s Cemetery resulting from
this work has been preparecl on mylar and has been
curated at the Virgimia Department of Histonc
Resources, with copies prov1c1ec1 to the City of
Petersl)urg. The inventory of People’s Cemetery 1s
mcorporate& mto this study, which s pnntecl on
permanent paper. Likewise, the sketch maps of the
other cemeteries 1n Petersl')urg are mcorpora.tecl nto
this study, although copies are also curated with the
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DHR.

Pl-xotograpl'uc matenals for this work were
proclucecl with color print film. Although mherently
unstable, color prints often provule the most useful
renditions of cemetery markers under less than ideal
conditions. Copaes of critical photographs have been
mcorpora’ced mto this studv as black and white prints,
ensuring thelr long-tenn use{ulness. The remamcler are
mcorporatecl 1n files retained Ly Chicora Foundation.



HISTORIC OVERVIEW

Historical Overview of Petersburg's
A:Encan American Commun.if_:x

This 1s not intended to be a comprehenswe
account of African-Amercan lustory mn Petersl:utg.
Other writers, Luther Porter ]acleson, Lucious Eclwar&s,
Jr., and William D Henc],erson, have documented the
subject well up until about 1900. A thorough
exploration of Petersburg's twentieth century
African-Amencan lnstory has yet to be made.! Our
purpose mn this summary 1s to note the aspects of local
l'ustory that relate to cemeteres.

From its earliest colomal settlement, tl'xe
Petersburg area was home to free whites, enslaved
blacks, and a separate class, "free persons of color,"
whose liberties were sub]ect to white control. Because
such control could not be escaperl, even 1n the North,
urban areas with telatiVely open wage labor and
entrepreneuna] opportunities drew many free blacks.
During the first quarter of the nineteenth century, the
number of free persons of color 1n Petets]aurg ncreased
dramahcaﬂy with  both immigrants and new
manumssions and sel{:-purchase. The census of 1810
found 310 free persons of color. By 1830, there were
2,032 free blacks alongsxcle 3,440 whites and 2,850
slaves (Bushey et al. 1994: 22-24).

T}xey found employment alongsu'le slaves 1n
Petersburg's rapully-Qromng tobacco ‘factones, the
women typlcaﬂy stemmmgz and the men thsting.3 For

' A sumilar situation 1s found m Norfonz, where
Bogger's (1997) research stops at 1860.

2 Stemmung 1s the process of stripping the entire
madrib or stem from the leaf.

3 Foﬂowmg stemmung the delicate stnip tobacco was
fashioned into a twist. These twists then went wmnto a press

where they were "Pnzed," or compactecl 1n order to evenly

example, m 1831 the Leslie and Brydon factory labor
force included 21 free "boys," 52 slaves, and 23 free
women, all of whom were stemmers. A sort of truce
clevelope& among the white and black Worlzlng classes
and their employers. Cotton mills, driven by water and
steam power, were staffed ]Jy white lal)or, while blacks
held most ]o})s m tobacco {actones, which were
unmechamzed. By 1860, about one-quarter of tobacco
factory workers were free blacks (Jackson 1942. 74,
92-94).

Other free people established themselves as
craftsmen, tza&espeople, entrepreneurs, and property
owners. Many among the Afncan-Amencans who
accumulated real estate were Haclzsmitl'ls, ]aarl)ers,
carpenters; mechancs, preachers, shoemakers, boatmen
and restaurateurs. Fewer were twisters and stemmers.
By 1860 about one-third of Petersburg's 811 free
Negro families (composed of 3,225 individuals) owned
property. More free Negroes were women than men,
and about half the heads of families were women. By
1860, 70 such women were stemmers, 65 were laborers,
and only 39 were washerwomen, the cliché image of free
Maclz women worlzers. Lilae men, the more aml)itlous
free women of color found ways to acquire real estate
(Jackson 1942). Unlike men, however, they were not
among the individuals or mutual benefit group trustees
who acquu-e(l land for cemetenes 1n the nineteenth

century.

Petersburg was a majority-black city 1n 1870,
with 10,206 blacks and 9,342 whites, and an important
city to Virgima's black life. Dunng the 1870s,
Afncan-Amencan religlous and fraternal organizations
routinely held their annual meetings at Peterslaurg.
With white conservatives ho]ding power 1n both local
and state government, Afncan-Amencans were ’:’ormmg
a separate society. By the early 1870s, the powerful
Afncan-AJnencan cl'xurclles, Gillfeld Baptist, First

distribute the moisture.
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Table 1
Peters})urg's African American Popu]ation

0 Whites
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M Free Persons of Color
M Blacks
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AFRICAN AMERICAN CEMETERIES OF PETERSBURG

(Harnson Street) Baptist, Third Baptist, St. Stephens
PE, and Qak Street AMEZ, had become m:lepenclent
of white conferences and playe& a mgnificant role n

community life.

The Petershurg community was often
prosperous Ly comparison with Afncan-Americans
elsewhere. Althoug}: tobacco plants were closed for
several months of each year, they did offer wage-lal:»or
opportunities. In 1870 there were apprommately 20
tobacco factories m Petersl)urg. After the economic
crash of the early 1870s, tl'xey were among the local
industries that recovered, even boommng 1n the 1880s

(Henderson 1977 95, 115, 147).

Petersburg's tobacco 1n<1ustry pealzed in the
early 1880s, then began to decline as Amencan tastes
shifted away from dark tobacco to bnght—leaf and
cigarettes. Nonetheless, Watson and McGill, a maker
of plug and twist tobacco for export, continued to
expancl mnto the 1890s, and the Cameron and Brothers'
Tobacco Company employed 800 in 1893. In the
m1d-1890s Dunlop Tobacco Company was employing
nearly 700 black men and women. In 1908 five large
tobacco factones employed 5,000 people makmg plug
tobacco for export, mncluded Watson & b’icGiﬂ, ]ol'm H.
Maclin & Son, and Dunlop. There were also four cigar
factonies with 2,000 hands (Anonymous n.d.).

After the clepartuze of the textile mdustry and
decline of flour miHing, industnes such as tobacco,
peanut factories, foundnes and machine shops,
trunlz-and-hag manu£actur1ng, Dupont's Hopeweﬂ
plant, railroacls, and even Fort Lee, supportecl the
general economy until after World War I.  Most
occupations were rac1aHy segregatecl, and there was still
a color line within the tobacco mclustry. Cigarette
makers were }Jecomlng mechamzecl, but stemming and
twisting were more eHicxently done L)y hand (Perclue
1994: 339). White labor was chosen for
machine-driven work, and Afncan-Amencans for
manual tasks. In 1917 Petersl:\urg's cigarette factores
employecl 700 white women and gn:ls, 500 white men
and ]:aoys; cigar makers employecl 300 white women and
gu:ls. In the plants devoted to dark tobacco smolzmg,
plug‘, twist and leaf form were 1,000 Negro men and
}Joys and 500 women and glrls. In addition, a large
number of black men were employed as laborers 1n

warehouses and frelgl'xt yards (Hodges 1917).

American tastes abandoned Petersl)urg‘s dark
tobacco for lighter tobacco and cigarettes, but dark
tobacco 1n plugs, whose produchon was dominated lay
Afncan-Amencan labor, was still valuable on the export
market. Fire-cured dark tobacco took another blow
after World War 1, as Europeans switched to flue-cured
Bnght leaf tol)acco, but plug makers clevelopecl new
export markets 1 Asia, saving the stemmenes and their
)ob opportunities for another generation of

Afncan-Americans m Peterslmrg.

Dunlap Plug and Twist Tobacco Company,
after Lemg taken over by Maclin-Zimmer-McGill,
prospered tln'ough the Depression mth exports of plug
and twist tobacco. Selclenlaurg & Company, which
opened a stemmery on Hamson Street by about 1910,
also survived the crash. Accorcling to city directores,
this plant, which became a branch of the Amencan
Cigar Company about 1920, and then the Peterslaurg
Division of Amenican Suppliers, remained an employer
until 1949 The export market had been killed by
World War 11, but 1n 1942 the US government bought
the plant's entire procluction as a trade item for workers
i the South Seas. Only 1n the 1950s did a cash
economy replace this Pacific marlzet, and demand
declined for the first time. In 1950 American
Suppliers was converted to the American Tobacco
Company's Lnght-leaf clepartment. Emplovment at the
old Dunlop-McGill plant dwindled down from 200 1n
1950 until the operations were finally phased out in the
late 1960s (Henderson 1980).

Funeral an& Bural Customs

Amernican slavery separated Afncans from their
traditional societies, but it did not erase all therr
spu‘itual values. The plantation situation put great
numbers of black slaves together, mn limited contact with
whites. A distinct Afnican-Amencan culture was forge&
as slaves drew upon ther diverse lnackgrouncls, retaining
elements of Afncan tradition as they established
communal and family life 1n the new setting (Faust
1991. 4-5). For a group granted little clignif:y ]:>y the
surrouncling society, the funeral clevelopecl mnto a
promunent religmus ritual and social event, provuiing a
rare opportunity to aclznowle&ge a member of the

13
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African-Amencan community. The central position of
the funeral 1n an individual's life has been seen as an
African tradition that persxstecl after conversions to
Chrlstlanity, and to some modern observers it even
appears that the funeral was "the climax of life"
(Roediger 1981). Although this 1s an overstatement, it
was unqueshonal:ly important that when life was
finushed, the Eocly not be (lisposecl of like a dead animal,
but the "book should be closed with dignity" (Wade
1964: 170-171).

A similar view 1s prowclecl Ly Angelilza Kriiger-
Kahloula (1989:38) who notes that a study of African
groups on the Ivory Coast found that “to be forgotten
15 far worse than death.” Consequently, it may be that
muc}] of the {'uneral, the grave marlzer, and even the
grave decorations are intended to ensure that a relative

or friend 15 not {orgotten.

By the middle of the nineteenth century, black
people n some cities had access to livery hearses and
carnages. In 1852, a Sunclay afternoon funeral 1n
Richmond mnvolved a "decent hearse of the usual style,
drawn Ly two horses" and more closed coaches leacling
the procession of walkers. At the cemetery, a reporter
observed i:l{'ty mourners and a smgle white man, who
remained separate from them 1n the capacity of observer

(Olmstecl 1996 [186].]: 35-36).

Slave ancl HEE-I)laCk i:unetals, 11126 all

gatlaenngs of blacks, were c]osely observed Ly whites
feanng that such gathenngs could become occasions for
subversive plothng. As long as it was lzzept within
bounds, many white Southerners condoned the slave
funeral, because for whites, too, a proper funeral was an
important community ritual. The whites extended their
community JEeeling to a few favorite slaves, whom they
occaswnaﬂy honored with funerals and gravestones
equxvalent to those place& on white graves (Roerliger

1081, of. Kr(iger-Kahloula 1989 for a different

perspective on whites commemorating blacks ).

A rare funeral notice for a slave was publisl'xecl
in Petersburg in 1857 "The Funeral of Sarah Smith
(colored) will take place this morning at the residence of
her owner, T P Watson, Blanclford. Tlue {nencls of
her late mother and those of her father are mvited to
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attend.™ Unfortunately, as with notices for white
funerals , the nterment location was not stated.

Regarcﬂess of the extent of Afncanisms
retained 1n slave and free black funeral rites clurmg the
antebellum penod, rlispositxon of the bocly was
supemsed iay whites. Plantation bunals were typlcally
mna graveyarcl set aside for slaves (Wllether the master or
the community chose its location prol)al:ly vaned).
Many free blacks and urban slaves, even cl'lurcl'xgoers,
were laid 1n 2 potter's feld, clisposed of at the least cost
to the pu]:]ic. Therefore, acqusition of a suitable burial
groun& was a priority of mutual assistance orgamzations
from their Legmnmgs 1n the late e1g}1teent11 century

Petersl)urg obituaries fqr the nineteenth
century supply no information about bunal places, and
1itt1e about {‘unerals. One, however, cllcl attract
sxgniflcant coverage: that of Richard Slaughter, who
died at the age of about 75, a "well-known colored
citizen and musician a cl’xamplon fifer for 60 years

a life-long PetersLurg res:dent and Jflormerly the
slave of E. G. Hinton." The remains were “escorted
[from the churcl'x] to the cemetery Ly a 1arge concourse
the band

named after him prece&ecl the procession, cliscoursmg

of colored people on foot and 1n vehicles

solemn music and with mnstruments &rapecl [malzmg] a
strilzmg and 1mpressive effect.” The attendance and
coverage reveal Slaughter's status, especm].ly conmdenng
the fact that the occasion took place in mid-winter.

Slaughter's Brass Band was a commercial
venture. Benevolent societies also orgamzecl bands to
prowcle music for therr members' funeral processions.
In the early 1870s, Baker's Band playecl for Odd
Fellows functions , and prolnalaly funerals as well, and the
Cable Band (part of BIBC), Ideal Band (NIBS) and
Young Men's Band (Y. MIBA) were weﬂ-respectecl well

* Petersburg Daily Express, September 12,1857.

SPetersburg Index and Appeal, January 22,1875 and
Januarv 23, 1875.
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mnto the twenheth century 6

By the 1880s, fraternal orders, nota}aly
Masons and Odd Fellows, had l)egun inserting funeral
notices when members cliecL summoning other members
to the funeral. Benefit club members also prowclecl a
respectable turnout for therr members' funerals. Two
hundred members of YMIBA es_cortecl the Lody of
Thomas Har&y from First Baptist Church to East View
Cemetery in April 1925. A photo of the floral tributes
on the grave of James Major Colson (d. 1909), member
of the Beneficial Society and a founder of the YMCA
n Peters]:)urg, shows wreaths bound with sashes pnnte&
"YMCA."”

After funeral ceremonies are comple’ce, the
grave can provxcle little 1ndication about how large the
procession was, how fervent the eulogles, or even the
status of the &eceasecl. Nevertl'xeless, sometimes
community stancling 1S proven Ly an 1mpressive marker
such as that of the Reverend Henry Williams 1n Little
Church Cemetery, or Ly smaller stones bearmg society
names or emblems of lodge mem]:ersl'up. Found on
many of Peterslaurg's Afnican-Amenican graves, these
markers testify to the importance that fraternal and
benevolent societies placed on mutual reliance,

community, and remembrance.

T}le Role of Benevolent Societies

Private fraternal organizations have a long
tradition n America. With memberships traditionally
based on ethnic and cultural affinity, their purposes
have rangecl from socxalizmg to religlous outreach to
educational philant}u:opws and charitable support.
Secret ritual societies have playecl an important part in
the spectrum of fraternal organizations, and the blend

6 Peters]:urg Dai/y Courer, March 21, 1871.
[nterviews, Mr. Pernell Simms, December 16, 1998 and
Mrs. Mary Lee Berry, January 28, 1999. See below for
})eneﬁcxal group acronyms.

” Ca. 1880s newspaper clippings 1 an undated
scrapbook, Major William Henry Johnson Papers, Special
Couections, Jolmston Memoral Lil)tary, Virginia State
Unwersity (VSU). Petersburg Progress-Index, April 8, 1925.
Colson family papers, Specxa] Collections, VSU.

of mysticism with mutual assistance provecl especmﬂy
attractive durmg the nineteenth century. Worlzmg
classes, white and l:)lacle, were particularly interested 1n
provuling themselves a respectable funeral or
gravemarlzer. This became a primary role of benevolent
orgamzations. As early as 1783, free blacks m New
Orleans orgamze&1 the Perseverance Benevolence and
Mautual Aid Association, and the Brown Fellowshlp
Soalety of Charleston was established 1n 1790
(Wikramanayake 1973: 81-86). Also m 1790, the
Free Afncan Society, forerunner of the African
Methodist Eplscopal (AME) Church, apphed fora grant
of land 1n Philac].elphla's potter's feld to be set aside as
a bunal ground for Negroes (Browning 1937).

The plantation expenience was the crucible for
African-Amenican culture, but citxés macle possil:]e the
benevolent societies and strong churches that helped
create an Afncan-Amencan community (Goldheld
1991. 146-147). By the early 1850s the large free
black community n Wasl'ungton, DC, was sustaining
churches, schools, and mutual assistance organizations
(s1ck relief and bunal societies), some groups ncluding
both free and slaves among their members (Olmste&
1996: 29-30). Before the Civil War many such groups
were found 1n the north and in areas with latge free
black populatlons,' nearly all the large towns 1n
antebellum Virgina had benevolent financial societies,
many of them the owners of cemetenes (Browning
1937). No other region of the county had such a
concentration of loclges and other mutual ad
organuzations as the Middle Atlantic Soutl'l, notably the
cities of southeastern Virgmia (Walker 1985: 103).

The first decades of the nineteenth century,
not comcn:lentaﬂy a penocl of religlous awalzenmg, was
a time of orgamzecl benevolence. Influenced by the
same philosop}nes that affected whites, the free black
community viewed mutual cooperation as the tool for
1mproving social prol:lems, and self-help as the vehicle
for indindual advancement. Civic-minded Maclzzs,
however, could not enter white circles of lnﬂuence, and
were further tied to therr own community by the
unwiHingness of white-managec; associations to serve
colored people. Regarcﬂess of wealth or education, for
blacks to participate 1m cmic and community
improvement there was no chowce but to organize
mdependently of whites. Therefore, the free black
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community created its own societies to care for the sick
or xmpovenshecl and manage bunals (Bellows 1993:
68-69).

Whites did not object to charitable efforts that
tl')ey did not consider threats to the established order.
On the other hand, after state laws 1n 1831 forbade the
education of blacks, whether free or slaves, schools were
driven undergrouncl. Private benevolent societies were
crucial to therr continuation.®

The first documented Afncan-Amencan
mutual assistance group 1n Peters})urg was the
Benevolent Society of Free Men of Color. In 1818 the
group's five trustees were schoolmaster John T
Raymoncl; Una}l Tyner, Llaclzsmith; Ma]or Elebeclz, a
mechanic [skiﬂe& })uilcler]; James Colson, a barber; and
]ol'm Stewart. The organization was set up so that "as
often as any one or more of the said Trustees shall die
or cease to be a meml:er, then the remaining trustees
shall nominate one or more persons to fll such place
(provu:led the person shall have been at least one year a
member and be 21) 1n order to keep up the number of
five trustees forever." Despite the process, the group
eventuaHy became defunct.

Another group, the Beneficial Society of Free
Men of Color, may have grown out of the Benevolent
Society, or as a separate endeavor. Its records have
been lost, but a broadside copy survives of a revised
constitution acloptecl in 1852, which sets an mitiation
fee o£ $10 and rnonthly clues of 25¢. Every meml)er
was entitled to "a square 1 the place of interment"
(prol:a]sly the first tract of People's Cemetery) wherein
to Lury himself, hus wife, and si]:;lings or children who
were under the age of 21. Other benefits were to be
drawn from the Treasurer's Account: lump sums of $s
to $15 to survivors; weekly payments of $1.50 to sick
members or $1 monthly to members' widows. Every
mem})er was expectecl to attend every member's

8 For example, as early as 1820 John T Raymond
was operating a school in Petersburg, mention of which later

disappears (Jackson 1942:20).

9 Hustings Court, Deed Book 5, pg. 306 (recited in
Jackson 1942:162).
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funeral '

The cash structure of such an organization
could only be supportec]. ]:>y a steacly mern]:ershlp of
healthy, employecl individuals. Most loclges paxcl burial
funds raised Ly assessments on members at the time of
a cleatl'l or iHness. Tl}ere{ore, when too few mem]:)ers
were well-employecl to support the funds, benefits were
reduced, talemg memberslup incentives on a downward
sp1ral. The practice of assessing small dues to fund
large promuses may have caused the coﬂapse of an earlier
Beneficial Society (the 1852 group set out a revised
constitution, not a Whoﬂy new charter) and the
Benevolent Soaety. Compansons to women's beneficial
groups would be valuable, espec1ally because of the large
proportion of Worlzlng women among the heads of free
black families (]aclzson 1942); but no records of
women's associations have been found. In any case,
mutual-benefit groups could not survive substantial

unemployment among their members.

Benevolent and fraternal orders were also a
mgnificant part of white community life 1n antebellum
Petersburg. The Benevolent Mechanics' Association
was organized m 1825 to serve the interests of working
men and their families (Lebsock 1984:214). Blandford
Loclge #3, Ancient Free and Aﬂcepte& Masons, first
met 1n 1755; Petersl:urg Lodge #15 was formed n
1786; and 1n 1809 the Petersburg Union Royal Arch
C}lapter #17, affiliated with the Masons, was chartered.
At least ]:)y 1816 the Blandford Lo&ge Committee on
Charity was assisting to support children of deceased
members. Lodges also {umled funerals for nnpovenshecl
members. Interes’cingly, after paying for a member's
funeral 1n 1825, Blandford Lodge was reimbursed by
the city's Overseers of the Poor, an option unavailable
to black orgamizations. Sometime before 1827 the
Peters}:mrg lodges Lought a plot (lznown as the Masonic
Plot) in Blandford Cemetery After a decline in the
1830s and 40s, reflecting a national anti-Masonic
sentiment, the white Pe‘cerslmrg loclges regamed therr
popularity (Brown 1957 119, 149-150, 211-212,

10 Constitution, Rules and Regu/ations of the
Beneﬁma’ Socrety of Free Men a)[ Ca]or, o][ the City of Peferslmrg
and State of Virgima, as rewsed on the 2nd day of August A.D.
1852 (Special Collections, VSU).
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294).

The purpose of African-Amenican benevolent
organizations was mutual assistance, but like similar
white groups — temperance societies, labor unions,
even fratemnal life insurance firms — some mcorporated
secret or mystlcal rites 1nto ther programs, and therr
members were aware o£, if not familiar witl'x, Masonic
rites.  North American Masomc loclges generaﬂy
excluded blacks, but 1 1775 Prince Hall and 15 other
colored men were nitiated 1n Boston. In 1784 Hall
founded African Lodge No. 459, the first of the black
lo&ges. For a number of years these were recogmzecl l)y
the Grand Loc].ge of Englancl, but the connection was
eventually lost (Fox 1997 377-379). Afnican Lodge
attempte& to associate with white Amencan Masons,
but 1n 1827 the Grand Lodge of Massachusetts refused
to recognize them. Black Masons created an
mclepenclenf Grand Lodge, continued to establish new
lodges, and in the 1840s began to adopt the name
Prince Hall Masonry. The Order of the Eastern Star
among the Colored People (OES), an affiliated
women's group (with men 1n the highest ranks), was
organ1zed 50mew1-1at later (Schmxclt 1980: 99)

Afncan Amencans also became Odd Fellows.
The first Amencan Negro Lodge was recognized by the
Grand Lodge of England 1n 1842, whereupon the white
American lodges withdrew to form the In&epenclent
Order of Odd Fellows. The black branch retained the
name of its English parent, the Grand United Order of
Qdd Fellows (GUUOF‘). The women's branch of the
order was orgamzecl as the Sojourna Household of Ruth
(Ferguson 1937.191).

White Petersburg in 1857 boasted two
Masome 1odges, with a total of 160 members; two Odd
Fellows lodges, with 240 members; a 200-member
chapter of the Sons of Temperance; the International
Order of Red Men, with 200 members; about 100
members each mn the St. Andrews and St. Patricks
societies; and a society of the city's Germans Lelng
orgamzecl. ' Even aﬂowmg for overlappmg

mem]:ersl’nps, the numbers are 1mpressive.

1 Petersbutg The Dai/y Express, Septemker 18,
1957

It cannot be guessecl how many African
Americans were mvolved m their separate array of
fnen(:uy socueties and fraternal orders, 1gnorec1 lay white
pu}:ylicatlons of the &ay Given the levels of church
mem]:erslup ancl eclucahon among Petersl)urg's free
people of color, it would seem lilzely for them to have
supportecl a Masonic or Odd Fellows Lodge. However,
it was white Masons who laid the cornerstone for the
new Gillfield Baptist Church 1n 1859 (this may have
been because Gillfield, like all black churches, was under
white supervision at the time, and not because there
were no black Masons). The ceremony of prayers,
music from Slaughter's Brass Band, and speeches was
attended lay a 1arge crowd, church members and others,
"including a large number of ladies and gentlemen™? —
that 15, white people.

Because Peterskurgrs white newspapers and
gazetteers palcl scant attention to black social and
community activities until the 1870s, we have not
learned when the city's branches of national orders were
orgamze&. By 1870 there were three Afncan-Amencan
Odd Fellows lodges - Noah Lodge #1367, St. Joseph
Lodge #1382, and United Sons of the Morning Ladge
#1384 — which shared a hall on Lombard Street.
Sheba Lodge #17, Ancient York/Ancient Free and
Accepted Masons, was well-established %y 1871. In
1873 the Door of Virtue Tabernacle #80 of the
General Grand Acceptecl Order of Brothers and Sisters
and Charity was orgamzed.’®> The 1880-81 city
clirectory lists three fraternal hall l)uil&ings: Masonic
(Oak Street), Odd Fellows {Lom]:)arcl Street) and
Temperance (Oak Street).

Some orders stressed pomp and regalia more
than others. An article about a procession held lay the
Host of Israel described a procession of uniformed
members, carrying a replica of the Ark of the Covenant
and precedecl l:y Slaughter's Brass Band. A participant
declared "that tl'ung excels the Odd Feﬂows, Masons

12 Petersburg Daily Express, August 11, 1859

1:'!F'eterslmz'g Daily Coumer, October 31, 1870,
January 23, 1871, Marcl’l 21, 1871, Peters]:)uzg Index and
Appza/, August 19, 1873, October 24, 1873.
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and all of t}lem.”“

The mid-1870s was a high pont of
fraternalism for whites as well as African Americans,
mem]Jerslups sweuing as worl:zmg classes ]omecl the
elites. Petersburg's National Register Courthouse
District includes several white fraternal buildings: Odd
Feﬂows, nghts of Pythlas, an&'Mecluamc's Hall.®®
The Great Council of Improved Order of Red Men
expected its largest council ever m 1875 when it met 1n
Virginia for the first ttme.!® In an era without
government benefits or even health msurance, loclges
offered financial aid to ill members and death benefits
to their survivors, small sums that preventecl starvation
or homelessness. Between 1880 and 1900 hundreds of
secret beneficial societies offermg fellowshlp, cheap
insurance and mitiatory ritual were established. For
many of t]qese, the secret rituals were the glue tha‘c lzept
their mostly-male members toget}ler (Carnes 1989-
9-11). For others, membership was an important
aspect of socal networlalng. Officers were generaﬂy
selected from the leaders of church and community, and
ambitious people found loclge meml)ersl'np an ad to
advancement 1n business and public life (Taylor 1926:
65).

Several temperance orgamizations formed
dunng the 1840s incorporated mystical rites into ther
meetings. Among them were the Sons of Temperance,
wl'ucl'x had active cl’xapters, l')oth black an& White, mn
1870s Peterslmrg. Another was the qua51-1ntegratecl
(top ranks were all white) Independent Order of Good
Samaritans and the Daughters of Samana. In 1870
the order had 12,000 members in Virgima — six lodges
n Peterslaurg alone (Ferguson 1937 185-186; Carnes
1989- 6-7). The Good Samaritans flounshed,

representing some one hundred loclges statewide when

" Petersburg Index and Appeal, March 27, 1877.

15 “Petersburg Courthouse Histonc District,”
VDHR File No. 123-103, National Register nommation,
1990.

16 Petersburg Index and Appeal, April 6, 1875.
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the annual meeting was held 1n Petersburg in 1876."7

Other m&epenclent branches of all-white loclges
were formed after the Civil War. In 1869, the Krughts
of Pytl'uas souncﬂy re]ecte& the charter applicatlon of a
Negro nghts 1oclge i Richmond. A separate
orgamzation, the Colored ng}rts of Py‘t}uas, was
orgamized as a fraternal benefit society (Ferguson 1931.
191). Likewise, white FElks would not admit
African-Amencans, so the Improvecl Benevolent and
Protective Order of Elks of the World (IBPOEW) was
orgamzed i 1898. The IBPOEW remamned a
substantial order well after the genera] decline 1n
fraternalism had begun (Ferguson 1931. 190-192).
Peterslaurg's first Elks lo&ge was said to have been
established Ly the turn of the century; Royal Lodges
#72 and #77, and Mayestic Temple #109, were active
at least mto the 1960s. The Royal Social Clubs, #43
Girls and #44 Boys, active 1 twentieth-century
Petersburg are also tl'lougl'xt to have been affiliated with
the Elks."®

Mutual aid societies, fraternal lodges, church
groups and bunal associations helped to create the frst
major black financial mstitutions. Espemaﬂy after the
coﬂapse of the Freedman's Savings and Trust Company
mn 1874, blacks mistrusted established banks. Mutual
ad orgamzations Legan to create alternahves, the most
rapla]y successful }Jemg those that combined mystic
fraternalism with finance (meoln and Mamiya 1990:
244-245).

The Grand Fountamn of ti'xe True Reformers,
a ]omt—stoclcz mutual msurance association composecl of

male ancl {emale memlaers, was orgamzecl m RiC}lmODCI-

in 1881, and incorporated m 1883." Prncipal officers

7 Petersburg Daily Courer, August 9, 1870,
October 12, 1870; PetersLurg Index and Appea/, December
29, 1874, December 13, 1876.

Ylnterview, Mrs. Mary Lee Berry, January 28,
1999.

19 By 1900 the joning fee for those 14-45 was
$4.50 with monthly dues of 35 to 50¢ and an 80¢ annual
tax. Death benefits rangecl from $75 to $125. There were
also “Rosebud Fountams” for children under 14, with a death
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were Grand Worthy Master Rev. William W Browne of
Richmond and Crand Worthy Mistress Eliza Allen of
Petersburg (DuBois 1907 101). Among the earliest
lodges (Fountains) was Petersburg's Fidelity Fountain
#40.%° By the turn of the century, the savings bank of
the Grand Fountain had more than 10,000 &epositors
and over 100 employees 1 its main office (Rabinowitz
1996: 211). From four Fountamns in 1881, the True
Reformers grew to 2,678 lodges with over 50,000
members in 1907 (DuBois 1907 101). In 1900 the
Silver Key and Cix. #26 were active in Petersburg, with
the Chuef l)emg James Allen, livmg on Qak Street.”!
The True Reformers organization collapsed shortly after
the failure of its bank 1n 1910 (Meter 1964: 137).

Prol:a.l)ly the best-known of the new benevolent
societies was the International Order of St. Luke. Thus
orgamization laegan in Baltimore and achieved only
moderate success before 1899 when execunive secretary
Maggie Walker of Richmond took over the affars. St.
Luke's meml:ersl-up mncreased exponentiaﬂy, and Walker
soon orgamzecl the St. Luke's Penny Savings Bank. As
late as 1935, the Order still had 53,000 members
(Perdue 1994: 323).

The National Ideal Beneficial Society (NIBS),
formally orgamized in Richmond 1n 1912 (Perdue
1994: 326), was active as early as 1910, when NIBS
was cited on stones 1n Petersburg cemetenes.
Petersburg supporte& at least three NIBS 1o¢1ges:
Magnolia #116, Blooming Zion #275, and Charity
#502. At least one of these lodges was associated with
Wilkerson Funeral Home, where the first meetings were
held® After the death of Maggre WaHzer, NIBS
assumed the o}.)ligations of the Supreme Council of St.
Lulze, and 1n 1937 had 500 loclges Witi’l 40,000

benefit of $25.40 or $37.00 (Ric}xmond The Re)[ormer
January 27, 1900).

PPetershurg Index and Appeal, August 19, 1873.
% Richmond The Reformer, January 27, 1900.
2 Interview, Mrs. Marv Lee Berry, January 28,

1999. As ear]y as 1900, Wilkerson was aclvertismg a hall to

rent for such societies (see Figure 15).

members (Perdue 1994: 326).

The crest of mystic fraternalism's populari’cy
lasted until about the turn of the century (Carnes 1989
2-3). In 1904 there were at least 64 Prince Hall
Masonic loclges m Virginia, with 2,111 members, and
235 Oclcl Feuows 1oclges, with about 9,000 members
(DuBois 1907 109, 121). Dunng the 1920s
mstitutional fraternalism began to lose strength
(although beneficial societies remamed powerful 1n
Petersburg; according to the city directory in 1920
there were ten beneficial Insurance companies, seven of
tl'lem £or w}'xites), t]’len clunng the Great Depressxon
many national orders shrank or went bankrupt. In
1937 the total membership in the 60+ national Negro
societies was estimated at 2.5 mi]liqn, but by 1940 the
Eaeyclay of ritual fraternalism had clear].y ended (Carnes
1989- 152; Ferguson 1937 184, 197); yet NIBS
continued placing markers well after 1950. The current
Bell Atlantic Yellow Pages list only Elks Majestic
Temple #109 with a permanent address.

Alongsn&e nahonal fraternal orclers,
Petersburg’s black community supported a number of
local beneficial associations. Prowidence Beneficial,
among the groups that have been connected to Peop]e's
Cemetery, was orgamzecl sometime after the Civil
War. Minerva Spratley’s obituary m 1879
commented that she was a member of "a number of the
colored benevolent societies of the city, and her funeral

will doubtless be largely attended."*

A spemal edition of the [na’ex-Appea/ prowcles
a snapshot of fraternal organizations at the end of
1887 Among established African-American societies
were Masons: Pocahontas Loclge #7 and Fnemﬂy
Lodge #21, which shared Masonic Hall on Lombard
Street; Virgima Lodge #9, Abraham/Abram Lodge
#10, Jerusalem Lodge #16, and Sheba Lodge #17, all
using Masomic Hall on Qak Street, which was also

2 Thomas H. Brown, letter 1931 {copy m “History
of People’s Cemetery”). DuBois (1907-94) did not record the

existence of Providence as of 1898.

2 Pel)ruary 21, 1879 clippmg m Obituares
Scrapbook (P etersburg Public Librarv).

19



HISTORIC OVERVIEW

home to Keystone Royal Arch Cl’xapter and St. Mark's
Comman&ery nghts Templa.r; and Eureka Lo&ge
#15. Odd Fellows Hall on Lombard Street was
headquarters to several lodges: Noah #1367, St.
]oseph's #1382, Abraham #1533, as well as the
affiliated Household of Ruth (women) and United Sons
of the Morning. Two chapters of the nghts of
Pythias were active, Auxiliary Lodge (which met at the
white-owned Ramsdell Hall and may have been a branch
of the white Pythian Kmghts) and Excelsior Lodge
#43, which used Coleman's Hall on Sycamore Street.
Coleman's Hall was the meeting pla.ce of quite a few
groups: women's orgamzations mcluding Sisters of
Dawd, Sisters of Esther, Sisters of Samuel, and Sisters
of Job; two chapters of the Order of St. Luke
(Petersburg Council #55 and Mt. Lebanon #10); and
Crystal Fountain #43 of the Order of True
Reformers.”® There was also a Good Samaritan Hall on
South ]eﬁerson Street, which had moved to Gill Street,
next to Brown's Funeral Home, by 19352 The
Masonic-affiliated Mosaic Templars Hall at 211
Halifax Street 1s said to have been built in the late
nineteenth century (Bushey et al. 1994: 46).

The 1880s, a decade of expanding industrial
employment and wages, are considered to have been the
l'ugh pomnt 1n black cultural life 1n Petersburg, but the
wmterest in benevolent and fraternal organizations lasted
several more decades. In 1898 there were at least
twenty-two mutual benefit societzes, alongsule numerous
secret and fraternal loclges (Weare 1973: 11). The
Young Men's Industnal Beneficial Association
(YMIBA), organized in 1894, had its own building by
1911 (shared with the Young Women's Industnal
Beneficial Club (YWIBA or WIBC) at 434 Federal
Street; and 1n 1925 was described by the Progress-Index
as "one of our most forxmdalale, influential ancl use{'u]
local orgamzations."27 Another local society, the
Blandford Industrial Benefit Club (BIBC], had a

% Petersburg Index and Appeal's Annual and
Resume of Events, January 1888.

%Petersburg City Directory 1935.

27Petersl)urg Progres.s-]ndex, April 1, 1911, April
13, 1925, Apri.l 17, 1925.
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lauilcling (now gone) at the corner of Bank Street and
Crater Road. It 1s not known when the Young Men's
Silver Leaf Industnal Club (YMSLIC) developed; the
women's Silver Leaf Club (SLIC) was active by the
1920s.%

Most if not all of these organizations are
mactive toc].ay, their builclings demolished or converted
to other uses. The most tangil:le reminders of the clubs
are the indivnidual memonals they placed on the graves
of their members. An important reason for supporting
Iarge funerals was to ensure that frends would not be
forgotten (reiterating the 1dea that “to be forgotten 1s
worse than deatl'x"), but the ndividual lodge stones have

become s1gni{icant memonals to the clubs themselves.

Peters]:mrg’ Cemetenzes

Bunal of the dead in the grouncl 1s an ancient
custom 1n both Africa and Europe, and came to the
New World with the earliest settlers. Whether in town
or on the plantation, most corpses were mterrecl, and
the locations of an untold number of bunal sites have
been £orgotten. The earliest extant cemetery 1n
Petersburg 18 Blandford Churchyarcl, lznown to have
been 1n use by 1702. Well-situated on the outskirts of
the growing town, Blandford Cemetery became the
pr1nc1pal place of interment for white residents of

Petersburg.

Perhaps even older, and used Ly many of the
town’s white citizens, was one situated "arouncl Higl’l
and Market streets”? (Figure 4). This cemetery was
apparently moved m the early mneteex‘ﬂ:l'x century to
make way for the city's expansion. Another early
graveyard, shown on an 1809 map of Petersburg,® was
situated on the north side of Marshall between Walnut
and Adams — essentlally in the l)aclzyard of what 1s
to&ay the Peterslaurg ].il)rary. Notl'ung 15 left to mark the

B Petersburg Progress-InJex, March 1, 1925.
Interview, Mrs. Marv Lee Berry, January 28, 1999

2 Petersburg Daily Index, February 6, 1866.

¥ ots South of Washington Street Surveyed
for Robert Bo].].ing I)y James Hargrave.
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spot. Another white cemetery, at times called Bethel,
was situated southwest of the faugrounds and saw the
bunal of 500-600 Confederate soldiers.®* Thus cemetery
was apparently built over dunng the early 1970s (see
discussion below). The “Old Burying Ground” on
Sycamore Street, opposite Poplar Lawn, by 1858 was
abandoned and the City Council decided to convert it to

an oat field, later selling lots for clevelcopmen‘c.32

Altlnough the cause 1s far from clear, it 1s
cunous that Peterslmrg seems to be one of the few cities
without urban or in-town cl'mrchyar& cemeteries.
Instead, there appear to have been pul)lic and private
cemeteries both 1 the city and on the outskirts.
F‘oHowmg a trend spreading tl'xrougl-mut Europe and
North America, the town of Peterslaurg purclqasecl the
Blandford tract for use as a pul)lic burymg grouncl m
1819

A.cljacent to Blandford Cemetery, St. Joseph's
and B'rith Achim, for the use of Catholics and Jews
respectwely, were both established 1n the nineteenth
century. T hese cemeteries are often considered part of
Blandford, but tl'ley are separate tracts not included 1n
the National Register listmg for Blancl{ord, and were

not researched for this project.

Plots 1n Blandford were available for white
citizens, but paupers and mcligent strangers who died 1n
Petershurg would be taken to a "potters field," where
they were mterred with little ceremony, at the lowest
cost to the pulalic treasury. Several such burial grouncls
were proloa]:ly used m Peters]aurg. Tl’xey may have been
segregatecl lJy race, and it 1s lilzely thata large proportion
of urban slaves were buried 1n a potters freld.

In addition to pulalic graveyarcls (B]andforcl and
potters fielcls) , 1N Various areas of the city were private
bunal groun&s which are genera]_ly undocumented. Two
are shown on the 1877 Beers Map, one for the Wyatt
£amily (on Portersville Street) and one owned ]Jy AG.
Mcllwaine (west of Sycamore). Beers does not show a
cemetery on the Mingea lot (about the site of tocIay's

3 Petersburg The Daily Index, May 22, 1869.

2 Petersburg Daily Index, February 16, 1866.
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Blandford Manor on South Crater Road) where a single
head and footstone, without legilﬂe mscription, was
photographed for a ca. 1958 news article about the "old
rectory on Blandford Hill."™**

Afrnican Amencan cemeteres were treated no
better — and hleely far worse — than white graveyarcls.
One of the earliest 1s un&ou}atedly the “colored ]::urymg
ground” on Walnut Street, given to Petersburg in 1794
by the father of Robert B. Bolling. By 1856 the City
found it “unnecessary” and the land was converted to
“purposes better suited to that improving and populous
portion of the city” 3 Tn other words, it was developed.

Many of P etersburg's free blacks settled in the
Pocahontas area, found employment m trade, service,
and 1abonng occupations, ancl l)egan to acqure
property. Sandy Beach Church was established before
1800, and at an early date a bunal ground was in use on
Pocahontas. It 1s not certain whether it was begun
through the church or other organization.
IndepenAent]y held }Jy black people, and not })y the city,
the cemetery was aclanowleclged but not protecte&.

As early as 1856 this property, owned by G.W
West, had been abandoned and sold at auction to
Pannill and Collier, only to be qu1cla1y purchased by the
city.35 It seems that almost 1mrnecliate1y the city ]:)egan
excavating the property and using it as £ll dirt m vanous
street reparr projects. [t wasn't until 1869 that this was
noticed l)y anyone who either found it offensive or who
was 1n a position to be vocal. The horror of the site was
reportecl36 and a year later, after apparently no action
had been taken, a councilman, Mr. Doggett, warned
that, “when we cease to respect the cleacl, we cease to

33 n0ld Rectory Interesting Place,” in Petersburg
Progress-Index (n.d., ca. February 1958, copy in D.L. Lauter
files, Prince George County).

4 Peters]aurg The Southside Dai]y Democrat,
November 12, 1856.

35 Peters]aurg The Sauflnque Dai]y Democrat,
December 19, 1856.

% Petersburg The Daily Express, February 15,
1869.
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respect ourselves” > A year later the newspaper reported
that sand was still }:»emg hauled from the abandoned
graveyarcl clurmg the construction of the new 1ron anlge
and no action had been taken to either stop the
desecration or rel’)ury the exposed bones.*® Years later,
Thomas Brown declared that Pocahontas Cemeterv had
been dug up as a health nuisance and the remains used
to fill Low Street or Tmpot Aﬂey, just west of
Petersburg's Old Town Section.® Regardless of the
precise intents or activities, there 1s no wisible trace of

the cemetery toclay.

To prowcle an alternative to potters feld or
private laaclzyarcl bunal, in 1818 trustees of the
Benevolent Society of Free Men of Color paxcl $100 for
a small parcel mn the section of Peterskurg known as
Blandford to become a bunal grouncl. Their half-acre
plo’c, a portion of the estate of Nicholas Voss, has not
been located with certainty. The deed describes it as
surrounded by Voss's land on three sides, with a 30"
street to the north.*® Because bones were unearthed
during the construction (ca. 1920) of Blandford
Elementarv Scl—xool on East Banlz Street, this has been
said to be the Benevolent Socxety lot (Bushey et al.
1994: 42). However, according to Mary Berry, several
older residents believe that these bones representecl
another small graveyard whose name has been lost, and
not a heavily used plot such as the Benevolent Society's
would have been

The Benevolent Society's 1818 purchase was
made while the City of Peterslaurg was purchasxng four
acres at old Blandford Churcl’xyard as a pul:lic bury'mg
ground for whites (arrangements began 1817, sale
complete 1819). The free men of color did for their

3 Petersl)urg The Dai]y Couner, Fe}.)ruary 2, 1870.
* Petersburg The Daily Couner, March 14, 1871.

» Thomas Brown, unpul)lishec] letter to t]ae eclitor
of the Petersburg Progress-Index, March 17, 194.1.

* Hustings Court, Deed Book 5, pg. 306 (recited
1n Jackson 1942:162).

* Interview, Mrs. Mary L. Berry, January 28,
1999.

own community what the government did for its
citizens, both purc}lases influenced by the combination
ofa rising economy with awalzemng public/religlous zeal
that rebuilt Petersburg after the great fire of 1815, and
saw the expancling congregations of Gillfield Baptist,
First Baptist, and Union Methodist (Cak Street
AMEZ) churches.

During the 1830s, when restrictions on free
blacks were laemg enacted mn several states '\ irginia was
especlaﬂy vigorous, reacting to Nat Turner's rebellion;
see, for example, Guild 1996), cities began to formally
segregate thewr public burying grounds (Goldfield 1991.
150-151). Petershurg was no exception: mn 1837 a
City Ordinance forbade the bumal of blacks n
Blandford Cemetery. New restrictions at Blanclford,
the limitecl lanc] area at Poca}lontas; ancl the aLsence of
churchyarcl cemetertes all contributed to the need for a
larger cemetery for the free black community. In 1840,
a group of 28 men pau:l $200 for a one-acre tract, the
first deeded parcel of today's Peoples Memoral
Cemetery. In 1865 the cemetery was enlarge&, again by
the purchase of land by a group of Afncan American
men. Because records have been lost, ancl later writers
reliecl on ora.l traclitlon, the story of the orgamzatlonal
management of People's Cemetery has been lost. The
1840 tract was probably the "place of interment"
mentioned 1 the Benehcial Society's 1852
constitution. This group and its successors were the
"Old Beneficial” and "Beneficial Board" cited 1n
twentieth century records.

Although $200/acre 1n the first quarter of the
nineteenth century was closer to market price than a
gift, 125 years later Thomas Brown stated that "some
of the noble white men under Col. McRae (Captamn
Richard McRae of the Peters]ourg Volunteers 1n the
War of 1812) had given to the slaves and free Negroes
the two strips of land, namely the Old Beneficial and
the Beneficial Board " that form the northem
portion of People's Cemetery (Brown 1942). Soon
aftet, he wrote of "the existence [of] the old Beneficial

Board that was next to a plece of ground that was set
aside by a Mr. Bolling. This land was called a free
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Negro's burying ground.™ Brown added to the
confusion of records about Peters]:)urg’s cemeteries, but
there may be some truth to the notion that there had
been a free cemetery at the north side of People's.
AJ:)uttmg the earliest part of People’s, Little Church
Cemetery was alrea&y a bunal ground when the Mingea
heirs sold the plot to undertaker James Wilkerson 1n
1882. The Mingeas, a promment white family, had
owned the 1an<1 {or decacles, bu’c nothmg 18 lznown of the
bural p]ot: who was buned there, or when. Slaves of
the Mingeas or free blacks may have been buned there;
the Mingeas may even have had a cooperative
arrangement with other whites (McRae or Bouing) to

allow use of the cemetery.

Petersburg's other extant historic cemetery,
East View/W iﬂeerson Memona], was 1n use Ly 1866.
Little 1s known of the early lustory of this bunal
grouncl, which was acquxrecl ]ay the Wilkerson interests
1n 1911 but not annexed from Prince George County
mnto Petersburg until the 1940s. Adjacent to the
in-town cemeteries, East View was no less convenient

for city dwellers l)y bemg outside the city line.

The City of P etersburg enlargecl Blandford
Cemetery in the early 1840s, and 1n 1850, noting the
"propriety of prov:rling a lmrymg ground for persons of
color by the city," authonzed a section to be separated
}Jy a fence from the white section®® and used for African
Amencan bunals. This provided one more option for
Petersburg's black families when tl'xey selected a grave

site.

Petersburg's separate cemeteries — the
People’s complex, Little Church, East View, and the
Blandford complex — are connected geographically,
with several boundaries Lemg blurred over time. They
are also knitted toge’cher lny family rela‘clons}ups within
the black community, as many of the city's
long—esta]alished families have members buned in two or
more cemeteries. Geograp}uc and family ties, even

%2 Thomas H. Brown, letter to Petersl)urg City
Council, Apri] 1043.

% "Blandford Cemetery” National Register
nomunation, VDNR, 1991
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s1mi1ar grave mar]zers, create a unitv among the
properties that should not be overlooked when studymg
them separately.

Several other cemeteries have &isappeared from
Petersburg's lan&scape. Accor&ing to the Beers Map of
1877, two graveyards were 1 the West End, near the
city poorhouse and charit'y hospi‘cal. The Citv Home
remained occupied into the 1930s, when one of the
residents, a retired minister, was supervising burals
there (Perdue 1976: 211). The cemeteries later fell
mto disuse and were obliterated with the construction of
nearby Pecan Acres in the early 1970s. Some of the
Confederate soldiers were moved to Blanclford; the
unmarked bunals of m&igents and the unknown,
whether black or white, were prol)a]aly covered over.**
On Jones Street, a plot called the "Matthew Thomas
Cemetery" had vanished Ly the time Thomas Brown
wrote his History of the People’s Memonal Cemetery
(Brown 1942). There may have been a bunal ground
on St. Andrews Street, the road that runs up to the
west side of People’s, which was separate from the
People’s complex but also under Thomas Brown's
management &unng the early twentieth century 4

There are few contemporary clescnptlons of
antelaellum Af'ncan American cemeteries, ancl tl'xose
that can be found are often tamted })y racism. A white
reporter observed a funeral in Richmond in 1852:
Beyond the white cemetery, a "neat, rural place,
well-filled with monuments and evergreens," was a
"desolate” place - the black hillside cemetery. The grave
was alreacly clug, next to that of an apparen’cly unrelated
child who was interred the same &ay Once the pine
coffin had been lowered and earth pﬂe& up nto a raised
mound over it, one of the men broke two small branches
from a near]oy beech tree and place& them upnght at the
head and foot (Olmsted 1996 [1861]: 35-36).

William Cuﬂen Bryant was more sensitive,
noting that it did not matter so much that the

Hnterview, Mr. Leonard A. Muse, December 18,
1998.

s Interview, Mrs. Marv L. Berry, ]anuarv 28,
1999.
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cemeteries were "poorly lzzept", with few markers and
"those mostly humble" (quoted m Wade 1964:
170-171).  Regardless of the perspective of white
onlookers, slaves and free persons of color conducted
their funerals and maintamned their graveyards mn
accordance with their own splritual laeliefs, and with as
much care as circumstances permitted, often rnakmg

them not only orderly but artistic (Quigley 1996: 88).

La.nc]scapmg, fencmg, ancl marlzers Learmg t}xe
name of the deceased are conventional grave care
customs that vary accor&ing to time, place, economuics,
and splritual values. One of the notable, if not unique,
wavs 1n  which Petersburg's black community
traditionallv demonstrated remembrance was Ly placmg
small "lodge stones” to commemorate membership 1n a

fraternal or mutual-assistance orgamization.

As early as 1873 and as late as 1948, grave
markers m Petersburg's Afnican Amenican cemetenes
bear Masomic emblems. Alt]nough fraternal and
beneficial orgamzations were as active in the 1870s and
1880s as 1n the 1920s and 1930s, the greatest number
of lodge stones bear twentieth century dates. While
many stones from the earlier penocl may have been lost
over time, it seems that the custom of provu‘ling small
meml:ersl'up markers was more popular 1n the latter era.

The International Order of St. Luke's
objective to "admimister to the sick, help the distressed,
extend charity to all, and bury the dead" 1s demonstrated
by 1920s gravemarkers placed by Deborah Chapter
#1285. Besides Masons, other groups prolific n
pla.cmg markers were YMIBA, NIBS, BIBS, and the
vanious Elks lodges and temples. Some graves have
more than onme commemorative stone or carving:

IBPOEW Royal Lodge #77/YMIBA, IBPOEW
Majestic Temple #109/NIBS Blooming Zion #275;
[BPOEW Majestic Temple #109/YWIBA, IBPOEW
Roval Lodge #77/IFL Inc./MIBA.

The habit continued well into the twentieth
century. ES & LC, responsible for a good many
markers between 1920 and 1949, was probably related
to the Order of Eastern Star. Rosetta Tent #433 1s a
later group; its ﬁrst stones date to 1950. O’cher
organizations await researcl'z, such as Star Claaml)er

#5352.

Despite the presence of  mutual-ad
organizations, other charitable acts may have been more
personal. In 1932 undertaker Thomas Brown buried
Nannie McNeil and her I)alay at People's Cemetery,
charging his $15.90 fee to "Friends at factory"
(People’s Cemetery Records Reel One). Mid-1920s
gtavemazlzers n People’s Cemetery were place& by
co-workers 1n Seldenburg Stemmery Room No. 1 and
No. 2; a stone from 1941 1s inscribed American
Suppliers Stemmery No. 1 (the successor to
Sedenburg). Se1&en}>urg/Amerxcan Suppliers was a
major employer of Afnican Amencans, apparently n
large enough numbers to support some sort of in-house
mutual-benefit group. The worlzplaces of other
employment-relatecl memonal stones have not been
identified: at Little Church 1s a 1933 marker "from the
Employees of C. S. H." and at East View 1s a marker
from "Ernployees 1898-1945, C. S. H.", and one for
Holly Hunter (1949) "from her co-workers."

Unclerta]ung

Dunng the nieteenth century, the occupation
of undertaker became professwnalizecl, with traditional
"layers out of the dead" (often women) being displaced
as other tra&espeople expanclec]. nto the business of
managing funerals. Carpenters and cabietmakers who
made coffins and livery—staue lzeepers who suppliec].
horses and coaches grew more involved with the funeral
Lusmess, )omecl luy Larl:er-surgeons and chemusts trained
mn eml)almmg. This chore was better performecl n a
spemalized setting, so embalmers preferred to remove
the ]::o&y from home for the work. Evolvmg into
funeral directors, t}xey prowdecl viewing rooms and
on-site c}lapels nstead of returning the Bocly home for
the watch and funeral (Habenstemn and Lamers 1955;
Mitford 1998: 147-149; Quigley 1996: 52-53).
Other funeral parlors and mortuares grew out of bunal
associations tl'lrough which poor people bought bural
plans, paying an undertaker a few cents weelzly, to
assure themselves of decent bunal (meoln and Mamiya
1990: 246).

Petersburg's early undertakers arnved 1n their
professxon through the normal routes. The city
directory of 1859 mcludes four undertakers (all white),
with advertisements for two: James T Mormns (fumiture
dealer; "coffins of every clescnptlon always on hand.
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And partlcular attention pal& to the duties of an
Undertaker") and John Mormson ("Cabinet Maker,
Upl'lolsterer & General Fummhmg. Undertaker, Agent
for Fisk's Metallic Caskets.")

In the black communitv too, some professmns
were associated with funerals and burial. At least Ey
1858 Richard Kennard, a free man of color, was
operating a hack (horse and carnage for hire) business
in Petersburg (Jackson 1942: 20). Involvement 1n
funerals was probably one reason he jomned nine other
men 1 the purchase of cemetery land 1 1865.
Another of the purcl’xasers, Thomas Scott, established
a funeral home business (he 1s listed 1n the 1870
Census as a 49-year-old undertaker). A_lthougl-x
antebellum gazetteers seem to include only white
citizens, the city directory for 1873 lists two black
un&erta]eers, Philip Robmson, and Hiﬂ, Parker &
Wilkinson [probably Wi].lzerson].

A successful African-Amenican undertaker or
funeral director could earn a comfortable livmg m a
trade mostly free from white interference. Not
surpnsmgly, the trade was mtenswely competitive 1n
Peterslnurg. While the white businesses were falrly
stable with two {:unera} directors for decacles, the black
field was volatile. By 1877 ]ol‘m M. Hill & Co. had
]ome& the ranks of the city's undertakers. After a
decade of turnover and cl’xanges, m 1888 there were
four undertakers headquarterecl on Harnson, Qak and
Halifax streets: Green & Crowden, Philip Robinson,
Thomas Scott, ancl I M. Willzerson, now a sole

propnetor.%

Several other funeral directors operated more
or less success{-uﬂy clunng the next &ecacles, most of
them along Halifax, Oak and South streets. Among
them were Armistead Green (1841-1893), grocer and
undertaker, perhaps associated with Green and
Crow&en; Chnstopher B. Stevens, builcler arl(l
coffinmaker; R. A. Jones (1893 City Directory); J. A.
C. Stevens (1899 Directory). About 1910 William

Fredenck ]aclzson came mto the business as a funeral

# Tlis situation seems to have been similar
Richmond where, 1n 1900, at least five unclertalzmg firms
were advertising (Richmond The Reformzr, January 27, 1900).
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director-embalmer who was prol:alaly assocated with the
"William Jackson Beneficial Club" (cited 1n Brown
1942) and Jackson Cemetery (the south part of the
People's complex, and the only bural place not Lemg
managed by Wilkerson 1n 1910). Jackson's business
clisappears from the listmgs l:y 1914, but may have been
connected with ]ac]eson Memonal Funeral Home,
established 1n the 1930s. Between about 1914 and
1925 J. M. Epps/Epps & Epps operated a funeral
home; Dawnd T Paige was 1n business briefly around
1920. City directories reveal no information about
Albert Avant, the proprietor of another ea.rly funeral
home (Bushey et al. 1994: 45), or Wilcox Jones, of
Community Funeral Directors (perhaps an out-of-town
fu'm) who directecl at least one funera] n 1925.47 Tl’le
concerns presently in business are Wilkerson, William
N. Bland & Sons (established 1952), and Tucker's
F‘uneral Home. The olclest of them, Wilkerson, has
endured with several generations of family management,
and the company still retains ownersl'up of Little
Church and East View cemeteres.

Besules Wiﬂzerson, ‘che longes’c-lasting of the
early unclertal:zmg businesses was that established }ay
Thomas Scott, a member of an antebellum free {amily
that procluce& a number of carpenters and builders. In
1893 the elderly Scott took an assistant, Thomas H.
Brown. Very shortly Brown took over the business, and
was listed as an undertaker 1n the 1897 City Directory.
By 1899 he was running an aclvertlsement mn the city
business clirectory, an approacl'l taken lay neither of hus
direct competitors.  Soon undertaker James M.
Wilkerson too had advertisements 1n the local black
press, stressing "fine casleets; embalrmng neatly c]one."';8
A 1900 advertisement (Figure 5) also reminded the
pul)lic that he had a “Hall to rent for Societies, Suppers
and Concerts.”* Groups such as NIBS found a home
1 Wilkerson's hall.

Captain Thomas H. Brown (1864-1952) 1s

4 Petersl)urg Progress-]na’ex, April 8, 1925.

@ 1903 newspaper clippmgs m W.H. ]ohnson
Scrapl)oo]z, Specxal CoHectionS, VSU.

4 Petersburg National Pilot, February 1, 1900.
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the most vivid character 1n the l'ustory
of the city's unclertakmg .

establishments. A Petersl)urg native, J
he went to work as a bov in the
tobacco mdustry and at the age of 18 '
)ome& the nghts of King Solomon;
found
store/ pharmacy, then, prol)a]:aly 11av1ng
learned somethmg of

embalrnmg, was hired lay Thomas

emplyment m a clrug
chermical

Scott; and eventuaHy took over not
only Scott's business but also People s
Cemetery. In 1899 he was
nstrumental 1n orgamzing an Elks
lodge; m 1900 he was commussioned a
deputy of the RWG Council of
Virgmla, Internatlonal Order of St.
Luke (Brown 1945).

granc].claughter's
memores, an has
autobxographxcal sketch, are unclear
about some of his professional

BIOWTI‘S
own

activities. He may have practicecl as
an undertaker mn Alexandna for a
while; he may have operated a drug
store n North Carolina. For several
years after 1909, he does not appear in
Petersburg City Directories, so the
only competition to James Wilkerson
was offered l)y William Fredenck
Jackson. In 1914, the year Brown
returned to Petersburg, Jackson's
business Clisa.ppears from the 1ist1ngs.

Hall

. l!Q R /,,‘\\L"/JA

EMBALMER,

Cor. South
Harrison Street,

Hacks furnished for Mdynageb, Fun-
-Entertainments,
to rent for Societies, Suppuie

erals,

’

Dec-10-12
Figure 5. Advertisement for ].M. Wilkerson from 1900.
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At some point, Brown moved
his funeral home from Thomas Scott's
old location on Halifax Street to a new Luilcling next to
Gillfield Baptist Church. He later established a branch
of the business in Hopewell, and m 1916 orgamzed the
Hopeweﬂ Benevolent  Beneficial Society, a
bunal-msurance association. Despite has lack of formal
schooling, Thomas H. Brown was a proc].iglous writer,
puMishmg newspapers targetecl toward the black
community (Brown 1942), and writing epistles to
editors, politlmans and club members nearly until his

cleatl:l.so

The mnportant asset that the two most
successful funeral home businesses, Wilkerson and
Brown, had in common was ownership or management
of a cemetery. James M. Wilkerson purchasecl Little
Church mn 1883; from about 1899, he was the

%0 Thomas H. Brown, “An Open Letter to the
Public,” undated newspaper clipping ca. 1942.
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supermtenclent of Prowidence {part of People s); l)y
1905 he was also managing East View Cemetery, which
he acquired m 1911. Wilkerson's non-ownership
supermtencling ]obs ended about the time Brown
returned to Petersburg in 1914, Within a few years,
Brown was generally recognized as the manager of
People’s Memonal Cemetery, a consolidation of
Benefimal, Provxclence, Scott, and ]ac}zson cemeteries.

A Brief Overview of Cemetery Development

In 1978 Gregory Jeane commented that, “so
little has been done toward classifymg the Amencan
cemetery lanclscape that the process seems a la}aynnth"
(Jeane 1978:895). He went on to footnote the efforts
of Larry Price over a decade earlier (Price 1966) who
used size and penocl of most active use, but explame(l
that Amencan graveyarcls were so ethmcaﬂy diverse that
an extraordinary range of bural practices and values can
be found. Consequently, althougl'x the 1anclscape of
cernetenes51 o{‘ten rernalnecl unchangecl for long penocls
of time, the cliversi’cy worked to complicate any

orgamzahonal scheme.

Jeane goes on to define the Uplan& South
Cemetery type (see also Jeane 1969, 1987) based on
five characteristics: site (hiﬂtop) , S1ze (smaﬂ, less than
2 acres), vegetation (distmctlve species such as cec]ar,
with all other plants manually removed), decoration (a
broad spectrum of individualism), and a cult of piety
(seen primarily 1n the care and upkeep).? He notes that
although most JL:xrec_{uently associated with white
cemeteries, often with a Scotch-Insh core, there was
considerable cross-over with Afncan American
cemetenes. He even comments that it 1s possible “some
of the bunal traits may have been introduced nto the

south via the slave trade” (Jeane 1978:902).

51 Authors such as Lynette Strangstad (1988:6)
prefer to clisti.ngmsh between cemeteries and graveyatcls, wil
the former Bemg nieteenth century and later, while the latter
term 1s usecl for earlier }Jurymg grouncls. Usmg these
cle{ini’cions, the extant Peter.slourg Lurymg grouncls are all

most typically “cemeteres.”

52 Altl:ough l’le focusecl on rural cemeteries, some of
his discussions and observations are equauy appropniate for

urban examples.
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Regarcﬂess, the Uplan& South Cemetery,
althougl'l found 1n the project area, 1s clearly not an
urban cemetery. Nor 1s it partlcularly useful for
charactenzmg African Amenican bunal practices. In
spite of t}ns, as 15 discussed below, at least one of the
Peters}burg cemeteries 1ncorporates elements of the

Upland South Cemetery type.

Perhaps more useful for our purposes are the
efforts of authors such as Davnd Charles Sloane (1991)
to establish a more uni{ormly defined typology of
cemetery types based on the evolution of la.rgely
(although not excluswely) commercial cemeteries.
Sloane, like Jeane before him, recognizes the confusion
(he calls it a mosaic), but offers hope for a synthes:s:

There 15 a vast &iversity of American
bunal customs and bunal places. As
many as omne hundred thousand
European-style burial places have
been 1dentified nationaﬂy. The result
of the trageclies and hopes of three
centuries of settlement, these bunal
places reflect many aspects of
American technology, busmess
practices, clemograplncs, cultural
norms, social relahons}ups, and
matenal culture. Yet the Amercan

mosaic has a discernible pattern

(Sloane 1991.1, emphasm ad&e&).

Sloane, like ]eane, recognizes that the
cemetery prowdes an exceptwnal lan&scape open to
stucly, aﬂowmg us to view the “hopes, fears, and (lesxgns"
of succeeding generations. Moreover, however much
cemeternies change, they also stay the same. Rarely are
the grounds Jramaiica”y reclesxgned. Insteacl, you see
several successive &e&gns presented and mterpre’cecl
withmn the same cemetery. Consequently, it 1s possil)le
to observe how changes n s’cyies, }.)eliefs, and customs
are mterprete& lay cliﬁenng generations. At the same
time it 15 also possible to examine the changmg business
practices of the cemeteries — and how those practices
affected the embellishment and mamtenance of
different lots. In fact, a central theme in Sloanes
analysm (£ocus1ng as it does on the urban and suburban
lan&scape, rather than the rural lanclscape) 1s that the
formation of the lan&scape “by lot holders, cemetery
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clemgners, and cemetery managers and owners was
mtncately related to the marlzetmg and management of

the mstitution” (Sloane 1991.7).

Sloane uses several hundred pages to &evelop
his evolutionary scheme of cemetery clevelopment and
we will clramaticaﬂy synthesxze those discussions for this
overview (see, for exarnple, Table 2). He observes that
the earliest bunal customs were unorgamzecl, often 1n
1solated places. Tl‘zrough time the {amily burial plot 18
used by additional families, probal)ly througl'l
intermarrage. [t evolves from a few graves to perhaps

several dozen (see also Jeane 1969-40).

Church graveyar&s followed European
practices, prowcling a p]ace for the bumnal of city-
dwellers. As authors such as Ariss (1974) emphasize,
pansl'uoners hoped for a safe, and comfortable, closeness
to heaven and eternal salvation by belng buned close to
the saints on sacred grouncl. Socal stratification qmc}e_ly
cleveloped, with the wealthiest loemg buried withm the
church, while those of modest means made do with
outside plots.

Care, as well as planmng, was n'ummal, so that
not on.ly were the grouncls often “torn up,” but graves
weaved across the landscape (see, for example, Trmlaley
and Hacker 1998). Few pathways existed, the ground
]:>e1ng far too valuable for bumals to be wasted.
Ornamentation and vegetation were scarce, for the same
reason. The church graveyarcl presentecl a bleak
reminder of the cold, harsh grip of the grave. [t wasn't
until the mud to late mneteenth centurv that well-
intentioned caretakers ]aegan to gather up markers,
resetting them m neat stralght lines, esta]alislnng paths
over bumals, and m general “Leauti{ymg" these

graveyarcls.

Sloane observes that the close proximity of
these church graveyards to town residences and
commerce helpecl maintamn contact between the livmg
and the dead. But it also made it far easier for the ].ivmg
to )ustijf‘y displacmg the dead and ol)literatmg the
graveyan‘l as the need for city expansion became critical.
This m1g}1t be subsumed under the warning that
"{amiliari‘cy breeds contempt.” As has been prewously
discussed this 1s exactly the situation at several of

Petersburg's cemeteries.

Potter's fields, the term applie& to any bural
place for the m&igentss, were rarely found prior to
nineteenth century. Prior to that time plots were
typically set aside for “strangers,” who typically would
not have the means to pay for therr grave (Sloane

1991.24.-25).

Afnican Amenicans were partlcularly suscepti]ale
to ]osmg therr bunal places, espec1aﬂy since these
Lurylng grounds were often little more than potter's
fields. One of the greatest prol:alems n tracing the
lnstory of these graveyarcls 15 that none existed for very
long. Tl’ley were typlcaﬂy used and then cliscarclecl, Lemg
built over. In a society that was dominated by racism
and concern with maintaining the white power
structure, Afnican Americans, who had a hard enough
time owning land 1n the first place, were usuaﬂy denied
the nght to laury n {amily plots. Sloane observes that
this effort to strip familial and community relahonshlps
actually encouraged blacks “to develop and protect the
areas m which tl'ley could express their sense of fami]y
and community” (Sloane 1991.15).

Through time the urLan gra.veyard laegan.to
engender considerable concern. One account proclaxmecl
that, “the livmg here breathe on all sides an atmosp}zere
1mpregnatecl with the odor of the dead. Typl'ms fever
n its aggravatecl form has attacked them with the most
destructive ravages." At another location the situation
was no better, the soil Lemg “saturated with human
putrescence.” Elsewhere the accounts of bodies ]:)emg
clug up and carted away for their bones, or 51mply ]aemg
strewn around the graveyarcl, were common (CoHison

1841.143). -

As overcrow&ing of typlcal church cemeteries
became more clearly recogmzecl and as concerns over
the “reservorr” of disease that church cemetenes
presentecl to the urhan populatlon mounted, there was
a clamor to close city graveyar&s and move bury*mg
grounds outside the city limits. In New Haven,
Connecticut this led to the creation of a private
assoctation of lot holders “joining together to save the

53 Tl‘le term comes ﬁ'om Mattl)ew xevia, 7 and
describes a bunal place, “the potter s feld,” purchased with
the 30 pleces of silver thrown down by Juclas,
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Table 2

Characteristics of American Cemeteries (adapted from Sloane 1991:Table 1 1)

Name Period Design Location Monumental Monument Type of Paradigm
Style Material Management
Churc'lyard 17th - 20th ¢ Geometric or formal Acljacent to Artistic Wood, marble,  Part-time Re]igious
garden church iconograp]xy slate sexton ownersl'nip,
functional design
Potter s ficld 17th - 20th ¢ Geometric City border Plain markers, Wood, stone Sexton Judas (St
if any at all Matthew), provision
for strangers,
in(}igcnls
Town/city cemetery 17th 20thc  Formal garden City border 3-dimensional  Stone Sexton Family or
marlzers, government owned
monuments,
sculpture
Rural cemetery 1831 1870s Picturesque, natural Suburb 3-dimensional  Stone Trustees, later  Private ownership;
garclen markers, superintenc]ent garden acsthetic
monuments,
sculpture
Lawn park cemetery 1855 1920s Pastoral, park-like Suburh 3 dimensional  Granite, Trustee, Entrepreneurial,
monuments, stone, bronze entrepreneur, |)arlz aesthetic
sculpture, superintenclen{
close to the
grﬂ\ll]d mar]&cx‘s
Memorial parl.z 1917 present Pastoral Suburb 2 or 3- Bronze, Enlrepreneur, Enfrcpreneurial,
c]imensional, granite sales manager, suburl)au
flush-to-the- superintenc{ent aest[xetic,
groun& mausoleums
marlzers,

central section
sculptures

AFIAITAO DIJOLSIH
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living and preserve the dead” (Sloa.ne 1991:29).

As  part of generaI civic-improvement
movement these private or city sponsorecl cemeteries
were laid out in rather traditional fashions, a]tl'xouglq the
single greatest change was the orientation toward family
lots couplecl with some effort at lanclscaping. This, in
fact, may be viewed as the beginning of the
transformation from graveyarcls to cemeteries. There
was an increasing emphasis on celel:rating kinsl'lip with
large, three-dimensional monuments £ocusing on the
family name, rather than individual achievements
inscribed on headstones. Nevertheless, there was still an
overall geometric or formal organization to these new

places of buzial, harlzing back to the churchyarcl butying
grounds.

The private town and city cemeteries, altl'lougl'x
offering a marked improvement over the “old style,"
were still tied closely to the urban environment —
proba]aly too closely, in fact, for them to allow any
radical change. They still seemed dominated IJy the
city’s economy and commercial life and weren't able to
offer the cemetery visitor any respite from city ]ife.
Nevertheless, tl’xey did serve as a point of cleparture,
opening the way for the next pl'lase of cemetery
evolution — a movement that Legan to focus on rural

values .

Most authors, including Sloane, see the origin
of the rural cemetery movement beginning with Mount
Aubumn’s formation in 1831. Organizec{ asa voluntary
association of families and indivicluals, it was laid out on
what can on.ly be described as “stﬁln'ngly beautiful” land
outside Boston — prov‘icling an essential ingreclient in
what would become recognized as the “picturesque.”
Americans began to move away from p]annea order and
rigicl formality, turning instead to things that seemed

more naturalistic.

At Mount Auburn the individual lot holders
were expecte& to clevelop the 1anclscape. As a fami.ly-
centered cemetery, families were expectecl to decorate
the graves tastei;u]]y with the finest available memorials
and plants. At 300 square feet, the family lots (usually
about 16 to 18 feet square) were large enough to permit
considerable variety, as well as burials over several
generations. The cemetery was made accessible througk

its serpentine roads and wide patl'xways — laid out to
maximize the number of desirable lots. As Sloane
comments, Mount Auburn sought to offer families “a
stable and secure place of memories” (Sloane 1991:53).

The cemetery founders also sougl'lt to celebrate
the democratic, egalitarian nature and heritage of
America, ma]zing burial space affordable and pleasant.
This effort, however, was threatened rather quiclzly hy
large, ostentatious monuments and plots tended by
pro{essional gar&eners. In addition, those unable to
afford Jr’amxly plots, who purchased individual grave sites
instead, were not voting members of the corporation
and had no say in how the cemetery was tended. As
Sloane observes, “they were outside the decision making
about the dead, just as tl'xey were often outsiders among
the living” (Sloane 1991:54). In spite of this, the
cemetery became a focal point in Boston and its word
quickly spread (see, for example, Anonymous 1839).

Within two decades, rural cemeteries pattemecl
on Mount Auburn had spread across regional
boundaries. Hoﬂywood Cemetery was sited just west of
Richmond, commanding a view of the city from a bluff
overlooking the falls of the James River. Designec] by
Phﬂadelphia architect ]ol’m Notman, it was organizecl
by 1848 (DuPriest 1989). Similar cemeteries were
organizecl in other Southern cities, such as Atlanta,
Georgia (Oakland, 1850), Charleston, South Carolina
(Magnolia, 1850), and Wilmington, North Carolina
(Oakdale, 1852).

Sloane explains that the impact of Mount
Aubum was extraorclinary. Not only were cities” burial
crises resolvecl with the creation of new, rural
cemeteries, }Dut more importantly the nation was
proviclecl “with the model for a new sacred space for the
dead and a tranqui] spot, even a pleasure grouncl, for the
living” (Sloane 1991:63). Eventually the rural cemetery
movement spiﬂe& over into smaller towns. Even where
there was no “burial crisis,” local communities wanted
the new style cemetery and it was elevated to a “cultural

yo»
necessity.

There were gradual modifications, both to the
laws and also to the practice. In the 1840s, for example,
a wave of states passecl laws aﬂowing cemeteries to

incorporate, placing them on firmer 1ega1 and financial
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footmg. In addition, the cemetery managers l)egan to
recognize that not all families would mamntam
appropnate decorum m the decoration of their lots, nor

would maintenance be equal.

There was no clear answer for the ssue of
taste, espec1aﬂy since vu'tuaHy all of the rural cemetery
organizations had made some provision assuring lot-
holders of their free rem.** The issue of maintenance
was somewhat easier to address. Altbough no board
desired to be responsil)le for the care and maimntenance
of monuments (there were sn’nply too many different
styles and matenals), there were trusts established to
lnelp care for lots’ appearances. The movement, l’lowever,
was slow, and most cemeteries did not establish {un&s

until the 1870s or 1880s.

Blanche Linden-Ward (1990) suggests that
fences are one of the hallmarks of the rural cemetery
movement. Owrning the plot and assured of its
presexvation (a situation which was never present 1n the
church cemetery), fencmg sudclenly became an option.
She also sees it as part of a far-reacl'ung trend 1n
privatization and emphamzes that it was a matter of
taste, not necessity (i.e., there were, l)y this time, no
cattle or pigs freely ranging in rural ceme’cemes).55

The Luilcling of fences at Mount Auburn
increased annuaﬂy from 1840, reac}nng a pealz m
1853, then dropping off markedly from 1858 through
the 1860s. During the prime, dealers sought to create
a market by advertising a wide range of {'unerary
furniture, mclucling tree guards, trellises, plantet urmns,
settees, statues, and hitchmg posts. All of ’cl’us, of
course, encouraged fami]y plots to become mcrea.smgly
cluttered and overwhelmed, fitting n mcely with the
Victonan middle class’s effort to achieve 1c1entity and

5 Actua]ly there were some restnictions. For
example, at Mount Auburn owners had “the nght to erect on
their lots fences, monuments and stones of appropnate
character. Wooded fences and gravestones of slate [were] not

allowed” (see Liden-Ward 1990:36).

% Histonan Stanley French (1975) suggests that
funerarv enclosures were “symbolic of the national trait of

possesstve individualism”
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individual sensibility (Grier 1988).

Througl'x time, as tl'xe rural cemeteries became
more clutterecl, less rura.l, a.nc]. more ostentatious, a
back-lash &evelopecl. One critic was the horticulturalist
Andrew J. Downing, often described as Amenca’s
“arbiter of taste” from the 1840s until his death in
1856. While an ardent supporter of the rural and
picturesque movement, he was a vicious critic of the
pomposity found in many rutal cemeteries. Moreover,
he found them far too gayly decorated, not 1n ]zeepmg
with the need for contemplation central to the 1dea of a
Romantic cemetery as part of the larger Romantse-
Picturesque landscape movement. He arguecl that the
clutter also detracted from the rural setting and made
the cemeteries feel far too urban.

It was about this time that a gradual shift away
from fenclng and toward curbmg I)egms. It first
appeare& at Mount Aul)urn n 1858, but ncreased
clramahcaﬂy n the 1860s and 1870s.

The curbs served many of the same goals as
fences, clearly marl:zmg oWnersl'up. But, nstead of an
wron fence, owners used granite curbs raised 12 to 16
inches above the surrounding ground. The 1nterior of
the lot was then “filled up mside with goo& earth like a
flower pot and grassed over” (Linden-Ward 1990:51).
The cost of curbing was far greater ($600 to $700 for
a s1mple cles1gn) than a fence, but the curlamg requlred
less maintenance and, 1n the long—run, was considered

an excellent investment.

As a result of criticisms the cen';etery }oegan to
be re-fashioned yet again, pusl'xed toward a more formal,
less picturesque &emgn similar to that laemg found 1n
urban parlas and muddle-class suburbs. A lea&ing
proponent of this new movement, called the Lawn-Park
Cemetery, was Adolph Strauch, best known for his work
at Spring Grove Cemetery in Cincinnati in 1855.

Strauch sougl’xt to replace the picturesque with
the pastoral, fee]ing that one of the greatest faults of the
rural cemetery movement was the effort to nclude too
much 1 the lan&scape, resultmg 1n a clutter of opposing
and conﬂid:ing devices. He also was strongly oppose& to
the “individualism” found 1n rural cemeteries like
Spring Grove, commenting that “Gaudiness 1s often
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mustaken for splendor and capricrous strangeness for

improvement” (Sloane 1991.104).

He aggresswely controlled the introduction {ox
what he felt was the intrusion) of markers 1into the
lanclscape. He sough’c to prov1cle mcentves for lot
owners to memonalize usmg plantings and to mmimize
stone monuments, gracluaﬂy acquiring the power to
prevent what he saw as excesses. He also gra&uaﬂy
restricted private gardeners from workmg {amily plots,
}nnng mnstead a crew of professwnal gar&eners to assure

a unity of appearance.

His modifications were costly and, m order to
pay for these changes, Spring Grove Legan to offer
those purchasmg lots two options: pay a }ugher price
and recewve perpetual care or pay a lower price
supplementecl with annual-care payments. Those already
owning lots were given the opportunity to join the
annual care payment program. By the end of the 1870s
almost all cemetenes used annual-care fees and
perpetual—care payments as a means of mcreasing their

maintenance funds (Sloane 1991.109).

Strauch’s approacl'x not only cl-gangecl the
1anc]scape of the cemetery, and marked the nse of the
supermten&ent — a professmnal responsi]ole for the
maintenance of the cemetery — but it also marked a
radical change n the relatlons}up between lot-holder
and the cemetery. The lot-holder's “freedom” was
&ramatxcaﬂy limited. Monuments had to meet
gulclelines set Ly the supennten&ent; plantmgs were
determimed ]:’y the supermtendent and put in Ly his
crew, not the 1ot-holder; ancl tl’xe supenntenclent I)ecame
the official arhiter of goocl taste m his cemetery.

For a vanetv of reasons, many focused on
America’s retreat from sentxmentali‘cy after the Civil
War, as well as a growing interest in parlzs, lawn-patla
cemeteres became mcrea.smgly popular. Sloane observes
that they combined “the beauty of the lawn with the
artistry of the monument” (Sloane 1991.121). There
were fewer clusters of bushes or trees to clutter the lawn
and individual markers were not allowed to overwhelm
the setting. Flower l)ecls, often limited to the entrance
and road intersections, prom&e& restraned splashes of
color. Classical art was featured. Through time, of
course, even the lawn-parlz cemetenes clevelopecl excesses

and occasionally artificmlity threatened, or even
overwl'xelmed, the naturalism that was at the core of the

movement.

An excellent unclerstancling of the lawn—parla
cemetery can be obtained from scanning the literature
of the penocl. For example, Howard Evarts Weed
(1912), 1n Modern Park Cemeterres, lays out a plan for
the development of an approprate cemetery of the
penocl. For example, while he recounts that ongmaﬂy
Chnstian bunals were onented east-west “in order than
the spirit rmg}rt face the nsing sun on resurrection
morn,” (cf. Ezekial soovii, 12-14) he emphasues that
this was no longer common, “in all modern cemetenes
no attention 1s paxd to omentation, the graves bemg
placed on the lot so as to make ﬁl'xe best use of the
space” (Weed 1912:15).%°

Further emphamzmg the efflmency of the
modern lawn-park cemetery, Weed explalns that while
wallzways were prewously common, “in all recent plans,
each lot faces only one walk. This has provecl of great
economy as it allows more burial space 1n a given area

and there 15 thus less waste” (Weed 1912:33). He goes

on to expla.m the dimensions of family plots:

Anowmg three lyy six for grave space,
two feet for markers, and a six-inch
margm at the border of a lot, a sx
grave lot would be nine ]oy seventeen,
such small lots, of course, not
auowmg for monuments. In fact, no
monuments should be allowed on lots
less than 14 Ly 20, contamming 280
square feet, a space for elght fill-
sized graves and a monument. The
family which cannot afford the
purchase of a lot of this size certamly
cannot afford a monument Weed

1912:43).

% Thus comment serves to emplxasue the Increasing
commercialization of cemeteries and effort to ensure
“en’ttepreneuna.l e££1c1ency." The new cemetenes were not run
bv churches, towns, or even owner-l:oarcls, But Ly pnivate
businessmen seelzmg to proﬂt from death.
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The corners of these lots should be markecl, mlmmaﬂy,
by flat concrete monuments — the cost of which

“should not exceed ﬁ&y cents each” (Weed. 1912:53).

Weed also makes it very clear that it 1s the
landscape with which  the supenntenclents were

concemecl:

The best lan&scape effects cannot be
obtamed when flowers are plantecl on
the graves. The individual grave 1s
but a small detail of the whole
grouncls, and the general appearance
of the cemetery should not be marred
Jay plantmg thereon (W eed
1912:73).

He argues that mausoleums are not only “unsanitary,”
but of‘ten distract from the landscape. Asa result, thev
should be severer Jimnited. Likemse, moenuments on
family lots should be limited to one central]y placecl

stone.

The mem]oers of the Association of American

Cemetery Supenntendents were even more critical of
marlzers, with one noting that:

A headstone or marker exists merely
to preserve the location of the grave.
It does this perfectly when its top 1s
even with the surface of the ground.
It 1s not a work or art or tl*ung of
beauty. Why should it be allowed to
mar a beautiful lawn? (Simonc]s
1898: 100).

Weed notes this allows “a lawn mower to pass over
them,” which translates into “economy 1n care” (Weed
1912:94). For all their concern with taste, there seems
to be little understanding of the laeauty, quality, or
artistry of gravestone markers. The desire to create a
uniform — and pre-approvecl — lanéscape was far more
important than any art form. Death was ljemg rapxcﬂy
transformed 1nto commercial expediency.

The Supenntenclents were even more outragecl

at the fences, curbs, and other privatization devices tl-ley
saw 1n cemetenies. Matthew P Brazill, for example,
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complaxnecl that many people sought;

to be as exclusive and private 1in their
lots as 1n their c]wellings. But when
we come to see the confusion and
unmghtly appearance caused by
stone, 1ron fences, and copings, it
becomes our dutv to appeal to the
goo& senses and taste of the lot
owners to avoid them altogether

Lot Enclosures are uns1gl'1t1y mn
appearance and contrary to goocl
taste, besides requinng a goocl deal of
labor and expense to Eeep them 1n
repair and they c].estroy the general
goo& appearance of the cemetery

(Brazill 1898:129-130).

He suggests that at “all the most important and best
managed cemeteries, the work of getting nd of stone
and won fences has been gomg on for some time,”
althougl'x at Mount Auburn the first voluntary removal
of curbing didn't take place until 1885 and there
doesn't seem to have been any mclespreacl effort until
the 1920s (Linden-Ward 1990:54-55). It seems likely
that the cemetery supenntenclents wagecl war on curbmg
for years before actuaﬂy malzmgmuch heaclway.

Sloane believes that the memonal parlz, the
last (l'nstoncal) phase 1 the evolution of the American
cemetery was the result of the pu]:)lic's desire to further
1solate death. Ansing as it did 1n the aftermath of World
War 1 there may be some truth to this. But perhaps
even more teﬂing 15 the increased commercialism of this

£1I13.1 phase .

In 1917 Hubert Eaton converted a failed
Califorma cemetery into Forest Lawn — the epitome of
the memonal parlz which served as the model for new
cemetenes across the country Drawing upon the
experiences of both cemetery operators, and real estate
clevelopers, Eaton recreated the cemetery He removed
the last vestiges of death from the lanc]scape, succeeding
mn forcmg all monuments to be at groun& level. He
created a cemetery without “gloom." He also created a
multiservice business, streamlimng the process of burnal
by o{'fermg aH the services of tl-le {uneral director,
cemetery, and monument dealer. Death was given the
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convenience of “one-stop shopping.”

Sloane observes certain characteristics in the
clevelopment of memonal parlzs that are espemally
worthv of consmleratlon. For example, almost aﬂ toolz
large tracts of pasture-li]ze land and &evelopecl them
section lny section, using pre-neecl sales to o{'fset
development costs. Since the landscape was typlcauy flat
suburban farm]an&, theze was no eHort to create
anv‘chmg even vaguely picturesque. Instead, there was a
central drnive off which s]‘xort, carcular drives extenclec_],
creating sections and subsections. Each section had a
&i{{erent tl'xerne, based on tluee-dimensmnal sculpture
and associated pLzm’cmgs57 Purchasers were offered a
cl’xome of themes, just as they were o{'Eere& a choxce of

nemgl-xborhoocls m whach to live (Sloane 1991.162).

Tvplcal of the time, these cemeteries became
1ncreasmgly exclusive, with racial-exclusion clauses 1n
therr deeds mirroring a growing real estate trend. Sloane
empl’xasues that this exclusion had not always been
standard. Althougl'x many cemeteries segregatecl races,
very few rural or lawn parla cemetenes had exclusxonary
clauses 1 their deeds (Sloane 1991.188). By 1917,
however, it was commonly held 1n the courts that blacks
could be excluded from purchasmg a plot by the
cemetervy company. This racial segregation was not
challenged until well after WW II. A more common
response was for African Amencans to create their own
memonal parlzs, such as Detroit Memonal Park
Cemeterv, orgamzed 1 1925 by a group of black
businessmen, mclu&ing African Amerncan funeral

directors and also ministers (Wnght 1993).

The creators of the memonal parlzs sougl'ﬁ: to
create a cemetery the pul)lic would be comfortable
returning to over and over, but they clramaticaﬂy
misread the American pu]:)lic. There was no twentieth
century interest in havmg a close tela’uonsl’up with the
cemetery such as was seen mn the nineteenth century.

& Although monuments and carved sculpture are
again seen 1 a positive Iight, therr place, style, and des:gn are
vervy stnctly limited }Jy the memonal par}z owner and cle&gner.
There 1s no indivdual freedom of expression, SO the
recognition of the sculpture's Leauty and worth 1s contrnived

and commerma].izecl.

Americans no longer wanted to go to a cemetery for
contemplatwn or relaxation. Instead, t}ley sought out
the memorial par]zs because they offered a total-sernice
pacleage that helpe& reduce the exposure to the reality of
death and distanced the grave from the mourner.”
Another attraction of the memonal parlqs, espec1allv n
toclay's mobile society, may be the assurance that the
grave site will be protec’ced “in perpetuity,” unlike so

many other graveyards.
Markers

There have been a few efforts to trace the
clevelopment and evolution of different markers. Larry
W Price (1966) exammed 214 cemeteries
southwestern Illinoss, 1denti£y1ng four basic styles of
markers: a crudely carved sandstone “keyhole” style
(1831-1841), a plamn marble style (1840-1900), a
granite or marble obelisk (1870-1930), and a low, wider
granite style (1920-1960). He also observes that more

recently a “brass or bronze plate" put n at groun& level

had become more popular (Price 1966:205).

Coleen L. Nutty (1984) conducted a study of
gravestone art from a number of Midwestern stones
dating from 1850 through 1900 and, i the process,
proposed definitions for a number of different stone
types she encounterecl, going far }Jeyoncl the 51mp1e
styles discussed by Price. For example, upng}xt marble
tablets are divided into square top, square top with
ornamentation, rnulhple square top, rounded top,
ornamented rounded top, multxple rounded top,
segmentecl top, ornamented segmentecl top, indented
circle, and so on, all of whach are considered varnations
of the “standing tablet.” Obelisks are divided mto at
least four styles and are called “columns,” while the
term “block gravestone” 1s applied to a range of different

% 0f course, this 15 not the case with all families.
The presence of trinkets and other memorabilia at the grave
site, even outsu:le of A:Encan Amerncan culture, seems to
suggest that some families strve to un-isolate death l)y
maintaining contact with the deceased.

%9 Although the sym]aolism of this form 1s not
understood, Ruth Little reports that it 1s found m Afncan
Amencan cemetenes 1n North Carolina Clunng the twentieth
century (Little 1989:Figure 11).
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rectangular devices (Nutty 1984:55-57). She found
that her stancling tablets dated pnmarily from the
1850s through the 1870s, while the column style was
popular during the 1880s and 1890s. The block style,

which appears to inchude the more massive granite

styles, became popular after 1890 (Nutty 1984:96-98).

Regardless of the scheme, or the author, these
efforts at dewsmg evolutlonary scenarios must be
evaluated 1n the context of the local conditions and
circumstances. So little 1s known about the (leveloprnent
and mar]:aetxng of stone styles, or the practices of
consumer chowe, tllat it Woulcl l)e &i{‘ﬁcult to oger
meanmg{ul observations without research far beyoncl the
scope of this project.

For example, as tempting as it mlght be to
make a case that Peters]:zurg's African Americans had
more limited consumer choices than whites 1n the same
area, this cannot be proHered without un&ertalzmg
exhaustwve studies of gravestone styles mn both white and
black cemeteres. Moreover, it would be necessary to
control for other vanal)les, most espemaﬂy cultural
practices, to ensure that only 1ssues of price and
availal)ility were laemg considered.

More important to our current neec]s, 15 a clear
typology of marker styles, aﬂomng us to discuss the
monuments found 1n the various cemeteries without
Iong cligressmns on the styles themselves or on added
decorative elements. As a result, we have taken uieas,
definitions, and genera.]ized styles from a broad range of
researc}lers, modified them to suit our needs, and offer
them here as a glossary of major styles n the African
Amencan cemetenes of Petersl:utg (Figure 6). The
reader, however, shoul& ]:Je aware that these are
essentlaﬂy architectural &escnp‘cions, because a range of
artistic or verbal magery may exist on each type.

Base, Die and Cap Monument — usua]ly constructed
of granite or marble, these are very heavy monuments
consisting of at least three (ancl often more) pieces: one
or more bases (often stepped) on which may be carved a
family name, a central massive die which usuaﬂy
contamns the epitaph, and a cap. These monuments

typlcally preclate 1930.

Bedstead Monument — headstone, footstone, and
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s1de rails clemgned and laid to imitate the form of a bed.
Initxaﬂy n marble, althougl'x imitated 1n concrete.

Somehmes caHe& a “craa]/e grave."

Bunal Vault Slab — top of the concrete bumnal vault
left at gracle, formmg an 1mitation leclgex. Usuaﬂy
plaques with information concerning both the deceased
and the name of the funeral home are attached. There
may also be other decorative elements. Often these are
pa.mted.

Box Tomb — a masonry box measuring about 3 l:y 6-
feet on top of which 1s laid a honizontal lezlger stone.
Stnctly spealzmg these were not “tombs” since the
bunal was below gra&e and the monument was

afterwards built over the grave.

Die m Socket — a type of upnght headstone
terminating 1 a tab which was set mto a socket or
support buned under the grouncl. Typ1caHy the die 1n
socket stone 1s 1nclist1ngu1sl—1al)1e from a tabletstone
unless fuﬂy exposecl. The die 1n socket stones were
popular clunng the last quarter of the nineteenth and
first quarter of the twentieth centunes. Both marble and

concrete styles are recogmzecl.

Die on Base — Two piece monuments consisting of an
upnght or verhcal clie set on a broad, ﬂat l)ase. Prior to
about 1930 the die was attached with the use of brass or
ron dowels set with melted sulfur, lead, or -cement.
After this penocl it was usuaﬂy attached with a setting
compoun&.

Footstone — usua].ly smaﬂer than a headstone, set
vertlcaﬂy at the foot of the grave. Inscnp’clons, when
present, are typlcany limited to initials and perhaps a

death date.

Government Stone — there are three broad types of
govemment-prowclecl headstones and markers. The first,
often called the “Crvil War” type, was approved in 1873
and consists of a tabletstone measunng 4-mnches thick
and 10-inches 1n width. The top 1s slightly curved and
there 1s a sunken shield 1n which the mscniption appears
1n bas relief. Despite the name this st‘yle has been used
for the eligilale deceased of the Revolutxonary War, War
of 1812, Mexican War, Indian Campaigns, and
Spanish Amencan War. In 1903 the width of the stone
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Firgure 6. Sketches of typical Petersburg marker styles. A, headstone; B, die in socket; C, die on base; D, governmentl
1ssue, Civil War style; E, plaque marleer; F, lawn type marlaer; G, pulpit marleer; H, oLelis]e; I, peclestal tomb;
J, clie, cap, and }Jase; K, bedstead monument.
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was changed to 12-1nches. A subcategory of this “Civil
War" government stone was approvecl for Confederate
dead 1 1906. The top 1s ponted and the shueld 1s
omitted. In 1930 the Confederate Cross of Honor was
added. The second type of stone, often called the
“General” type, was used after World War I. Thus stone
1s 13-inches m width and the mscnption appears on the
front face without a shield. The thid type of
government stone 1s the “flat marker,” approved in
marble mn 1936 and granite 1n 1939, and bronze 1n
1940. These measure 24-inches by 12-1nches. This

style of stone 1s also known as the lawn type.

Headstone — one of the most common grave marlzers,
usuaﬂy set verticauy 1n the ground at the head of the
grave and contamning an mscaption. Usually of stone,
although wood (known as headboards), concrete, and
metal markers are also known. The term covers both
tabletstones and also dies 1 sockets. Of partxcular
interest in Petexsl:mrg are the ]arge number of “loclge
stones.” These are small hea&stones, often about the
size of JL‘OO’CStones, or between 6 and 10 inches i width
and perhaps about 2 feet 1n height. They are typically
marble and contan verv basic information — usually
the name of the loclge (sometimes with its symlaol) , the
name of the cleceased, ancl the cleatl'x clate. O&en the

birth date 1s omitted (Flgure 7).

Lawn-Type — these are usuaﬂy granite or bronze
plates with their tops set flush with grouncl level.
Ongma]ly &es1gned for use lawn-parlz cemeteries
where there was an ola)ectlon to other monuments
L)realemg-up the lanclscape and causing prol:)lems n
maintenance actuwities, such as mowing. These were

introduced about 1910. They are similar to Raised-
Top Inscription Markers.

Ledger — thin honzontal stone slab laid covering the
grave. These usua].ly measure about 3-feet }Jy 6-feet and
may be elal:orately carved m the elgl'xteent}) and
nmeteenth centunes. Occasxonaﬂy they are set on a low
masonry base. As the base 15 mcreased to about 3-feet
m he1ght the marker 1s referred to as a box tomb. When
the 1ec1ger 15 supportecl by four to six supports or pi]lars
it 15 called a table stone or table tomb. While usuaHy
marble, they may also be of concrete.

O]:)elislz — this neoclassmal monument consists of a
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column or shaft set on a base, which 1s often mult:-
tiered. They termmate in a pyrarmclal pomnt. These may
be marble or occasmonally granite and are related to
Pedestal-Tombs. T hey were most common from about
1880 to 1910.

Pedestal Tomb — this neoclassical monument
consists of a Lase, usuaﬂy lngh and o{‘ten mulh-tlezed,
which terminates with an urn or other decorative
element, often a cross-vaulted “roof.” These are typlca].]y
marble and are s1mply called Obelisks. Tluey usually
predate 1920.

Plaque Marker — these are sunple rectangular to
square tablets at a 4:5-clegree angle, sometimes resting
on s stand cleszgn or base. Often the inscription will be
set within a recessed frame. These monuments are
found 1n marble and granite, although they most
commonly occur 1 concrete which has been
whitewashed.

Pulpit Marker — these stones may be marble or
granite and have a height typically under 30-1nches.
The nscription 1s on the slantmg top of the marker.
Occasionally there may be an open book on the top of
the “pulpit,” containing a Biblical verse.

RalseJ-Top Insenption Markers — these are
rectangu.lar slal)s, usually of granite, a]though marble 1s
also used. The mscription 1s on the flat top. They differ
from Iawn-Ty-pe markers 1n that tl'xey are raised about
6-inches above the ground surface. Although “flat type”
Government Stones are demgned to be used as Lawn-
Type monuments, they are sometimes set as Ralsecl-Top
Inscription markers.

Table Stone — this type of marker consists of a Iedger
stone supportecl lay four to sx piﬂars or columns,
usuaﬂy about 2 to 3-£eet o{{ the grouncl. At the lnase, on
the ground, 15 a secona stone with shaﬂow tabs for the
columns. These are also known as table tombs.

Tabletstone — upnght (vertlcal) smgle piece of stone
usually not more than 3-inches thick. Often the depth
of the buned portion 1s equal to or greater than the
portion exposed.. This 1s also popularly known as a
headstone. Marble tends to be the most common
matenal, although both slate and concrete are also used.
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Figure 7 Examples of lodge stone types from African American cemeteries in Petersl:urg, Virginia. A, Royal Lo&ge No.
77 1.B.P.O.E.W. (People's); B, Y.W.S.L.I.C. (People’s); C, Royal Social Club Girls No. 43 and Boys No
44 (People’s); D, E.S. & L.C. (People's); E, Majestic Temple No. 109 I.LB.P.O.E. of W (People’s)

ko 's); F,
Y.M.LBA. (thtle Churcl'l) ael Blooming Zion Loclge No. 275 N.I.B.S. (People's) ; H, Pocahontas Loclge No
[1AF. & AM. (Little Church); I, Rosetta Tent No. 433 (Little Church)
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"[‘}‘Ae Use 0{ Concrete Monuments

Of spec1al interest to our study are the
concrete stones identified 1n the Afncan Amencan
cemeteries 1n Petersburg. Tl’xey are found pnmarﬂy as
sunple tablets or occaswnally as tablets with overllangs
or “pealzecl roofs.” Many are also cast as what we have
identified as plaque markers, and most were mitiaﬂy

whitewashe&.éo

The sl’xapes are all fan:ly common, Lemg found
at a wide range of cemeteries tl'xroughout the region
(Fagure 8). For example, tabletstones with a pomted
top are found not only mn Petersburg's African
Amencan cemetenes, but also 1 North Carolina (Lit‘cle
1998:Figure 6.25) and in Dorchester County, South
Carolina. They are easily created using 51mple wood
forms, perhaps occasmnaﬂy using leather Leltmg or
other flexible matenal to create the rounded or
segmented top.

Less easily crafted, however, are several
concrete markers found 1n East View. Described as
“barbed spears,” or perhaps “roofed obelisks,” they range
from about 2 to 4 feet 1 height and are about 4-1nches
on a side. Not only 1s the style unusual (we have not
been able to 1c1enti{:y it from other Afncan American
cemetenes 1n Virglma, North Caro]ina, South
Carolina, or Georgia), but it represents cons1c1eral)1y
more effort on the part of the artisan. Whereas other
markers are easily created with mmple forms, these
would require consuleral)ly more effort and more
complex casting techmques. Thas 1s particularly true of
the marker at East View that has a cast Negrou‘l head.
This three-dimensional work, cast as one prece on the
shaft, would have requn'ecl a carefully executed negative
mold that the concrete could have been pouzecl mto —

 Whether this was wtended to make them look
like marble, or has some long-los’c tie to the 1mmportance of
white 1 African religmns, 1s unknown. In fact, the
whitewashmg may sxmply have been a sign of respect, of
keepmg the stone clean and neat. Regarcﬂess, the practice
appears widespread. Little s (1998) photographs of Afncan
American markers m North Carolina, for example, show
manv with enidence of remnant whitewasl-ung. The same has
been seen at an Afnican Amencan cemetery n downtown

Columlna, South Carolina.
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far different than casting tabletstones. An interesting
parallel 1s illustrated by Lydia Pamnsh (1992:Figure 17)
from the Georgia coast. There may also be some
51milarity n style to the bronze bust or head recovered
from Ife 1n 1938 (Parnsh 1992.Figure 18).

Altlaough we have no mformation concerning
the maker of these unusual concrete forms, we do have
clues concerning at least two makers of the more
conventional markers. One informant recounted that
V.H. Popps, a mud-twentieth century Petersburg stone
cutter, procluce& concrete marlzers for tl'xose clients
whom he couldn't “sell up” to marble or granite. He
maintamned a vanety of forms and specml 1ettermg for
the purpose — suggesting that while a “sideline” it was
requested often enough to make it worth his while
collectmg the necessary items for a professxonal ]ol).

Another mformat told us that one of the Wilkerson

employees also crafted concrete marlzers as a s1&e—line.

Both Rotundo (1997) and Little (1989,
1998) have discussed the practice of using concrete
markers among African  Americans, malamg
observations that are wortl'xy of brief discussion.
Rotundo cautions aganst assuming any ethmc foﬂzways,
cla1mmg that they were proclucecl out of poverty. She
quotes ]ol‘m Mi.]l)auer, who claims:

with increasimg affluence blacks are
choosmg commercial tombstones
over those made by themselves. The
transition from folk to mass culture
manifests itself in the Afro-Amencan
cemetery, where one can observe a
commercial tormbstone ]ux‘caposecl to
a homemade marker on the same

grave (Milbauer 1991, quoted in
Rotundo 1997.105).

Tl'us may, 1n Jtva.ct, }Je true. But we wonder if tl'le process
15 that mmple. Clearly concrete markers are sometimes
chosen because of cost — this 1s demonstrated lay
Poppa’s decision to offer concrete 1n order to attract
more clients. But are commercial stone markers chosen
only because a family has more money? Mlgl'xt it also
have something to do with their status (apart from
financial standing) in the community or perhaps even
cultural values? To equate this choice with only monev
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B e s

Figure 8. Examples of concrete markers in Petersburg’s African American cemeteries. A, hand-written lawn-type
(W iﬂeerson’s); B, painted headstone (Little Church) ;i C, plaque marker (East View); D, lawn-type, perhaps
made ]:)y Charles F. Sparlzs; E, A Square marker from People’s Cemetery; F, African-American head on
barbed spear marker (East View); G, unusual double arch marker with triangular molded area (East View);
H, low barbed spear (East View) i1, slen&er, piclzet-sl'laped headstone (Little Church).
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may miss other, potenhally s:gniflcant, vana.l)les.

Little, for example, observes that while both
whites and blacks use concrete markers i therr
respective cemeteries (perhaps because of poverty), there

are &i{:ferences :

white gravernarlzers adhere more

tlghtly to popular aesthetic norms

than the Afncan American ones.
Black gravemarlzers exhibit the
ammated style and uninhibited
hancﬂing of matenals that
characterize much of the African
Amencan matenal culture, mclucling
quilts and pamntings. Blacks were
generaﬂy not drawn mto the social
posturing of white society n the
erection of a fashionable monument,
and black artisans remamn freer of the
preconceptions of a fittmg and proper
grave monument that gmcle white

artisans (Little 1998:268).

Altl-xough we are not sure that we would agree
with Little's comments concerming “socral postuning,”
since thus lilzely clepencls on 1ssues of status, Iocation,
and time perlocl, we do believe that her observations
concerning a different style are appropriate — and
perhaps nowhere better illustrated than with the
presence of the “barbed spear” monuments. [t seems
hlzely that this 1s a topic whuch has recewved far too little
examumation and may be suﬁenng from its focus. It may
be, for example, that the “popular aesthetic norms” of
which Little speales are actuaﬂy oniy the norms of white
soclety It may be that upon more careful scrutiny we
would find that Afncan American society has its own
"popular aesthetic norms,” hlstoncaﬂy quite
mclepen&ent of white society.

Fences and Cux]:)m_g

The Afncan Amencan cemeteries 1n
Peters]:;urg contain a number of fenced plots , indicative
of the efforts that the families took to permanently
mark, and memonalize, their cemetery plots. Fences
rangecl from s1mple and mexpensive to mclivulually
crafted art forms. The earliest fences were sm'xple wire
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work, several examples of which are still present in
People’s Cemetery.

This ten&ency, of course, was not unique to
blacks. As prewously cliscusse&, at the he1ght of the
Rural Cemetery movement came an increasing focus on
pnivacy, excluswity, and conspicuous consurn}:)tlon.bl At
a Pl’lilOSOPthﬁl level this was 1ntolerable to those who
viewed the movement as one fostermg pious
contempla.hon and who viewed the rural cemetery as a
“place of moral purity, in contrast to the impure
commercial world of the cities” (Sloane 1991:86). A.J.
Downing was forceful in his disdan for what rural
cemeteries were }oecomlng with the mtroduction of
cur]amg, gates, ancl 1atge monuments. He argued that
the rural cemetery was intended to “educate” the public
through lessons of “natural ]aeaut'y” and that By
“enclosing” lots (with curbs, but especially with fences),
lot-holders violated the balance between nature and art
(Sloane 1991:88). He argue& that:

The exhibitions of lronmongery, 1n
the sl'mape of vulgar 1ron railings,
posts and chalns, balustracles, etc., all
}aelongmg properly to the front-door
steps and areas of Broaclway and
Chestnut-street [in Philadelphia],
and for the most part barbarous and
cocl:zney'lsh 1n their forms, are totauy
out of lzeepmg with the aspect of
nature, the repose, ancl the secluswn
of a rural cemetery (Downing

1846:229-230).

This sentiment against fencmg continued,
unabated, among the “ptofessmnals" throug}xout the
nuneteenth and early twentieth centunes. At the turn of
the century H.E. Weecl commented that, “there 15 a
great need for the spreacling of the gospel of 51mplicity

81 Of course some fencmg was used, as discussed 1n
the section on People's Cemetery, to protect the stones and
graves from cattle. Nevert]aeless, manv of the won fences
found 1n our cemeteries post-cla‘ce the time when wanclermg
livestock would have been a serous concern. Their use,
therefore, must express something concerning the “popular
aesthetic.”
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among the lot owners, and all cemetery officials should
consider it their &uty to aid in this education” (Weecl
1912:123). But more than “ai&," Weed argue& that
superintenclents should actively remove eyesores and
proHems, such as fences, copings, grave mounds, and
even foot stones (Weed 1912:120-122). This, coupled
with America’s eventual war drives for metal, decimated
many cemeteries (Sloane 1991:91).

Linden-Ward (1990:54), however, suggests
that it was not so much the Superintenclents who
managed to have fences curtailed as it was the American
public's change in taste. In the 1880s they began to be
considered “old fashioned,” although they continued to
be used for perhaps another 30 or 40 years in many
areas — such as Peters]:urg and most of the South.

One of the most prolific companies is Stewart
Iron Works, which gradually grew out of Stewart &
Martin Iron Fence Works in Covington, Kentuclzy, first
established in 1862 by R.C. Stewart and T.A. Martin.
By 1869 the partners had gone separate ways, with
Stewart operating a successful business in Covington.
By 1887 two of Stewart's sons established a foundry in
Wichita, Kansas, although their father and another
larotl'ler, Frank L. Stewart, remained in Covington,
operating the Stewart works, which seems to have been
£ormally established in 1886. After an 1889 fire, the
brothers returned to Covington, consoliclating the
family business. Frank L. Stewart was, at that time, the
general foreman of the operations. By 1914 the
company surrendered its Ohio charter and again
consolidated  their operations  in Kentuc]zy
(Lietzenmayer 1998). The company is still in existence
and continues to manufacture many of its historic
fences using the original patterns. Altl'xough proclucing
jail ironwork, ]::riclges, and even trucks, cemetery fences
were a specialty (see Figure 9)

This company has fences in many cemeteries
throughout the area east of the Mississippi, including at
least two in Little Church. Stewart was one of the
largest companies, seﬂing fences &irectly to both
individuals and retailers (such as hardware or clry goods
stores), and also seHing their proclucts to “middle men”
(such as fence companies) who would install fences
using their own identification plates (or none at aﬂ).
This is also seen at Little Cl’mrch, where a Stewart

&esign is installed with another company's shield.

We have also identified at least one fence of
the Cincinnati Iron Gate Company in Little Church.
This firm was first listed in Cincinnati city directories
in 1905 and continued in business until 1968. During
at least part of their history the general manager was
Franla L. Stewart, Who serve(l as tl'xe general foreman at
the Stewart Iron Works for many years (and who died
in 1917). The Public Library of Cincinnati and
Hamilton County has three catalogs from this
company, with one approximately dated to about 1925.
Their fences varied in price from about $1.10 to $2.30
per linear foot, with so-called walk gates (3 feet 2 inches
in width) ranging from $9.50 to $22.00. Arched
gateways and gates ranged from about $182 to $234
(Cincinnati Iron Fence Co., Price‘ List No. 75, The
Public Library of Cincinnati and Hamilton County).

Found in Peoples Cemetery were two fences

marked with a wingecl glo})e shield. On this shield is
“THE/VALLEY FORGE/PATENT
FENCES/KNOXVILLE/TENN.” We have found
on]y two references to The Vauey Forg’e. One is from
Kephart's (1901) Manufacturers of Knoxville, Tennessee,
a promotional booklet that lists H.O. Nelson as
proprietor and observes that it was first started in 1873.
At the turn of the century 10 men were employecl at the
shop and the company indicated that its sole pro&uct,
wrought steel fences, were used in “yards, cemeteries,
public parks, etc.” The 1902 City Directory includes an
ad for the firm, on the same page as a machine sl’xop
and the W.L. Bean Monument Company.

C. Hanika & Sons of Ce!ina, Ohio have
fences in both Little Church and Peoples. Their shield
is a rather plain circle in which is cast, “C. HANIKA/
é’/SONS/CELINA, OHIO.” To date we have been
unable to obtain any additional information concerning
this company. There is no listing for them in Archives
Lﬂ)rary of the Ohio Historical Society, nor have any
Celina City Directories been identified. An inquiry to
the Mercer County Historical Society in Celina has
gone unanswered. Curiously, several of the fences have
an identical shield except the city 1s listed as Muncie,
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In ava‘m Further

research mav
1. ‘.
identify the firm.

In addition
to these traditionat
fences, several of
Petezsbur g s
African American
cemeteries also
revealed examples
of very low borders,
consisting of
plastic  or wire
ferices usea m lavm
edging or borders
of bricks. These
typwaﬂv surround
2 single grave
(Figure 10). Li le
contrasts these
grave enciosures &t
black  cemsteres
with the white
practice of
enclosing an entire
piot (Little
1985:127). In

{f-ac’c, the difference

18 so great that we

suspect that the

. — 1 . i {
Figure 9. Example of Stewart Iron Works advertisement for cemetery fencing. {

low enclosures are
not, strzc’szy
speaking, {e“cm but perhaps are more app"o‘o’flate
considered grave & decorations. Their function seems not
so much exclusionary as commemorative. ,“ey BOIP
define the grave and ensure is niace 15 remembered.
Cur’ﬂing followed a history similar to that of
rron work. Introduced m the 1860s, it pecame very
popuiar m the 1870s, only to begin its decline at
cemeteries such as Mount Auburn mn the 1880s
(Linden- ‘5/ axd 1990 :52-54. \,uAng, 3'xowevez, seems
to have \..XSWP‘DEQLG d from cemeteries far more eiowjy
than fences, perhaps because it was more stable and also
pecause it has less salvage value. Qegars‘.'iess. most
cemetenes didn't see any massive cum-hg removal until

1
the 1920s. At Petersburg, in conrrast, it appsars that

44,

curbing was stili very popular in the 1026?3, perhaps well
mto the 1940s, when it was bemng re-established fcor
n-ots removed by hlguway wzg,cnn_g it was ao‘pavenmv
ever remnstalled with some of the 1968 re-interments.
The curhn g observed 1n Peters ﬂarg talls mto

WO }Jroaa ca’cegorzes. It may be weh executed granite,
often *ound,ec{ with corner posts, or grarue w*t}
sticated sides {Figure 11). In either case the ta*‘nLy
name was often cut in an eniryway on cne side of the
v]ot Ths cu*}:ﬁng was +'ypzca. iy imstalled in sections
ranging from 4 to 8 feet mn ferxsst‘z with the individual
sec’cxonc attachec tu one another using JvoAL dogs. The
cher category of cu'-:l:-mg 1s made “rom comcrete,

apparently cast on-site. Agam, the i‘ami}y name 1s often
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at some “entxy pomnt,” where the name 1

K 1 .
impressec into the wet concrete using
1 .
some sort of letters. A vanation of he

; : o
concrete curbing has small marple flakes

) f .
umpressed 1m0 the outer surtace.

Neither type of curbing bears
anv manufacturer s name. aji’cgmugh it
was almost certainly produced locally. In
ract, in speaking with Ronald Hess,
swner of Hess Tngazd:, we discovered
that the stonecutter Poppa had made the
concrete cur]bmg. with limestone flakes.
Poppa apparenﬂy tmed 1o sell individuals
{white or biack) marble or granite stones
and coping sirst. t}ley didn’t order
these, ne had a fall-back line — making
concrete menuments and curbzng. Bot‘n
were ayparentiv rade wi%h, and without,
the marple flares. These were sweepings
trom his floor that were dusted m the
mold prior tc the concrete bemg addec.
This apparently provided a “touch of
class” to the otherwse utilitanian
concrete. Although he producea both, we
don't know if the mazble c-]:ups made the

stone or curf:mg IMOYE eXpensive.

Petersi;;urp”s Stons Cutters

L
~

he only Pe’cersl)urg stone
cutver whose history has been extensively
expzored 15 Charles Miller Walsh, who
was active ‘rom 1865 through 1901
(Briggs 1990). A Confeaerate veteran,
he apparentiv appren‘cicec{ m Peters})urg,

d .y 1
perhaps unaer Charies Ritch (who left
%

H
y

. < ] . ’
Fi ure 10. Example of decorative fencing placed around 2 grave mn People

Cermeterv.

)

o known signied stones), prior 1o the
Civil War. Afterwards he opened s own

stiop, eventually calling it the Cockace Marble Works.
Whas are proEaHy 2 small minoxity of his stomes are

51gnec; CMW., CM. Wals}x. or C.M. Wazs}l,

1 r :
Fetersburg, Va.® Briggs mentions thet several of ms

02 ? 3 .1
Althougn Briggs comments that the use o’g
=t g
. 4 . 4
?etersourg i s signature is found oniv on stones cutside

. ol . -— . 1
the citv. we 1dentified it on several stones in Jast View and

chiildren were mvolved 1 the firm netfore Walsh's death,
as well as “he fact that the firm conmnues for at reast 2
fow years afterward. She does not, however. mdicate the
witimate éisposi*’cion of the susmess {Briggs 1990:164).

Peopxe ’S cemerenes.

>
921
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Figure 21. Ex;mpie of curbing found in People’s Cemetery.

While it offers an excellent beginning, Briggs
fails to include any of the Walsh stones from
Petersburg’s African American cemeteries in her
mventory (Briggs 1990:Appendix 2 and 3}. Given the
proximity of the various cemeteries, we guesiion wl'xy
ondy Blandford was included in her sw‘méy. It 15 clear
from our work that Walsh, Confederate veteran or not.
was wiﬂing to serve the African Amencan cornmunity.
Further research may compare the styles of stones
found in the white and black cemeteries, but our general
observations suggest that there are little or no

Y
differences.

There are several additional stone carvers
:epresente& in ?eople s, Littie Church, and Bast View.
as well as the “Negro Section” of Blandford. Takle 3
figte these méim&.uazs, but un{ori:unateiy i‘here are no
published histories for any. The lmited oral histories
sought during this stage of investigation suggests that a
detailed historical survey should be conducted. As an
exampiie,. we were told by one mformant that &uxing the
late 1940s t]m*ough the early 1060s there were three
firms lined up on S. Crater: Poppa, Aslie Anorews, anc

Crowder. Th h .’
Lrowder. i« fere was, however, 1o real Compeutzcn.
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1.1 - 7.
Prices were readily communicated from one firm to
3 11. n 7 3
another. In addition, Pembroke CGranite Works 1s
i 1
reporf:e& to have been an umbrell= company for all shree
core cutiers. Today the onl -
stone cutters. ioday the only remaining companies are
9 1 - 1 -
Pembroke (under new ownership) and Hess-Trgard (the
successor to V.H. Poppa,.

On}.y £Our stcne carvers are rePolJEedl, 'Erom
Blandford, not because the others sold exclusively o the
Ai;:mar American commusity, but rather because our
Blandford datz is based on the Nationai Register

.- R i 1 5 .1 .
nomunation; which focusea only on tne period up to

1 5 H . of- 5
1600, The bulk of the carvers not identified as %emg i
; ] ; ey
Blandford all date from the tum of the century. The
tenr difh . g Tl £
one ciear citterence vetween Blandtord and the African
- .
American cemeteries 15 the greater use of sxtralocal
stone carvers 1 Blandford, comp&re& o the African
. : 1Y sl (R :
American cemetenss, where only Little Church revealed
5 ot i . e 1 1,1 V]
a singie non-I'etersburg carver {akwood, icenii
[ . 1
from Richmond).
N 1 .y e -
Basea on this initia! overview we have not bee

i . 1 N .
able to detect any carvers that were sither more or less
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Table 3.
Stone Cutters Identified in Petersburg’s African American Cemeteries
(Blandford included for comparison)
Stone Cutter People’s Little Church East View  Wilkerson  Blandford Blandford
“Negro NR
Section” document
C.M. Walsh v 4 v
Burns & Campbell v v v v v v
Crowder Memonals v v v v
Pembroke Granite Works v v v
Milton Rivers 4 4 v
Arlie G. Andrews 4 4 4 4
Hess-Trgard v v
Metalstone Corp. v v
Ramkev & Murray v v
Shaw & Facu 4
V.H. Poppa v
Oakwood (Richmond) v

prevalent, with the exception of Milton Rivers, who was
an Afnican Amencan. Altl'xough we have not conducted
an exhaustive examination of Blancl{:orcl, it may be that
he found his clientele exclusxvely i the black

community.
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PEOPLE'S MEMORIAL CEMETERY

Current Condition

What is today known as People's Memorias
Cemetery s situated on the west side of 5. Crater Street
across from Blandford Cemetery (Figures 12 and13). It
1s bordered to the north i}ay wo residential iots 2nd the
modern. but mdistinct, bounc‘iary of Litle Church
Cemetery. To the south is 2 commercial lot {fronting on

Crater) and W mdy

piots.1 Whas were more likely early entrances, formmg
2 horseshoe drive are marked today ﬂniy by remmnant
curb curts { aj_hougn at least portions of f both can still be
traced among the greves).

The vestern-most extension of Peopie‘s, as will
i + 1 . i3
se discussed beiow, is actuaﬁy a recemt addition,
¢ s .
purcbased oy the Cwy wm 1943 zor the relocation of

Ridge Apariments. The

uthwestern boundary
consists of residential
Ao’cs, khcugh \the 12}11};1’12
are not cum’-enﬂy
developea". St. Andrews
Street stops at the
cemetery s western
}Jounéary, whale
Talliaferro Street turns
o the rnorth and

ot

continues to Mingea
Street. Mong 'gi};\a;e*ro
1S & narrow inang}e of
property which,
accor&ing to the deeds, is
not actuaﬂy part of
Peoplevs Cemetery.
Nevertzdeless, as these
discussions  reveal, it

appeas o] contain

buriais and should be
m the Ioregzoun

P igure 12. View of feopie s Cemetery. The grave’ extension of St. Andrews Street 15 sh

um}n-

sonsidered part of the
Iy

cemetery 10T

management purposes.

1
The cemetery 1s bisect ed east-west ny 2 gravel
“ . r ; ¥ g S5 L
road rumning off &. Craier and, at the far end of the
cemeterv, tymmg into the intersection of St. Ancrews and
Talliaferro streets. This does not appear to an orgnal
. 3 = .

road gor tke cemetery ana, we believe, was create(% wnhm
¥ . oL
tne past 70 years to provx&e access 1o tne different

1rmnals ;fontmg S, Cv‘a‘cer, where road cons‘:mctfcw was
planned. Thls aadition mocorporates a parame;ogmr.
containing ahout an acre. chzué.mg tnss addition,
People s Zemeterv has 2 rcughiy trapezond form ana

R 3 ,
As e result, it 15 likely that this “modern” road
1., R o -

has been iad through graves and family piats.

4G
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Figure 13. Petersburg (1994)7.5' USGS map showing the location of People’s Cemetery.
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~ -
1"’1001“?01‘&(;65 about 27.4. aczes.‘

The cemetery's graves and family plots {again,
3 Y P g

(.

£y

consistent onentation of abeut 176°30 {or only 3°30'

off magnetic cast-west){Figare 14). The 2943 acidmon

il ' .
breaks with nistone pattern, assuming a cnensation of

¢ Ty 1 Tooos s r
except for the new add:tlcn} have a distinct ang raix!

1
about 148° — a@parenﬂy adopted for ccﬁvemence's
H (18 i
sake since it allows more full pzo’ts to be laid into the

1

available space {as mentioned by Weed 1912:15).
P i Y

Pecpie’s Cemetery occupies the southern edge
1 3 H .
of a mdge top {which extends northward mto th*‘ie
(3
Church Cemetery), with a maxamum elevation of anout

Lxeu*enam Run prior to the cons*mci;on ot :-85 and
92. On t"xe ﬂppos:i’ce sxd, e of the ~,raznar:e the cemetery s
uopogzaphy slopes steeply to the southeast.

Az the western eclge cl t}’i cemmery toward
Talliaferro St*ee T, the tonograpn'y becomes ievel, nefore
once again aror;pmé s’ceepky down a shors kan}e 1o the
road. The cemetery s property, accor&ing o the piat,
ends st the crest of thus lowest siope, while the city owns
the strip sloping cown to the road. This strip wadens to
the n north, toward Lit:le Church Cemetefy, becornmg
more steeplv siope& and contaimng less leve: land.

T ; P 13
The northern third of e parcel, adjacent o

I_jt‘tie Ciﬂ.urch

el
Lemetery, 1s
%
£ar less
f d
sioping  an
presents &
v
very g’raaual
i
lope from 3.
Crater Road
1o Talliarerro
Street. The
:ﬂge top
B

extenas
norti‘:war&i
mto Tatle
Ch mch, sC

shat what
1

rght Le

.
considered
the prime
iots occur
alor;g s,

Crater RO?;CI;

130 feet above mean sea level (AMSL). The: aoncgmphy
slopes to tne south, and there s a remmnant me:rzage
runnug northeast-southwest tnrough the eastern third
of the property. Thos 15 shown as a “ditch” on the 1996
survey, but che USGS topogta.p}uc map suggesis it 15
more likety an imermittent éxamage that e:m:r”*egl mic

A .o

~ The portion or i‘eo:::ie’s Cemeterv now ownea by
the City of *’etevslmvg measures 8.173 acres according to iis
1966 survey by Harvev L. Parzs, Inc.

ang aiong the
eastern thira of the property. Aiong Crater Roaq,
nowever, there 15 & slight pank, sudgesting that as zhe
mdnwa j has been widened mto eop;e ‘s Cemetery the
nuﬂe of the work has mveived fill sections.

The cem etery includes & thi: open grassed areas
as weil as sections domunated by zarge {prumarily cak}
tress whicn have reduced or compietely shaded out the
grass. Altho udil recernz e;:oﬁ:e to clear the un&evg'fowﬂq
have targely }seen sac"ess*'m. there remamn a pumhez ot
weedy areas and, especmuy srouna the oaks, large

n
i
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clumps of poison vy The trees themselves are not well
tended and have suffered from years of neglect. A
number of trees, for example, evidence clamage from
past wand and 1ce storms. Grass mowing 1S sporaclic and
18 supplementecl with the use of nylon-stnng weed
trimmers among the graves. There 15 evidence of
considerable cla.mage to the stones from these practices.
Leaf ralzmg 15 likewnse spora&ic and there are, at times,
dense accumulations of leaves both on the grass and also

on the stones.

Although there were no open graves, occasional
erosional areas, as well as small excavations to reveal
buried mscriptions on stones, gave us some 1dea of the
soils m People's Cemetery. In the more uplan& areas
there appears to be a faurly well &eveloped A honzon of
dark brown loamy sand overlymg a firm red clay This
18 typlcal of the Cecil—Appling area of what has been
called the recl—clay hill region stretching from Alabama
through the Carolinas and mto Virgma (U.S.
Department of Agriculture 1939:1059).

There 15 a report that heavy equipment was
used to clear the underbrush when the cemetery was
first taken over the City of Peters]:mrg. The only clearly
wisible evidence of this are two spoil piles on the south
side of the gravel access road about mni—way in the
cemetery. 'wo clisplacecl stones were found 1n or on the
e&ge of these piles, suggesting that the piles are result of
aggressive clearmg operations.

There are no pathways 1n the cemetery and a
landscaping plan, probalby dating about 1926, which
would have provuled waﬂzways within the family plot
layout, was not fuﬂy 1rnp1emented and its vestiges have
been lost (largely through the breakdown of the formal
cemetery arrangement and use of available space). The
smgle road 1s m poor condition.® Ruts and erosional
areas appear to be occasmnaﬂy filled 1n ]:ry a light
gracling, but there 15 no ewidence of any planned

*As prevmusly mentioned there are curb cuts for
the ongma] access road. These curb cuts, however, prowde
nappropnate access to the cemetery. During our study we
observed one vehicle take one of these entrances, drive among
the markers on the grass, wind its way to the gravel road, then

speecl off.
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maintenance. Moreover, as prewousiy mentwned, this
15a relatively new road which may have been placecl over
a number of graves. During our investigations we found
that this road was commonly used as a cut-through
between Crater Road and the nelghl)orhoocls to the west,
off St. Andrews Street. On only a few occasions was the
road used By individuals l'xavmg business in the

cemetery.

While there are no formal patluways, the
cemetery sees a great deal of peclestnan traffic, largely
cutting througlu from the vicanity of Talliaferro and St.
Andrews streets 1n the west to Wincly Riclge Apartments
a.long the southern side. Thus traffic 1s ummpeclec] since
the cemetery 1s completely open and unsecured. In
several areas close to the apartments there are worn
pathways marlamg heavy use areas. In ome area a
basketball hoop has been set up 1mn the cemetery and
local youth from the apartments play basketball among
the graves. This peclestnan trathc 1s also the source of
a great deal of trash found 1n the cemetery. Lac]:zmg
trash cans, these debnis are scattered tl'xrougl'xout and the
City has no orgamzecl effort to plclz up trash or
maintan the cemetery

There 1s no parlamg area for visitors or for use
clurmg funerals or other ceremonues. It appears that the
lower (western) section borclenng Talliaferro Street has
been used, based on the compaction results of the
penetrometer study (discussed below). Nevertheless, this
area 1s very limited and clunng our 1nvestigations we
observed that most wisitors sxmply puH off the central
gravel toac]., par]zlng on unmarkecl graves.

Stones and other monuments 1n the cemetery
show considerable vanation 1n condition (Figure 15). A
1arge number exhibit some form of mower or weed wl'np
J.amage. Many are 51mply toppled or Lacuy leamng —
the result of graves smlzmg. There are also a number
which have been broken. Vandalism seems to be only a
minor pro])]em and appears (at present) to be focused 1n
the new section at the far rear (western) corner of the
cemetery. Graves 1n this area are very close proximity
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s ' ry a
to a2 number or houses.

It 15 important to
1 1 1% 1
emphasize that ali tlﬂese probiems

{OZe the

most certainiy exsted be
City took ovwmership of the
cemetery. in fact, most are the
result of years of neglect and

1na aequate main'tenance‘

Fowever, by virtue of ownersn 1p
the ity now has  the
~e=pons;1n}1ty to make substantive
IMPrOVETENTs 1N the care and
mamtenance of the cemetery (as

outlinea below).

Historical Svoopsis

Figure 15. Exa-mples of toppled and broken monuments.

Deed records m the City

ot Petershurg Hustings Court
chromicle three stages in the historical development of
Peopxe's Memoriai Cemetery. The writters recoré begms
in 1840. In thet year William H. and Edith Williams,
who were white, sold to twenty-eight men a pazcel at the
west side of Blandford Road ({today's South Crater
Road) for use "as a burymg ground.® Tt 1s possible tha
the land was already being used as a cemetery; however
neither this deed nor the deed filed when Williams
purchased T.Lze land 1837 tpart of a lé—acre
convevance from Samuel and Mary Robbins) makes any

mention o1 ; bunal.

. s . ..

The 1840 p‘ﬂchasers. who paid $200 for thewr
acre of iarci WETE all remdents of Deter:-imrd and all
believed to have Leen free men of coior:

Bailev Matthews Gaston Burnett
j

1
Artour Parham T homas

&

* In ome avea a portion of the Citv's property (= 20
foot oper area) is being occuples by an zdjacent preperty
T Eek i hom
owrier. 115 prowmity, we bel eve, results mac muscner
and 15 an excellent example of why spproprere fencing ane

maeintenance are critical.
* Hu stings Court, Citv ot 'Dei:erb.zrg, Deec Book

1L p- 321

Thomas Walden
Jarnes Ford

Harnson Bailey
Jorn K. Shore

Robert Chueves John MecRae
James Fells John Mynck
William Underdue Latinus Stewart
Thomas Pritchet Henry H. Eleveck
Robert Stewart Paul Jones

John Cary Frank Stewart
John Bavs Edward Stokes
William Adkimns Csto C'uthrag‘e
Henry Claibome James Easter
William King Harrwell Parham®

Amorng them were members of the Elebeck
- r ete b -
ana Stewart ramilies. wno had been a ve witz the
carbier Benevolent 3 Society of Free Men of C \,o.o;, wiich
1

nad purcnased & nalf-acre sit site { location not certain, but
he 2840 deed
1 Lo be 1
Goes not speafy that the cemetery was bemng acquired

see Digure 4 for a cemeterv in 18318, T

for = benevotent bural association, but ¢l ea.rlv this was

® Several of the pumlaaezs are foung m the fest
voiume {2 794-1818) of Petersourg's Register of Free Negroes
and Mulattoes: Thomas jomer (#322), "BIRy" King ‘#747),
John "Btuart” (#504), Unah Tvmer (#676), Hernson Bailey
(#864). Others zave been identified by Luther Porter

jackson ané LU.C]O’LIS Eﬁwaras }}f.

o)
w
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Blarndfiord Cerre elery
EA45T

As with the earlier group, the deed

does not specify the arrangement these men

ALAINV STREL T

Ve aﬁé(/‘

had made for the purchase and use of the

B2 cel" ] .32/ |
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"
=
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.
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Figure 16. 1880 plat of a portion of People’s Cemetery.
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@

mjﬂ! “hs

lan&, Lut they too were almost certamly
co-operating on behalf of a
mutual-assistance  or  bunal society
Al‘l:l‘xoug}l none of their family names were
the same as those of the earlier group,
several of them are known to have had

family or business connections with them
and with each other (see Jackson 1942 and
Edwards 1977). By 1880 this property
was referred to as Scott Cemetery, for
undertaker Thomas Scott.

The 1argest portion of the
cemetery was the last to be acqulrecl from
. Williams' estate. The 5V acre tract south
of the 1865 lot was purchased privately 1n
1868 by Peter Axcher, a barber; Armstead
Wilson, a l:lacksmitln; and William
Jaclzson.g Axcher established a residence on

the case. Whether the Benevolent Society had a]reacly
been supplante& Ly the Beneficial Society of Free Men
of Color 1s not certan. Later references to this plot as
"Beneficial" and not "Benevolent" indicate that its
purchasers had acted for the antebellum Beneficial
Society !

In March 1865 Williams sold another tract,
two acres soutl'x of tl'ze £irst, to a group of ten men,
again 1dentifiable as prominent in the antebellum free

black community-

}o}m Hill }oseph Bent]ey
Harnson Artis Thomas Scott
John Brewer Robert Buck
Jesse O'Bird Richard Kennard
Benjamin Robert Hargrave Henry Mason®

” For example, the 1882 deed to Little Church
Cemetery refers to "the Beneficial Cemeterv lot to its south”
(Hustings Court, Deed Book 43, p- 99).

8 Hustings Court, Deed Book 28, p. 347.
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Ius share, north of w}ncl'l the JEamilies laxd
out three 16' X 16’ grave plots, marked
Axrcher, Wilson, and Jackson on an 1880 plat (Figure
16). Peter Archer and his wadow Sarah Ann (d. 1882),
Armistead Wilson (d. 1880), and other members of
their families and the Jaclzsons pro]aably rest 1n this
section of today's Peoples Cemetery.°

The Beers Map shows a dwelling house marked
"Archer Est." at about this location 1n 1877 (Figure
17), the year his heirs sold their third of the land. The
purchaser was J. C. Drake, whose wife Eloise was an
heir to William Jackson's estate (she may have been his
claugl'rter). Two years later, the rest of the tract was
divided: the northernmost section, with the grave plots,
was conveyed to undertaker Thomas Scott, while the
Jackson heurs retained the balance.!! Thus the 5% acre

% Hustings Court, Deed Book 31, p. 837.

1 Clippings 1 Obituanes Scrapbook (np, nd,
Petersburg Public Library).

1 Hustings Court, Deed Book 38, p. 348; Book
40, p. 554; Book 41, p. 46.
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Figure 17 Portion of the 1877 Beers map overlaid on a modern tax map showing the approximate location of th
Archer Est. and People’s Cemetery. el
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parce] had come to be held lvy the Jacl:eson—Dra]ze family
and Thomas Scott.

Within the eazly deeds can be seen the
]:aegmnmgs of several aspects of the }ustory of the
cemetery known toclay as People's Memonal. First,
most of the land was owned by groups of mdivuluals,
not by chartered organizations. Unlike the continuity
at ci’cy-owned Blandford Cemetery, when trusteesl'np of
an association changecl, or it became 1nactave, there was
not an assignment of responsil)ility for the bural

groun&s.

There was peno&ic pl'xysmal neglect, and from
an ear]y date record ]rzeepmg was erratic at best. Not all
graves were mar}zed, and families died out, moved away,
or sn'np]y {orgot where relatives were buried. Grave sites
were sold lay organizations whose maps or layouts
clisappearecl'when the groups became defunct. Deeds
that were 1ssued or re-1ssued from the 1920s through
the 1940s often refer to a location 1n a named section,
but may also indicate "number to be given after map 1s
completed” or "when new plat 1s made.”"? The goal of
mapping the cemetery accurately has never been
achieved. Even had it been attempted as early as 1880,
it would prol)al:aly have been 1mpossil>1e; too many
burials would have been forgotten, and too many deeds

mxsp]acecl.

Alongsule the evidence of occasional severe
neg]ect, People's Memonal Cemetery retains positive
physmal reminders of its association with benevolent
societies. Mutual aid societies and secret fraternal
orders both offered bunal assistance to therr members.
In Jr‘a.ct, provision of a decent funeral and burial site was
a primary purpose of some groups. A loclge or
associational funeral was a great celebration of unity,
remforced n Petersburg I)y the habit, adoptecl not only
}Jy mystic fraternal orders but also the more prosaic
mutual-assistance clubs, of placmg separate markers
mscribed with club name or loclge syml)ol at members'

graves.

Another aspect of cemetery owners}up relates
to the unclertalqmg business 1n nineteenth and

12Peoples Cemetery Records: Reel Two.
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early-twenheth century Peters]aurg. Besides serving as
officers of benevolent organizations, several men
nvolved with the land were funeral directors. Access to
bunal plots was among the services prowdecl L)y Thomas
Scott, Tl’]omas Brown, James M. Wilkerson, and
Wiuiam F ]aclzson, aﬂ Afrlcan-Amencan undertalzers
&unng different peno&s of the city's lnstory.

For years, the vanous sections of todav's
People's Cemetery were referred to ]:iy separate names
that remamed 1n local memory even when records were
poorly }eept. From north to south, these were Old
Beneficial (the ongmmal acre), Beneficial Board (2 acres
acqun:ecl in 1865, known as Scott Cemetery i 1880),
Providence First Section (nor‘ch section of
Archer-Wilson-]ackson tract, purchasecl })y Thomas
Scott 1n 1879), Providence Second Section and
Jaclzson Cemetery/]aclzson Memonal Cemetery Section
(the balance of the Archer-Wilson-]ackson—Dralze tract).
In about 1926, when trustees of the cemetery laid out
a master plan for improvements, the sections were
labeled accozcling to common usage.13

North of the Peoples complex, Little Church
Cemetery was pnvately owned Ly the Wilkerson family
In 1931, by a deed from J. M. Wilkerson to the
People's Mernonal Committee, Little Cl’mrch was
mergecl into Peoples. The agreement was intended to
eliminate property taxes on Little Church, and combine
use and maintenance of the two plots.“' However, the
cleed was not filed n Hustmgs Court. In 1986 w]'jen
the City of Peterslaurg acceptecl owners]np of People's
Cemetery, the ]aoun&ary was drawn to include part but
not all of Little Church. Title to its north half remains
m J. M. Wilkerson Funeral Establishment.

B "Plat of Outlay 'The People's Memonal
Cemetery, Petersburg VA," nd, ca. 1926 (copy mn Siege
Museum files). W.E.B. DuBois (DuBoss 1907:94) noted the
presence of a 163-member "Beneficial Association” in
Peterslaurg, a group orgamzecl m 1893. This was at least the
third group l:y that name, and 1s pro]aaMy the Beneficial
Board cited mn People's records. DuBois did not record the
existence of Providence Association, thoug]a he recogmzed
that as the name of the cemetery.

14 People's Memonal Association Mmutes,

Fel)ruary 10, 1931 (Siege Museum flles)
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The white populatlon of Petersl)urg }ustoncaﬂy
considered the several adjommg cemeteries as one
property An 1870 news article complans about the
condition of the:

colored people's l'mrymg groun& near
the Brick Church. The whole place
15 open and exposed to the ravages of
cattle; graves are trampled on; the
toml:stones are knoclzecl clown, ancl
no one seems to take any care of the
place whatever. N ow, we do not
know whose business it 1s exactly to
see to it, but it 1s surely somebody's,
and whoever that some})ody 18, we
suggest that he or they take some
steps to have a new fence put around

the var&. 15

The mmgling of names and Murnng of
property lines continued nto the twentieth century. In
1907, W E. B. DuBois (DuBos 1907 132) recorded
two Negro cemeteries mn Peterslaurg: East View, and
"Providence," a name that to him covered the entire
Peoples/Little Church complex. Maps prepared l:y the
City Engmeer's office (1892 and 1930) show "Colored
Cemetery" or "Peoples Memorial Cemetery (Colored)”
extenc{'mg south from Mmgea Street, and the Sanborn
Map Company also treated the entire area as one bunal

groun& (Flgure 1 8) .

There were penoclic attempts to reconstitute or
replace the orgamzations that had 1nitiaHy had charge of
the cemetery tracts. In 1894, Thomas H. Brown, C.
B. Stevens, John Berry and John G. Smith orgamized
themselves 1n an agreement to oversee the work at
Peoples Cemetery, then i very bad condition. The
P eople's Memorial Association worked to put the
"grounds mn a pretty condition. ., but interest died and
it soon went back to a wilderness."*®

Accorcl'mg to city directories, from 1899 until

15 Peters]:mrg Dai/y Couner, May 12, 1870.

1 Thomas H. Brown, open letter, February 1931
(Siege Museum files).

at least 1911, ]ames M. Wilkerson was supenntendent
of Prow&ence, Old Beneficial and Little Church
cemeteries. During this time, mterest may have died in
’clle group hea&ed l'Jy Brown, laut there was certamlv
activity on behalf of the cemetery On Labor Day 1906
a new wron fence with a central arched gate was
dedicated, secured and set up by the Women Union
Cemetery Club, led by Nellie Coleman, Cindarella
Byrd, and Malinda Johnson. The pnnted
announcement states that, with the help of churches,
Sunday Schools, Lodges and Societies, the club had
contributed much of the $350 needed to pay for the
fence and erection, but $100 was still needed to
dedicate it free of debt (Figure 19). The gate must
eventuaﬂy have been paul for, and 1s remembered as

reading "Providence Cemetery "'’

Thomas H. Brown (1862-1952) 1s the
mdindual most closely associated  with People's
Cemetery &unng the first half of the twentieth century
Tt s 1mpossﬂale to speculate from this distance on the
clegree of nvalry between him and others for
management of the property. His explanatxon of how
he came to manage People's Cemetery was as follows:

The Old Beneficial Board l)oug}lt the
first land (1840) for the cemetery;
the second and third acquisitions
(1865 and 1879) were made on
behalf of the Prowvidence Mutual
Society and the Jackson Club. Tax
rolls recorded the land as owned Ly
Thomas Scott, presv:lent of the Old
Beneficial Boarcl, William Berty, and
others; but 1 an unrecorded deed,
the trustees of Beneficial and }ackson
had transferred their interest to the
Providence Mutual Soc1ety. Thomas
Brown was the last surviving trustee
of Providence. Further, m an 1894
Hustings Court case apparent[y
l)rought on Ly the Brown-led cleanup

1z Newspaper article announcing dedication 1n
undated scrapbook, Major William Henry Johnson Papers,
VSU library Special Collections. Interview, Mrs. Mary Lee
Berry, January 28, 1999.
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Figure 18. Portion of the 1915 Sanborn Map, republished 1n 1957, showing the People’s Memornal Cemetery
58




AFRICAN AMERICAN CEMETERIES OF PETERSBURG

k 3 ﬂavmg secured and set up the ron fence at Blandford Cemetery 01
~ the city of Petersburg, Va.. do hereby set aside and” designate

“Labor Day, Sept. 3, 1906,

As the dav 1or publicly dedicatiag this rence by the citizens of Petershurg.

" The.cost of this fence, and the whole of the expenses connect-

eﬂiﬁh'él'éxirlth. will be-at least three hundred and fifty, or three --
' hundred and sixty dollars.

The club has inits treasury onme hunared and forty oda wollars, ang

.- Churches. Suncay Schools, Lodges end Societies have handed 1n one

- . " hundred dollars more to Rev @ B. Howard to date.

- To dedxcate this fence free ot all debt the Club must kave ONE HUNDRED and £1V

I?N DOLLARS more bv or on the day o1 dedication:

“ A'Bmce -.!be TBppeaTis hereby made to all-Churches, Sunday:-schools and Lodges and Sc..
cieties, that bave not responded.  Please do belp.  This appeal 1s to individuals also.
-Cl)r mames and amount of contributions of all Churches, Schools, Societics, -and persons

amounhng to onc dollar, will be published 1n the cllp papcrs

.7{/{ churches, pastors, Junn’n_y schools, c/m/rs, lodges
‘ nc/ “societies are tnvited to take part in this dedecation,

~Order of Servxces

‘i Please jorm on Snuth. ./Ize Oak St and ‘-"_/cumorr. A\‘ at 2 pom. and _proceea to
the cemetery.

o, Jdllare asked? (oware aiond jlowers, a)xd/ha;p thenm on graves of frievnds and inred
ToyLes @A $00 (Y /m rerch the grounrls.
s 3 AL p el i assenenle ol tig pladrorne ot the Ceniral drch Sote wkeu. the

cxarerses wiil Liwke e s Foilis.

First. Celi toarder sing sing. Serisbiere reading. prayer singung
. Seeona, The nhjecl of Nm Aecy Stated., und.the list of Chaevhes, Sunday Schools, Lodees ..
ana. Soceetres calicl, ara the respnise Jr om mch Then coliection from Reneral pudl
STQEEhe Jepae and varsetery: ' _
= Thard, Musie. ant eddresses by nms'ou and oiliers of bers” mmutce edch” (hidir,
e present wlq os asked bo sang se.ections.
¥ mnouncempn,l of cost-of works: fha collettions,

and the fo’rma} orm.m;. en

[Figure 19 Broadside for the People's fence dedication.
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of the grouncls, the legal owners and
Leirs to the land (Tl’xoma.s Scott, C.
B. Stevens, J. K. Berry and Isham
Carry) lost their rights by not being
elected Trustees of the newly-formed
People's Memonal Association,
which was given title.  Thus, as
Chairman of the Trustees, Brown
had come to manage all the
components of the People's
Memonal Cemetery, holding the
property on behalf of the Trustee
Board and the mndividual lot owners
(Brown 194:2).

Partlcularly because of the absence of
orgamzatlonal charters and deeds, the reform-mimded
city government of the 1920s must have been relieved
to have a smgle orgamization and a smgle mndividual to
accept accountalaility for the groun&s. They had not
bargamed for Brown's tirelessness 1n demanding public
assistance for People's Cemetery, or his sxmple
longevity It was ordy with di{ficulty that for decades
Thomas Brown's strongly-v01cec1 demands on behalf of
People's Memonal Cemetery could be denzed.

Captain Thomas H. Brown was an undertaker
who began his career as an ernployee of Thomas Scott
and eventuaﬂy took over the business. Although he was
successful 1n Peterslaurg, and active in the People's
Memonal Association, he was absent from the city for
several years clunng the early twentieth century; his
granddaughter recalls that he operatecl 1n Alexandna for
a time.'® The 1914 city directory shows that he had
returned to Petersburg. A few years later he was agamn

1n charge of People's Cemetery.

One of Brown's initiatives was to eliminate the
property tax on the bunal grounds. In 1920 the city
government Legan to combat the economic clepressmn
that accompamecl the closure of Fort Lee. Along with
reorganizing clepartments, the city also Began to 1ssue
improvement bonds and attempt senously to bnng n
new industry. Funds were allocated for mmproving,

18 Jnterview, Ms. Thomasine Burke, January 28,
1999.
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maintaiming, and enlarglng Blan&forc] Cemetery 1

Reacting to these pul:»lic expendi’cures, Brown returned
to the old issue of tax-exempt status for People's
Cemetery. In 1921 the property tax was finally
eliminated, with the land Lemg recogruzecl as a place set

aside lay a charitable group for the purpose of laurymg
the dead

In about 1922, the People's Association was
reorgamzecl as the Colore& Cemetery Association,
Brown retamming his post as Keeper of the People's
Memonal Cemetenies. The city government drew up
rules to govern the cemetery (Figure 20), providing for
the Association to elect the Keeper and speﬂing out hus
duties and powers. Dunng this penocl, the Colored
Chamber of Commerce and most of the Afncan
Amenican churches 1n Petersburg were 1nvolved 1n the
effort to bnng the cemetery nto line with city health
and sa.fety regulatlons, and also m the attempts to
umprove the grouncls. Their {uncl-rammg was targetecl
towat& the community; it 1s dif{icult to tell how much
they were mmultaneously 101:>}3y1ng for public funds.*
Regar(ﬂess, public lr'uncling was not {ortl’zcommg and the

burden remamed on the cemetery's own constituency.

Despite the nability or unwillingness of lot
owners to fund even the annual care fee ($3/square)
permitted under city regulations,” 1n 1926 the
Cemetery Memonal Assocation and Colored Chamber
of Commerce sponsored an ambitious new plan to make

19 Report of the City of Petershurg, Virginia, for
the Period Sep‘cember 15 1920 to June 30, 1923, Being a
Complete Report of the City Government under the
Council-Manager Plan (Petershurg: City Council, 1923).

20 Letter to Judge Mullen, August 1921 (copy 1n
"History of the People's Memonal Cemetery"). Thomas H.
Brown, open letter, February 1931 (Siege Museum files).

2 Rules Governing People's Memonal Cemetery,
Petersburg City Code Sections 525-539, acloptecl 1925.
Meeting Notice, 1925 (William H. Johnson Papers, VSU
Archives).

2 Thomas H. Brown, letter to members of People's
Memonal Cemetery Committee, Febmary 10, 1931 (Siege
Museum files).
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RULES GOVERNING PEOPLE §
MEMORIAL CEMETERY

JThu followlug ruies (0 gurern tue
ceinclely were adopted:

LSV VU g Wy MeIUE iU Vi
olati B LIG Luee U el copuon of
Bt U 0td Lemctely I Bee 280 pp
130, vt 2oo cov papu 15¥; Nee v
da1d z4l page A0y; Bec. 241 pugu doy;
due Zix papd V8 And as appl cu te
blanuiord Cunete y, oxcept ws ¢r arge
1o kwie uf lots and graves

(Sec 525 People's Memarlal Ceme
tayy
1w Lurial giound In The Peoples
Memorial Cemerary shall be kept as
u place of bu lul tor Cltizens

lnur wl attineunce ew

I'he Association ehall elect a Kecp
cr of the People's Memorlal Cenictory,
who shall devute his attention to the
preervation and keeplng in o der of
the grounds under the direcilun of
Wie Cemetery Committee, and shall be
at the Cemeter) os often as he cen.

The Keeper, when required shall
preparc geaves for persons entitled
to Lurial and (1 the same alter the
Lodies shall bo fowe-ed thereln and
no crase shall be dug or filled in
except by him or under hia direction.
No grave shall be less than five (feet
deep except graves for children, which
shall be not leas than four fcet deep
He shall be present at all Interments
and shall conduct them In the man
ner presciibed by the Commitlee

Gectlon 527, Burlal Plote—Applica
tians for—Record—Certificate)

‘The Cemetery shall be arranged in
scctlons and plots to meet present day
conditions Each section to be number
edend nev ce bl s teiyed for same
and a Kecerd Beok ehall be made

Should there be found any lal un 11
and salable the same muny be sold and
the mency kept in the hands of ros
ponalble partics deslznated by the As-
soclation, {o assist {n the upkecp of
the cemetery. All rcports shail ho
made by the Keepe- to the Cemetory
Committer who in turn shall report
quarterl) o the Association
(8ection 528 —~Charges for Interments
disinterments and turfing—nn work to
be done untit charges are pald

Section $29—When a giave 1a (n ba
opencd on an unkept ot the Keeper
shall coliect the fee necessary Lo
have the lot cleancd. as well as thy
Interment Fec before tho g ave is
open

Be it reeolved by the Colo ed Cem
etery Association of the City of Pe
tersburg Virginia that the follow Ing
charges for work in the Pcuples’ Me
morlal Cemete:y be and the samo are

INTERMENT!
Opening grave of Adult (bax ..nnl
- $3 0
» (AUt oo son
chlld under 13
yeara of age
DISINTERRING

Disinterring sdult __ - 3400
*  child under 12 yre of age 900

LOCATING SINGLE GRAVE

Adul( slnxl: grave (Including

ning) . e 700
Clllld under 12 3 ol & ge—

tnehu dlng opening) . 400
FILLING AND PACKING
Advlt—new grave . .. $160
ChIld under 32 yrs of uge 100
LINING
Adult Orave ____ 3200
Child under 12 yrs of lse 1560
TURFING
Adult G.ave _ - 3150
Child under 12 yesrs - 100

SPECIAL ATTENTION
Culkng grats ard C'unlnz—ou
square or ieis £ 00

ANNUAL CARE
One Sauare (cuttlng grass and

cloaning . PR §300
One hall square (culllng grAss nm!
cleaning) - . vu

(Becllon 630—Keepor to p:r!nrm
scrvices—prepayment of charge)

All services required of the Keeper
by owners of plots or parts of plots
other than those montloned “n the
p.eceding sectlon or which the Cem
clery Commlttee may requlre to be
done upon all lota in common, shall
be promptly done by him, whon the
charge fixed therefor shall have been

Keeper s Record of
Interments ahall be reported to the
Health Office, manthly )

The Keeper shall register all in
terments in & book 1o be kept fo- the
PuUrpose, 80 mrranged B3 to piesent In
4 convenlent tabular form, the namo
age and restdenca of the deccascd,
causc of death, sq fa- ns {t can be
ucerl-ln:& the names of tho offictat

and of the

vhnlclan and the part of the ceme-
tery in which the luterment 1s made
He shall keep this book fn his office,
properly Indexed and subfect at all
times to the inspection of tho Cem
cte:y Commillee, owners of plots or
parts of plota and Citlzeas At the
close of each month, he shall certi
Iy a copy of tho rogister, so made to
the Health office of the Clty who
shall traaseribe snd propecly index
the same in & book lo bo kept In
olfice far the purpose and whic
shall likewise, be open to publie {n
epection Qusrlorly the Ieeper shull
render o the Associatlon an acount
of the number of buriald durlog the
precedlag quarter, designating the azes
and diseases, and on the tirat day ot
July each year he shall make & re
port embracing these detulls for the
preceding year.
Sectlion 632—Tho Keeper may employ
tabar )

‘The Kceper shall be, and 33 heioby
crpowered to have sufficlent Incce
to bc employed In digging g aves, heep
fug the walks clean, cemnoving and
pruning shrulbery trees ute, pluntliy
out trees and shrubbe 5 and attead
ing to the cemetery grounds gencrally
undor the comrol of the Cemele )
Committes

(Bection 633—Hours wheu gates
shall be kept open)

The gates of the Cemeteiy shall he
kept unlocked during the howsa the
Kcepe s required to be prec:i, and
shall be fiee fo1 the adnmlsilm of all
owhers of plots wino aay dcxire to put
up enclosures gravestones, ur nunu
ments thercin o to do any work up
on their plot that they may want to
do personally

Sectlon 634—Treen not to be plant
ed or r emoved wlithout notifying
Kaeper and getting his consent)
—Any person who shall injuie ai de
face eny part of the enlcosure of Tho
People’s Memorlal Cemetcry, or any
enclosure of a giave plot, or acy Mo
ument, tombstone or destroy o In.
Jure sny t ee, shrub viny or tlower,
or in any manoer, wantonly fnjute
any part of the ground or anything
contalned tharein or plant any shade
Liee in any square or remove from
ay square any tree or largs shrub,
without the conseat of the Kueper
shall be tined not iess than Flye Dol
lers for every such oflense.

(8ectlon 635—Penalty far fallure lo
obey Keeper, or viclatlon of ordlnancas)

Any person who shall fail or re
tuse (o obey the lawlul directlons ot

the eald Keeper, o- of the Cemetery
Committee or shall violate any ordin
ance or regulation lor the govern_
ment of the Peoples Menwnrlal Ceme
tery shall be fined not tess than two,
nor more than ten dollars (or every
such offense

(Section 636—Work In Cemeétsry—

requiremsnts in regard to tooly ma

Figure 20. Petersburg City Code 525-539, Rules Governing Peop/e s Cemetery, 1925.

terlal elc Alieir vse and removal

no work to be done on Memoria) Day

—Peanlties )

No stones o1 other material o: trols
shall be deposited 1n any of (Ie Ay
cnucs walks or squares of }coples
Memoriat Centctecy, prepa-atary to do
Ing work on any of the tombstaacs,
monuments. curbing or other like
work on nn) of the squares the ela,
uatl) the person cngaged to do auch
work, ahnll be prepared and recd) la
commence the same. After such ma
terial shall have been b ought Into
the cemelory, such person shall be
Rla the wark promplly and continue
ta do so, with reasonable diligence un
N comploled, and aller s compt:t
lon, shall ca cfully remove f-om cain
ctery all his tools and all masterial
aud debsris, remaining after complet-
fne the work. Any porson who shall
b Ing any such materlal In the Coice
tey and alos It to remain there
mare than thrce days telore begin
ning work, or more than flve days
afte completing It or who shall full
top with r d
such work when once begun or Who
shall bring any such mate:ial in the
Cemotery on Memorial Dsy or during
the perfod of Five Doys preceding
shall be fincd $10 00 for each oflense

(Section 637—Debels removed from
sguares to be placd In receptacies)
—No dobrls such ns grass, weeds,
branches of trdes, etc removed [rom
any square in the cemetery shall he
left fn any of the avenues or watks

thereof, but shall be corefully remosed
and placed in receptacles provided for
the purpose’ any person violating
this section shall be (fned $200 for
each offense

(Sectlon 638—Pollce powers of Keap
ers of Cemeteries)

—The Keeper of ever) cemclery
whather publle or private shall have
police powers within the cemotery of
which he has charze and within cne

hundicd yards Lhereof, and shatl kaep
order and prescive the same there
and any pereon obstructing or hinder
fng him In the dischage of his daly
shal) be fined nol Jess than two d 1
lars for cach offensc

(Section 639 Proof of ovnershlp
Must be established belore a Grave
can be opened)—In cvery case \ he o
H grave 13 to be opened aver nighl,
notico must ba given tho keeper, and
the right to bury oh a lot establishcd
to the matisfaction of the keeper, and
charges pald, before the kecper can
have the grave opencd

Alter July 35th 3925 no one shall
hae tvhe right to order a grave open
ed on any lot wlithout first abiaining
the keepe-s permit The kecper how
ever, must keep In his olfice some vne
capable of Issulng to any underiaker
or person proving right to such per
mit, the satd permit so as to nol de.
tain the burial or put the undertaker
to undue trouble
All of which was rcad and re-adopted

March 14th 1925 at Trinity Baplst
Church
Alter befog approved, March 11th 1925

by
City Manager
To Thomas H Brown

(Keeper ol Peoples Memorlal
Cemnetery)

CEMETERY COMMITTEE: Maj Wm H
Johnson, Deacon Henry HEHL Jas, M
\Vllkcrsun L. A. Hawks; \Vm Meary
Harris; b! H. Nords; Descon R J
Jones; R. E Sanders A B. Mackey:
C A Willlams Becty Cap! Thos H
Brown Chalrman

Rav. A. L. Ford Pies, Deacon L N
Wells, Secty Ma} W H Johnson Treas
City Cemetery Assoclation
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Figure 21. “Plan of the Qutlay of the People’s Memorial Cemetery” l)y Thomas H. Brown, ca. 1926.
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AFRICAN AMERICAN CEMETERIES OF PETERSBURG

the cemetery "one of the ]::eaut‘y spots of the city.”
Durmg the $3,000 unprovement program, new plots
would be made, new deeds 1ssuec1, the existing fence
repaxrecl and a new fence extended around the entire
propertv (including Little Church), the grounds cleared
of overgrow‘ch, landscapmg and new avenues laid out.
The avenues would be named Harns (Dr. H. L. Harus,
"G. S Masons of Virginia"), Thomas Scott ("Vet. F
D "), Stevens-Berry (“first trustees”), Jackson-Black
(Major Jackson and Rev. L. A. Black), H. Williams
(Rev. Henry Williams), J. M. Wilkerson ("V F D.
Founder of Little Churcl‘x"), and the wauzways Rev.
Danuel Jaclzson, N. eHie CoIeman, Malinda K. Johnson,
Rev H. Dickerson, Rev. A. M. Morns, and Junious
Chavers. Unfortunately, &espite the enthusiasm of
Brown and his coﬂeagues, func{ralsmg {eﬂ short.
Cleanup days were Jf’an']y well attended and many new
deeds were 1ssuec1,23 but thorough mapping was not
acluevecl, no new Jr‘encmg was mstaﬂe&, and little
progress was made laymg and gra&ing drives or walks -
a project that would surely have been destructive to
unmarked graves. | his plan appears to be retained Ly an
undated clramng, labeled “Plan of Outlay of The
People s Memonal Cemetery, Petersburg, VA" (Figure
21). %

In his efforts to rase funds to "transpose the
sites from eyesores 1nto ones presental‘;le and neat 1n
appearance,” Brown continued to go from City Council
to the white community back home to the black
community. Council steadfastly resisted his appeals,
but small amounts, such as $100 given by the Relief
Association 1 early 1931, were gratefully noticed. Yet
even with a donation of $50 from the Richmond Grand
Lodge of Colored Masons, the group had less than
$500 1 the spring of 1934. Once agamn, a fundraising

2 Petersl)urg Progress-]ndax, March 15, 1926 and
April 5, 1926. Thomas H. Brown, letter March 17, 1941

(Siege Museum files).

2 Efforts to scale this &rawmg to fit either the
current tax map or the plan of People's Cemetery have been
unsuccessful. This 15 sxmply a sketch, intended to provxcle a
general VIEW Or 1mpression of the layout — not a scaled

&rawmg .

drive was ptormsecl.zs Throughout these appeals there
appears to have been no clear accounting of how the
funds requlred loy city ordinance were collected or spent.
Short of the $1 per burial due to the city, the records
are silent regarding the remaming $2 to $4 per

interment.

After the failure of the 1andscapmg master
plan, ambitions for people's Memonal Cemetery were
much quieter. Families continued to l)ury there, and
maimntain therr own plots 1 a more or less passive
fashion. Memonal Day observances at the cemetery
mncluded chous, clignitanes and reci’catlons,z6 but the era
of optimism had generaﬂy passecl. Thomas Brown's was
a voice 1n the wilderness. In a 1941 letter to the editor,
he called attention to the cemetery's location on the
mamn road to the "New National Park" (Petersburg
National Battleﬁel&). Its condition, partwularly lay
contrast to Blandforcl Cemetery across t}xe roacl, woulc:{
be seen as a disgrace by wisitors. The only solution was
funding assistance l:y the public, without regarcl to
color. Two years later he wrote "While your tax takes
care of the Blandford Cemetery, who and L)y what
means 1s there for talzmg care of ours?... [we] have to
ask God to get 1into the hearts of our City Council to

take care of us."?’

Some of Thomas Brown's loudest outcries
respon&ecl to very unwelcome pu]:)]ic expenclitures
targeted toward People's Cemeterv. The city had
decided to mmprove South Crater Road/Highway 301 at
the curve between Blandford and People's. To do so, it
was necessary to encroach onto the southeast section
(Prowdence-]aclzson) of People's Cemetery. The strip
of land to be condemned 1n 1943, about 0.1 acre, was

% People‘s Memonal Association Minutes,

February 10, 1931 (Siege Museum files). Newspaper articles
ca. 1933-34 1n undated scrapbool:z, Major William Henry
Iol’xnson Papers, VSU librarv Specxa] Collections.

2 Petersburg Progress-Index, June 1, 1941.
27 Thomas H. Brown, "An Open Letter to the

Public" undated newspaper clipping ca. 1942 (Siege Museum
files).
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a thin trangle 15 feet wide at its base (Figure 22).%

Over the splritecl ob]ec’clons of Brown and others, the
citv moved ahead with plans to remove the bodies from
the roadway, and ultimately contracted Brown's
assistance 1n 1den‘cify1ng bodies and the owners}up and
location of graves, and also with relocating graves 1n the

2!
new section. 9

The "new section" was one acre at the west side
of the cemetery which the city had acqun:ecl (a{‘ter a
separate court case with the owner of an adjacent
resx&ence) for the rebunals (Figures 23 and 24). Ths
was 51gnificant1y 1a.rger than the area to be clisturlaecl,
where Brown estimated there were 108 bodies. The
extra space allowed the city to carry out the move on the
basis of lots or squares: if any portion of a lot was within
the conclemned strip, a new square of equlvalent s1ze
would be a.smgned to that owner mn the new lot, and any
bodies in the old lot would be moved to the new lot.
Altl'lough records are unclear as to who would actually
prowde labor and equipment for the move, the city’s
own crews or a separately-retamecl funeral home,
tornl)stones, monuments, fences and mar]zers woulcl lae
reset m the new square, and plots would be curbed in the
new lot to corresponcl to curlnng 1 the old. The city
also plannecl to place cur]amg around each section that
would be used for interment. Finally, "the fence a.long
Crater Road will be moved and reset along the new

% Ths plan (see also Figure 23) reveals that, in
1942, there were three entrances to the cemetery. The
northern two JEormmg a horses]'loe~s]1aped drive and the third
running westwardly mto the southern quarter of the tract. In
addition, the layout of plots reveals that while a few were
placecl with walkways (on the southern edge of the plan], most
lacked thus demgn feature.

29 City of Petersburg, letter to Thomas H. Brown
(May 3, 1943, Siege Museum files). This letter provides some
evidence of the poor relations between the city and its black
citizens. Although Brown would be paid $400 for lus services,
mclucling assistance “in the identification of bodies and
ownerslnp and location of graves,” the city manager opened
the letter, “Dear Brown,” dropping the titles “Mr.” or
“Captain.”

boundary of the cemeterv "*

There 1s no purpose 1n trying to guess the level
of thoroug}mess or sensitwvity with which the move was
accomplishec‘l. Much more important would be to
determine the fate of the 1906 won fence. No
photograph or c]arawmg of the fence has been located,
and the only certain memory of it concerns the arched
"Providence” gate. Because fence repair was an
uncompleted work item 1n 1926-34, its condition was
surely very poor ]:Jy 1943. The prol)able conclusion 1s
that the fence was not in fact reset. Remowing it would
have further damaged its alreac].y-fragﬂe sections, so that
remstallation would require extensive repair. Regarcﬂess
of cost overruns, wartime matenal shortages would have
arguecl agamst replacmg broken elements. A patnotic
appeal would 1ilzely have resulted in the People's
constituency themselves clonating the {encmg to the war
effort. Because there 1s no mention of the fence after
1943, this may well have been the outcome.

Not all the disinterred bodies were moved to
the new section of People's. Some families chose to
have their kin relocated to plots they purchasec[ 1n East
View Cemetery, in a new section of Wilkerson
Memonial Cemetery opened n 1942.*' Unused space
in the remnterment section of Peoples was sold as new
lots after the project was cornplete.

Crater Road/Highway 301 was widened again
in 1968 to a full four-lane road with median. This
state l'ngl'xway project requu:ecl a nght-o{-way of nearly
0.5 acre through the southeastern edge of People's
Memonal Cemetery (as well as additional acreage at
Little Clqurch). The clepartment's engineers mapped the
area 1n question, ]oca.tmg curlnng, vaults and
headstones, and aclznowleclgmg the presence of
unmarlaecl, unknown graves. Sixty squares 1n Wilkerson
Memonal Cemetery were purchasecl from Wilkerson
Memonal Funeral Association. The funeral directors

30 City of Petersburg, "Petition 1 the Hustings
Court of the City of Petersburg,”" (unexecuted copy, 1943,
Siege Museum files).

3! Interview, Pernell Simms, December 16, 1998.
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contracted to move the bodies (Newcoml) Funeral
Home of Chase City for the disinterments , Wilkerson
for the reinterments) were to relocate all head and foot
stones, monuments, and vaults. As with the earlier
move, any square that had to be removed 1n part would
be completely removed, and an equwalent new square
3551gnec1.32 However, this relocation of whole plots was

not carned tluougl'l. At the eclge of South Crater Road

toclay are several partlal plots, still with monuments.

Figure 25 prowides a graphic picture of the
gradual “erosion” of People’'s Cemetery along Crater
Road. It also reveals what appear to be mcomplete
removals from the two different ep1soc1es. Finaﬂy,
Figure 26 15 Brown s map of People's. Like the earlier
plan of proposec]. improvements, this 1s at best a sketch,
showmg general, almost 1c].ealizec1, rela‘clonsl-ups. The
map was prepare& after the first road relocation, m
1943, perl'la.ps accounting for the large areas where no
graves are shown. In addition, the &ramng shows both
"Xs," likely indicative of graves in a plot indicated by
clepresswns, grave moun&s, or otl'ler features, ancl
numbers, which at one time were prolaably lzeyecl to
some sort of index that Brown maintained.

By 1968, Thomas H. Brown was dead. His
granclson Henry Burke was among nine men named
trustees of People's Memonal Cemetery 1n 1957,% but
Brown's activist spirit had passed with him - perhaps
because the pew trustees were not funeral directors.
The cemetery had agan become very overgrown, and
plots away from the outside eclges were iaccessible.
Because of t}le con&itions, Ly the 19605, even families
who knew there was space 1n their plots were ]aurylng at

%2 Interview, John Donley, Virgma DOT
Right-of-Way  Diwision,  December 30, 1998.
Correspondence between C. W Mangum, Distnct Property
Manager, and Henry C. F Burke, Corliss A. Batts, Moses
White, et. al., Trustees for the People's Memonal Cemetery,
October 1967 - July 1968.

3 Hustings Court of the City of Petezs]:urg, "Order

Appomnting Trustees," October 4, 1957 (Reel 2, People's
Cemetery Records).
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East View or Blandford instead.®®  Yet clespite the
cleplora]:;le condihons, markers toc],ay prove that funeral
clirectors, mourners, and their deceasecl relatives
managed to make it nto People's Cemetery durmg

those years.

A new push came n the 1980s, when
Assistant  City Manager Beverly Brewer provecl
responsive to requests for assistance 1n improving
conditions at People’s. In 1986, "so that this City can
properly and perpetua].ly mamtain the cemetery," the
City acceptecl title to the land from the two surviving
trustees, Moses White and Corliss A. Batts.®

Tl1e Penetrometer Survev

A penetrometer 1s a device for measuring the
compaction of soil. Sil compaction 1s well understood
1n construction, where its primary o]:);ectlve 15 to achieve
a soil clensity that will carry speci{ied loads without
undue settlement, and n agronomy, where it 1s
recognlzecl as an unfavorable }Jy-product of ti”age.
Compaction 1s less well understood 1n archaeo]ogy,
althougl’x some work has Leen Concluctecl n explormg
the effects of compaction on arc}laeo]oglcal matenals

(see, for exarnple, Ebeid 1992).

In the most general sense, tlne compaction of
soil requires movement and rearrangement of indivndual
soil partlcles. Thas fits them together and fills the vouds
which may be present, especzauy i fill materials. For
the necessary movement to occur, friction must be
reclucecl, typlcally Ly ensuring that the soil has the
proper amount of massture. If too muéh 1s present,
some will be expelled and in the extreme the soils
become soupy or like qu1clzsanc1 and compaction 1s not
possi]a]e. If too little 1s present, there will not be
aclequate lubnication of the soil particles and, agan,
compaction 1s 1mpossi131e. For each soil type and
condition there 1s an optimum moisture level to allow

compaction.

3 Interview, Mrs. Mary Lee Berry, January 28,
1999.

% Quitclarm Deed, February 21, 1986 (Siege
Museum fles).
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Figure 25. Plan showing the graclual “erosion” of People’s Cemetery resulting from the 1943 and 1968 road wiclenings.
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When natural soil strata are disturbed —
whether Ly large scale construction or by the excavation
of a small hole mn the grouncl — the resultmg spoil
contains a large volume of voids and the compaction of
the soil 1s very low. When this spoil 15 used as fill, either
in the ongmal hole or at another location, it likewise
has a large volume of voids and a very low compaction.

In construction, such fill 1s artif:maﬂy
compactecl, settling under a load as air and water are
expeﬂec{. For example, compaction Iay heavy rubber-tired
vehicles will produce a change n clensity or compaction
as cleep as 4 feet. In agnculture, tiﬂage 18 normaﬂy
confined to dry weather or the end of the growing
season — when the lul)ncatmg effects of water are

mlrumuecl.

In the case of a pit, or a bural, the excavated
fill 1 typ1ca].ly thrown back 1n the hole not as thin layers
that are then compactecl before the next laver 1s a&tlecl,
but 1n one, relahvely quzclz, eplsocle. This prevents the
fill from Lemg compactecl, or at least as compactecl as
the surroun&ing soil.

Penetrometers come 1n a vanety of styles, but
all measure compaction as a numencal read_ing, typlca.]ly
as pouncls per square inch (psi). The clicleey-]o}m
penetrometer consists of a stamnless steel rod about 3-
feet 1n 1engt1'1, connected to a T-hande. As the rod 1s
nserted mn the soil, the compaction needle rotates
within an oil filled (£or clampmg) stainless steel housmg,
m&icatmg the compaction levels. The rod 1s also
engravecl at 3-inch levels, aﬂowmg more precise
collection of compaction measurements througl'l various
soil horizons. Two tips (Vz-mch and 3/4«-1nch) are

prow&ecl for different soil types.

Of course a penetrometer 1s s1mply a
measuring device. It cannot dis’cmguxslq soil compactecl
l)y natural events from soil artiﬂcmﬂy compactecl. Nor
can it clistingulsh an artificxally excavated pit from a tree
throw which has been filled . Nor can it, per se,
J.istingmsh between a hole dug as a trash pit and a hole
clug as a bunal pit. What it does 15 convert each of these
events to PSI reaclings. [t 1s then up to the operator to
determine tl'xrough various techmques the cause of the

increased or lowered soil compaction.

Cunously, penetrometers are rarely used ]ay
archaeologlsts 1n routine studies, altl'loug}'l they are used
lay forensic antlaropologlsts (suc}l as Drs. Denms
Dirkmaat and Steve Nawroclqi) and l)y the Federal
Bureau of Investigation (Spec1al Agent Michael
Hochrem) 1n searches for clandestine graves. While a
penetrometer may be only margmaHv better than a
prolae 1n the hands of an excee&ingly skilled individual
with years of experience, such 1deal circumstances are
rare. In addition, a penetrometer provules quantitative
reaclings which are replicabie and which allow much

more accurate documentation of cemeteries.

Like prol’nng, the penetrometer 1s used at set
intervals along gncl lines established perpendicular to the
suspectecl grave onientations. The reaclings are recorded
and used to &evelop a map of pro})able grave locations.
In addition, it 1s mmportant to “calibrate” the
penetrometer to the specific site where it 15 bemg used.
Since rea&ings are affected I)y soil mo1sture and even to
some degree Ly soil texture, it 1s important to compare
reac].ings taken dunng a smgle mnvestigation and ensure
that soils are generaﬂy similar composition.

It 1s also mmportant to compare suspect
reatlings to those from known areas. For example, when
searcl’ung for graves 1n a cemetery where both marked
and unmarked graves are present it 1s usuaﬂy
appropnate to }Jegm ]:)y examining known graves to
uzlentify the range of compaction present. From work at
several graveyar&s, mcluding the Kings Cemetery
(Charleston County, South Carolina) where 28
additional graves were dentified, Maple Grove Cemetery
(Haywood County, North Carolina) where 319
unmarked graves were 1c1enti£iec1, the Walker Family
Cemetery (Greenviue County, South Carolina) where
78 unmarked graves were 1dentified ’ and Colonial Park
Cemetery (Chatham County, Georgia) where 8,678
probable graves were identified, we have found that the
compaction of graves 1s typically under 150 ps1, usually
i the range of 50 to 100 ps1, while non-grave areas
exhiln't compaction that 1S almost a]ways over 150 pst,
typxcaﬂy 160 to 180 ps1 (Tnnlzley and Hacker 19974,
1997k, 1998, 1999).

After the examination of over 20 cemetenes
using a penetrometer, we are relatlve]y com(irlent that

the same ranges will be found throughout the Carolinas,
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Georgra, and Virglma. It s lilzely that these ranges are
far more &epenclent on general soil charactenistics (suclq
as texture and mosture) than on cultural aspects of the

burial process.

The process works best when there are clear
and distinct non-grave areas, 1.e., when the graves are
not overlappmg In such cases talzmg penetrometer
readings at 2-foot intervals perpen&icular to the
supposecl onentation (assuming east-west onentations,
the survey lines would be established north-south) will
typlcaﬂy allow the quxcle wdentification of somet}ung
approaching the mid-pomt of the grave. Working along
the survey line forward and backward (i.e., north and
south) will allow the north and south ec],ges of the grave
to be 1dentified. From there the grave 1s tested
perpenclicular to the survey line, along the grave's
center-line, 1n order to 1&en’cify the head and foot.

Typlcauy the head and foot are both marked
using surveyor's pen ﬂags. We have also found that it 1s
helpful to run a ribbon of ﬂaggmg from the head Hag to
the foot ﬂag, since the heads and feet 1n t:ghtly packe&

cemeteries Legln to blur together.
Finding‘s at People’s Cemetery

The investigations at People’s Cemetery were
ntended to explore two general areas. One was the area
at the west end of the cemetery, acljacent to Talliaferro
Street, where the City hopecl to construct a parlzmg lot
for use ]:)y cemetery wisitors. The other area was on the
broad slope in the southeast corner of the cemetery,
where relahvely few monuments are found. There the
question was whether this portion of the cemetery mlgl'rt
be vacant, perhaps allowmg‘ additional plots to be used.

Initxaﬂy we “calibrated” the penetrometer ]Jy
exarmimng what were tl’xought to be marked graves. We
found that the soil compaction vaned from about 50 ps:
to about 125 psi — suggesting a relatively standard
compaction range for human bunals based on our
previous expemence. We were likewise able to
con51stent1y 1clenti{'y the sides of the grave, although we
founc]. consmleral)le variation 1n some areas, sugges’cxng
that some portions of the cemetery had been extenswely
used (ancl that there may be far more individuals buned
1n the cemetery, perhaps very close to bemg on top of
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one another, than prewouslv antlclpa’cecl).

Moving from the central portion of the
cemetery to the southwest, on the slope, we found that
graves were lilraely located 1n this area, althougl'n their
placement seemed less regular, or at least less tlghtly
placecl, than m the central portion. Thas ﬁnding 15
difficult to mterpret, largely since the sample size 1S SO
small. What it may suggest, however, 1s that this section
of the cemetery, while use&, has been less mtenswely
used than that closer to Crater Road.

Turming to the area a.long Talliaferro Street we
did encounter a line of graves at the western eclge of the
proposecl parlelng area. The central portion of ths
parkmg area, however, evmlencecl artiﬁmal compaction
— typically 1n the range of 260+ ps1. This may be the
result of the area l)emg frequently used for parkmg n
the past. There 1s also a large quantity of gravel sprea&
around 1 this area, as though it may have been used by
the City as a stoclzpi]e for gravel used 1n road work.
Regarclless, the compaction 1s so great that we cannot
determme the extent of graves 1n this area. Since there
are at least some to the west, we suspect that graves
extend to the road — that would be the safest
assumption unless the City wishes to conduct
archaeologlcal testing 1n this area to determine with a

greater clegree of certainty.

Stones and Other Features

Stancling on the groun& toc]ay, it 1s diffcult to
envision People’s ongmal c].emgn or layout. Histonc
documents suggest that it was clevelopecl to prowde
family plots to members of mutual benefit societres.
Based on remnant portions, these were prolval)ly around
the standard of 17 to 18 feet square, provuling about
300 square feet. There 15 no evidence of the kind of
larger lots that were considered “prime” real estate at
cemetenes such as Mount Auburn (Boston, MA) or
Spring Grove (Cincinnati, OH). There 1s also much
remaining evidence that many lots, especmﬂy along
Crater Road and continuing north and west toward
Little Church, had either fences or curbs to mark them.
It seems more lilzely that individual bunals were placed
at the far southwestern edge of the cemetery.

In these respects People's Cemetery appears to
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follow the general scheme of the rural cemetery
movement, which would have been vogue &urmg most
of its early }ustory. What 1s perhaps more curious 1s that
the cemetery contains rela’cively few indications that
other cemetery movements ever took hold. There are, of
course, occasional lawn-type marleers, laut they are
scattered throughout and appear to be more influenced
by consumer choice than l)y any change n the
onentation of cemetery cles1gn. Unlike at least one
other Afncan Amencan cemetery 1n Petersburg (East
View), there 15 no ewidence of any appremal:le
evolutlonary &evelopment. People's Cemetery, perhaps
because of its {'requent penoc]s of 1nactive over51gl'1t,
changecl little from its 1nitial plan.

What has evolved, however, 15 our
understanding of the cemetery. In 1987, a year after
the City acqulrecl ownersh1p, a police mntern laegm
‘cranscrilnng stones and malamg notes on conditions
which needed repair. The ultimate goal of this was to
clevelop a computer listlng of the Lunals, but to&ay we
have been able to 1clenti£y only bits and preces of the
ongmal research. From what has been reconstructed
122 stones were 1dentified and recorded from two of the

four sections of the cemetery %

The next recordation effort came in 1997
when the City contracted with Harvey L. Parks, Inc. to
prepare a plan of the cemetery property, 1nclu&ing the
location of plots and stones, as well as any names. The
resulting survey revealed 309 plots and grave locations,
most with at least a family name.

Our researc}l, w}nch mcluclecl a ratl:er cletailecl
exploratxon of the grounds (generally open and easily
accessible) as well as the recovery of several stones from
spoil piles, revealed a total of 114 surviving family plots
with 258 monuments or markers revealing the bunal of
290 1ndiv1duals.37 In a&clitlon, our work revealed an

3 Altl:ough we assume that the four sections
mcluded two on either side of the gravel roacl, thus 1S no longer

clear from the surviving notes.

3 The number of burials 1s greater than the number
of markers or monuments smce several revealed that more
than one person was buned 1n the plot.

additional 434 indivnidual markers or monuments (i.e.,
not clearly associated with family plots evidenced Ly
coping or fences) marking the bunal of 440 individuals.

Of the 122 stones documented Ly the intern s
1987 list, 22 are no longer present n People’s
Cemetery. This 1s &isturbmg since it projects nea.r]y a
20% loss over a 12 year peno&. While some may have
been moved by families, rather than S1mp1y Lemg stolen
or clestroyecl, the City has no record to indicate where
these 22 markers went.

We have also 1dentified 26 family plots from
the 1942 highway removal, as well as 38 plots and 48
individual graves from the 1967 removal. In neither
case, however, were tl'xe records aclequate to do more
than provu:le last names (ancl often did not mdicate the
exact number of bodies actuaﬂy removecl).

As a consequence, we have &eveloped an index
incorporating the 864 individuals or family names
known to be associated with People’s Cemetery We
have also developed a detailed inventory of the 692
stones present at People’s Cemetery (included 1n this

report as Appendix 2).*

* In 1921 Thomas Brown estimated that there
were about 140 gravestones 1n Peoples (inclusive of what was
}Jemg called Old Beneficial, Beneficial Board, Providence 1st
and 2nd, and Jackson). The earliest he cited was Moses
Jones, with a date of 1862. He mncluded a list of about 30 of
the more prominent names, mcluding Major W F Jackson
and Thomas Scott (Letter to Judge Mullen, August 1921,
copy mn "History of the People’s Memonal Cemetery”). This
count did not mclude unmarked graves, which must surely

have LGEH numerous.

Aletter of 1931 claimed 642 deaths in Petershurg's
Afnican-Amencan community duning the years 1928-30; an
average of 214 annually, not all of whom were buned at
People's (Thomas H. Brown, letter to members of People's
Memonal Cemetery Committee, 2/10/31, Siege Museum
‘Eiles; Thomas H. Brown, People's Cemetery Record and
Ledger 1931-35, People's Cemetery Records, Reel One).
Brown's ledger for the early 1930s includes fewer than 200
burials per year. Agam, not all the burals were at People's:
m 1931, for example, 20% of Brown's 158 funerals were
elsewhere. There 1s no ndication of how many bunals other
directors may have made at People's clurmg the same penocl.
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The form used for the mventory 1s a standard
format that solicits information concerning the name
on the marker, the complete inscription  (ensuring
adherence to ongma] speHing, punctuation, and
spacing), the mscription tecl'xmque (carved, pamtecl, or
otl'zer), the grave marker matenal (mar]ole, granite, etc.),
gravestone measurements, clemgn features, condition,
information on the stonecutter, and information on
coping and fencing (Figure 27). The only data category
which was not routmely used was the one for
measurements. As the work progressecl we found that
there was ma&equate time to collect all of the data so
this category was elimmated. Otherwise, the form
allowed for consistent collection of a broad range of
information essential to our goal to provule not only a
listmg of indinduals m People’s, but  also
recommendations concerning repair and maintenance.
Just as unportantly, this information allows the City of
Peterslcurg to evaluate the on-going condition of stones
and will help prioritize immediate needs.

Family plots were ass1gnec1 only one numl:er,
with the individual graves within the plot asslgned
letters. Tl’ms, within Plot 3, there m1ght be stones 3A,
3B, and 3C. A sketch of the £amilv plot was made on
the reverse of the form, showmg the location of the
various stones, as well as other details, such as the
shape, often the approximate size, and information on

plantmgs.

In those cases where there were multiple stones

for one individual, tl'xey were c].emgned Ly a dash and

In 1943 Brown stated that from 1892 to 1925,
4,992 interments were made at Peoples, and 3,890 from
1925 to October 1943, for a total of 8,882 for the 52 years.
The figuzes were used to make the pomnt that, at $1 per
bural, People's Cemetery had contributed nearly $9,000 to

the city co&ers, and received not}.nng m return.

An average of 171 bunals annually seems
reasonable for a population that averaged 12,280 from 1890
to 1940. This vields a death rate of 13.9 per 1,000 — almost
exactly that reported by Gee and Carson (1929:89) for
surrounding areas between 1923 and 1927 — 13.4 per
1,000.

14

sequential numbers. So you might have grave 100-1
and 100-2. In cases where there were multiple stones
for the same imdividual within a Eamily plot, the

cles1gnat1on would combine both approac}les, with the
result of grave 100A-1 and 100A-2.

A_lltllougl'l this sounds complex, it 1s actually
very su'nple and allows a great deal of information to be
collected m a relatively short penocl of time. It also

ensures a }ngh clegree of standardization.®

After the cornpletion of the monument survey,
all markers were field checked agamst the 1997 Harvey
L. Parks map, and those not shown on the map were
added. Where corrections were needed, either of plot
size Or shape or location o£ monuments, these were also
made at the same time. Figure 28 shows the resultlng
map of People’s Cemetery.

Because of the size and intensity of recordation
efforts, People's Cemetery exhibits a great deal of
varnety in the types of stones present.

It 15 perhaps interesting to comment that a
casual observer proba]:ly would not, or even could not,
discern that this 1s an African American cemetery.
There are no obvious grave goocls, there are no
1mmec1iate1y obvious A’Encamsms, there 1s no effort to
make the cemetery stand out as culturaﬂy or etl—mxcaﬂy
different or distmct. In fact, a casual observer woulcl
lilzely mustake People’s for a small white cemetery This
15 because the casual observer sees only the “forest” —
the vague outline of markers and their arrangements,
and the onentation of fences and curi)mg. Ths casual
observer does not see the “trees” — the mdividual
marlzers, therr £orm, their composition, the great
number of loclge and fraternal order stones, or the
occasional P]ot with c]early intended plantlngs. As a
result, to tru.ly understand People's takes considerable

It 1s this &egree of standardization which 1s most
critical m cemetery surveys. Not only must epitaphs be
con-ectly transczi]aecl, but information on the condition of
stones must be care{u].ly and cons1stent1y noted if the data 1s
to be nseful for preservation efforts.
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effort.

The most common monument type 1s the
headstone, accounting for about 41.7% of the stones 1n
the cemetery The bulk of these represent traditional
marble or granite forms, typlcauy with square, rounded,
or segmentecl tops. Altl'xough most were plam, there are
examples of very ornamented styles. For example,
monument #176, i marble, dates from 1859, while #
18-C-2, dates from 1932. There are also a number of
very classic Victonan styles, indicating that many of
Petershurg s Afnican American community partic1patec1,
in so far as tl'ley were able, 1n the aesthetics of the late

nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.

A ]arge proportion of the headstones are
s1mp1e, relatxvely small marble loclge stones (see the
cliscusswn of Jcl’xese stones 1n the Historic Overview;
see also Fagure 7 for examples). These typlcally prowcle
only the name of the lo&ge or fraternal orcler, the
individual, and (most often) only the death date. We
believe that these represent a part of the bural benefit
of a number of orgamzations, which would account for
both their modest size and limited carving, as well as the
promunent clisplay of the lodge mitials. Table 4 lists the
lodges 1dentified at People’s Cemetery — which take m
many of the lodges known to be operating 1n Peters]:;urg
in the early twentieth century What 1s perhaps of
greater interest 1s that although only a few of these
stones are 51gne<:1 by their carver {or were suf{xmently
exposecl to allow the signature to be notecl), those that
were carved by Burns and Campbeﬂ are most numerous.

In fact, of the 13 stones 1dentified from this firm, at

least five (over 38%) are from 1o&ges or similar
orgamzations. If two others, which are ftagmentary but
of very similar demgn, are mcluclecl, over half of the
51gnec1 Burns and Camplaeﬂ stones are from
organizations (or commemorate an mdividual’s

memberslnp n an orgamzation).

First and foremost it seems odd that a stone
cutter would sign such a 51mp1e and unassuming
example of his work. On the other hand, it may be that
Burns and Camp]aeﬂ were actively competing for the
“lodge market.” Although the individual stones are all
s1mple, there are a great many of them and this quantity
may have been commermaﬂy attractive. It 1s also
possikle that there existed some form of agreement

Table 4.
List of Loc[ges and other Orgamzahons Identified
at People s Cemetery

A.F & A. Sheba Lodge No. 17
Amencan Suppliers Stem'ry No. 1
B.I.B.C.

Honorable Son's & Dau's of Golden Link
ES. &LC

I.B.P.O.E.W Lodge No. 72
I.B.P O.E.W Lodge No. 77
I.B.P O.E.W Majestic Temple No. 109
LF.L. INC. Of Petersburg, VA
1.O. of St. Luke

Jr. Gold Key Clah

Masons

N.LB.S. Blooming Zion No. 275
N.IB.S. Charity Lodge No. 502
N.I.B.S. Magnolia Lodge 116
Q.E.S. Electra Chapter No. 7
O.E.S. Grand Patron of Va.
Royal Socsal Chab

Seidenburg Stem'ry Room No. 1
Seidenburg Stem'ry Room No. 2
S.LIC.

Y.M.IB.A.

Y W.S.LIC.

between some of the lodges and various stone carvers.
Altl'xough ]:Jeyoncl the scope of this project, this line of
mquiry 1S potentlally very interesting. It also
demonstrates just how little we know about consumer
choice 1n the late nmeteenth and early twenteth century

monument market.

Nine stones are mgnecl by C.M. Walsh,
althougl'] none are for lo&ges or fraternal organizations.
In fact, all of the stones are relatlvely “l'ugh status,” 13y
which we mean they are more elalaorately carved, mclude
longer verses, and are more “typical” of stones that

rmglnt be fountl mn wl'xite Blandford.

Also present are stones carved by Pembroke
Granite Works and M.R. (Milton Rivers). These are all

relatively modern and none are associated with fraternal

orgamzations.
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The number of headstones lilaely includes
many die 1n socket forms, which are 1dentifiable only if
out of their base or socket. We could 1dentify only 0.2%
of the stones as de{'initely bemg die m socket

monuments.

About 18.6% of the headstones are concrete,
probably bemg locaﬂy crafted (see the discussion of
concrete stone forms mn the Historic Overview; see
also Fxgure 8). In fact, when these stones are examined
there are least a small handful that appear to have been
crafte& ]:)y one artisan, laasecl on the decoratwe style.

Not mcluded 1n these percentages for
headstones are the 7 9% which are government stones,
including 1.0% which are “Civil War” style (largely
dating from the Spanish Amencan War) and 6.9%
which are “General” style, post-datmg the First World
War.

The next most common monument form at
People’s are the die on base stones, accounting for
about 22.9% of those examined. The vast majority of
these (87.2%) are made from marble or granite. A
notable number, 12.8%, were made 1n concrete. These
monuments were cast as one-piece — sn’nply Ioelng

made to look like the traditional die on base

monuments.

Plaque markers are the third most common
monument Jf’orrn at People’s, accounting for 9.2% of
the stones. What 1s perl’xaps most mnteresting about this
form 1s that nearly equal proportions were stone and
concrete — 56.8% were either marble or, more
commonly, granite, while 43.2% were concrete. One of
the concrete stones (# 185) has a marble mscription
plaque set into the concrete, coml:umng the two forms.

Bedstead monuments account for only 1.7%
of the stones, but they are of spemal interest since they
represent the only monument form found more
commonly 1n concrete than 1n either marble or granite.
Nearly 88% of the bedstead markers are concrete,
although we found that the definition was difficult to
apply since there were so many graves which
1ncorporatecl a concrete headstone and concrete coping,
often as an oval around the grave outline. There seems
to be no doubt that this style served the same purpose as
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the more traditional bedstead markers — and both are
founcl mn ]:Jlaclz ancl white cemeteries.

Lawn-type markers account for 4.4% of the
People's assem_l:lage, with all of the 1dentified specimens
being 1n either marble or granite. Unlike at Little
Church and East View, we found no examples of locaﬂy
proclucecl concrete forms. Added to the lawn—type
markers, of course, are the 0.4% of government stones

1n ths style.

The cemetery 1s dominated by falrly 51mp1e
styles of marleers, wl’ucl'x account J:.or over four-ﬁ{'ths o¥
the remaining markers. This 1s lilzely because these
sxmple markers were inexpensve (in the case of
government stones, free) and reaclily available on
relatively short notice. T}lere are, however, exceptions.
For example, 1.9% are pedestal tombs; 1.0% are
obelisks; 0.4% are pulpit markers; 2.1% are raised-top
inscription markers; and 0.1% are examples of base,
die, and cap monuments. Of these only 1% of the
raxsed-top mnscription markers have been created 1n
concrete — all of the remaining styles are tra&itzonally
made 1n marble or granite. In {act, these more elaborate
monuments — which h]zely were somewhat more costly
—all appear vu'tuauy mclistmgulshalale from the white
section of Blandford Cemetery.

There 1s only one le&ger stone identified at
People’s Cemetery and it 1s made from concrete. Thus
may suggests that the form was out of vogue &urmg the
penocl of time People's was used, that it was sxmply not
soug}xt after })y Afnican Amencans, or that it was out of
the price range of those most commonly using People's

Cemetery.

Li}zemse, there 15 only one burial vault slab
1dentified n People's and it, of course, 1s made of
concrete. These appear somewhat more common at East
View and at Wilkerson's Memonal — prolaalaly because
this 1s a fauly recent s‘cyle and these other cemeteries
have seen more bunals m the past 30 years than has

People's.

In addition to these stones, 2.3% of the graves
were marked by metal funeral home plaques. Other
forms of marl:ung are li]eely associated with very reduced
economic means (altl'lough, as prewously cliscussecl,we
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[Figure 29. Marker 52-B at People s Cemetery.

éi&ering
cultural norms). For example 1.7% are marked using
only chunks of mugh stone or parﬁaﬂy finsshed stones
iikeiv either éount}. matenials or stones pu srchased
0.6%

e marked with m:ulmng matenals, such as concrete

can’t rule out ethmc ciﬂerences or even

trom local stone cutters very inexpensively. About G
ar
blocks. In one case only a orick was useo, written on
Magic Marker (# 103). There are also unique stones
wiieh do ot fit into any of cur established categomes
(tnese account for about 1.0% of the monuments). One
15 & iow marhle coluran with an mtegral pase — locking
somet}nnd like 2 ccﬁar stud 1 cross section. — with very
crude carving on the base (marker # 52.B; Fi gure 29).

Ancther ‘# 239} is 2 flat marble slab without }ettm.ﬂg

put contamng two carved half circles. There are aiso
smve?‘a} concrete coéumrvs which *mght ar one une,
have been associated with viots, but whick oéay are
sither 1solatea remnants or were ac‘cuaﬁy usea to mark

graves.

Of some nterest are three monuments which
tell us something about the evezvmg Ens'ﬁ-ezy of the
cemesery. Monument 53-B 1s an umws;‘napeé cohumn on
a base cast m concrete {see Figure 8). Cn the base 1 “A
SQUARE." We believe that this was p"obab!v used as

9 T ” 1
a marker gOI' a corner or A square oOr P,E.OJC 11 the lavout

of the cemetery. Another, # 335, 15 a carved sarble
tabler on which 15 “HENRY E. KERR'S / SQUARE"
(Figure 30). T This 15 almost car*axmy the same type ot
device — used to mark a corner of a fam: iy oot sola to
Henry H. Kerr. What 1s cunious 1s not that these are
foune, but rather that so few mappmg monuments still
exast 1 the cemetery. it appears tL\a: oSt hkiave been
sither aestroyed‘; or were removed during the vanous

perioc of cemetery re-orgamzation.

Another intexesting historical remnant 1 a
small oval (3}:4 irch) concrets marker founci at g‘roun%
fevel just inside a family plot with the wora “CARE"
cast m it Figure 31). This plot {# 48}, in which
George E. Boyd and Sarah Bovd White are buried, 1s
surrounded }oy low concrete coping.

.
denotes that at ome iime the *amuv members were

1 R
The marker likely

erzgure 30. Marker 335,

{

obaf:y aeno’cmg a plot or

»

s:,mare.

3
)
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articipating 1 an annual care agreement Tor the piot.

While this s‘msly 15 not mtended to explore
either the zconogrjapfay of the P eople'.s monuments, or
their ep:?tap'hs, a éew comments concerning our ﬁeH
observations may yrove useful to other researchers.
i hey are, however, hased on limited data and should be

ca:eﬁiy mtergretea.

Figure 31. “Care” marker in Plot 45.

We noticed that the vast majority of the names
on the People s stores Iacza any titles. There are only a
few exceptions «\su:]* as marker #102-2 and 168} W}uch
provide titles such as “Bro.” or “Mrs.” This has been
premousl‘y noted by Rotundo. (?997}&@9 her study of
the crartsman Mﬂn‘y E. Veai b’ze noted that he very
routinely use& either Bro., Sic., Mr. or Mzs., noting

that:

ve pvograms wete }:;egun in Ameﬂcan
cemeteries at }’:ea.st the 38805 as bupenn*&en&enis became
pheep wm,ié far exceeld avsilable rescurdes. -U;.oa.zxe
the si*ma‘ﬁon became. critical by the 1940z as the
;. et aswie "sgozme pxﬁéﬂy" inadeguete because
*eckno egzcai c::haz:iges, postwax u.ﬂakmn" and iaﬁ)or
unionization io*cec} }.ugi'za: costs, Qegarﬁ.ges of what was
Lappenxng on the r.a’aona} iﬂven it sezms L}QAE_; that the
eop,es cazre gum} a:epresen.ts cniy & short venture. For
examyxe, in 1931 Keeper Thowmas Browsn wrote that an
n*"‘a.; care prograxa imstituted about 1922 had past about
ceased pméucing any revenue {Tkomas H. Brown letter,

Februarv 10, 1931).

awaxe ‘e.hg'r
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a title 15 very umportant to blacks,
especiany to older men and women
who have too offen been caﬁ;& by
) no,’ching but first name Ly all the
whites whom thev are expecﬁ:ee"_ to
address by title. During the interview
I tried to ask a question that would
elicit this ;nformation in Veal's own
words. Anszead he tock the use of Jne
title so much for granted that in
response to my question, “What
ahout fche way you alwavs use a title
:Jei‘ore tne name?’, he samf, “Yes, Eut
I tell them if the name 15 too long.”
In other words, he was expiaining‘
{and excu,sing) the few times he did
not use 2 title. Interestingly enough,
other markers in the cemeteries
rarely  give  titles  {Rotundo
199?”1‘6"‘%\» e e e

A'Mmug}x few stones with titles exist at People,
those which do make us wonder if Veafs recognition of
respect Lnyoncl the grave may have been shared by other
craftsmen or }ay relatives,

Another interesting aspect of the ?eopie's
stones is their use of Bible verses. Many are sxmp&e and
comxroniy used. For ex;;mp-e, monument 30-D-1 lists
Psalm 28 {“The Lovd is my shepherd . .7}, while
monument 1457 cites Revelations xiv, 13 (‘Hapny are
the dead who die in the faith of \.,hnst’ Another
stone, with a very wormn inscription, appears “co reference
Romans i, 13, in whick Paul cautions that both Jew
ar'& Gep’cje ‘mﬂ E)e ju&dec}: the game: “Itis not }aeari?ng
the ,aw, but } rsy !:{Oh g zt that wen will be _xstxﬁeé before
God.” Bven this simple message, however, may have had
muifipz‘e meaningﬁ" to Aif*'ican Asmericans — wlﬂo may
have wondered if i didn't also apply to whites who

retended to be fo]iowevs o’f Christ, rou inely going to
Cfmrc %, whi& tamng to do Hi is work in the biack

4
comnrunity.

2 The Negro in Vimginia cites Narcy Willams of
Perersburg, “Ole-white _pz-eacﬁxers used to talk wid dey vongues
widdout sayin’ nothing’ but Jesus told us slaves to talk wid our
hearts” (Perdue 1994:120). It may be that this, too,
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But perhaps the most unusual religxous feature
15 the frequent use of the term “Mizpah” (occasionally
spelled “Mispah”) on stones mn People’s Cemetery
(w}nch does not appear to be cluphcatecl mn white
Bla.nclford]. M1zpa11 1s the name of several places 1n the
Old Testament, 1ncluding the Hurran land of Mispal‘x
near Mt. Hermon (Josh. x1, 3, 8), Ramath-mizpah of
Gilead (]osh. xii, 26; Iuclg. x, 11, 17, 29, 34), M1zpah
of Moab (I Sam. xxii, 3), Mizpah of southern Judah
(]osh. xv, 38), and M:zpalq of Benjamin (]osl'x. xviii, 26;
Judg. xx, 1-3; Hos. v, 1).

The most interesting, and relevant, reference
1s to Mizpa.l'x mn Gen. xxxa. There we discover the story
of ]acola, hushand of Laban's claughters Rachel and
Leah. Being tired of Laban's treatment and what he
sees as Laban’s Clishonesty, Jacob decides to take ﬂight
and return to his home land — on the other side of the
River Jor&an. Laban discovers that he has left and goes
after him with a party of his own countrymen. Dunng
this time God appears to Laban, warnng him not to
harm Jacob. Event‘uaﬂy Laban catches up with Jacol;
and, 1 a meeting, demands to know why he left. Jacol),
no longer £earmg Laban, recounts the ill-treatment he

recewved at hus father-in-law’s hands. Warned, Laban
has little recourse but to accept ]acob's c].eparture.

At this meeting place ]acob and Laban erect a
stone piﬂar and cairn. The account goes on:

Lal)an sald, “This cairn 1s witness
today between you and me.” For this
reason it was named GaLe&; it was
also named Mlzpah [watch-tower],
for Laban said, “May the Lord watch
Eetween vou and me, wl'xen we are
parted from each other's sight. If you
ill-treat my claughters or take other
wives beside them when no one 1s
there to see, then God be witness
between us.” Laban said further to
Jacob, “Here 1s this cairn, and here
the piﬂax which I have set up between
us. This cairn 1s witness and the

comments on the distinction between “heanng" and
“implementing” Chnstianity.

piﬂar 1s witness: [ for my part will
not pass ]seyoncl this cairn to your
side, and you for your part shall not
pass ]aeyoncl this cairn and this pillar
to my side to do an njury, otherwise
the God of Abraham and the God of
Nahor will ]uclge between us (Gen.
oo, 48-53).

Mlzpa}l s used to mean a benediction wherem
God 15 asked to watch over people n their absence from
each other. As an epitaplu it mxght smxply be a request
that God watch over both the dead and the liwng until
they are re-united. This 1s a falrly safe, acceptalale, and
conventional explanation. Although certain to entertain
clisagreement and controversery, does the term perhaps
have a cleeper meaning? In other words, mlght there be
a “deep structure” correlatmg with the “surface
structure”? If so, this structure may be largely lost, even

to the black community

For example, did African Amencans see
themselves as ]a.cob, bemg ill-treated and cheated by
white society — Laban — and JEinding relief only 1n the
escape of death? M1ght M1zpah, n that sense, be
anotl'ler example o{ justice clelayecl, but not forgotten?
A reminder on the stone — m full view of white society,
but not easily comprehended — that the mjustice was
clearly rec:ogmze& and never acceptecl,

In a.dditlon, the theme of the watch-tower or
cairn 1s also strong in the story While there are several
Biblical references to gravestones as memonals and
markers (e.g., 2 Sam. xviii, 18 and Gen. xxxv, 20),
perhaps szpa.l'l expands on the conventional nature of
the gravestone, establishlng it as seperating the dead
from the Iivmg. In this sense mxght the term mean that
the dead are not to return to bother the living? Thus 1s
certamly a theme common to African American
spritualism. Coul&, m this SCenario, the term Le a

repIacement for grave gooc{s intended to l'zeep the dead
happy”

F‘urthermore, there are numerous references to

the River Jorclan in the Bible. In 2 Kgs. ii the charot
comes to E]ijal’l at the ]orclan and takes him mnto
heaven. This undoubte&ly serves as the source for the
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sprritual, “Swing Low Sweet Chanot” with its references
to the angels crossmg the Jordan “to carry me home.”
Jordan 15 a common theme i Afnican Amencan songs,
including “Sabbath Has No End,” and “I Got to Lay in
Yonder Graveyard,” with the latter explamnng, “I got to
cross that nver o'Jurden, I got to cross there fo' myself.”
(Parnsh 1992:172, 196). Likewsse, “crossing the Jordan”
15 usually accepted as a speciﬁc reference to entering the
prom.lsecl land J osh. 1-1v). Might M:zpah, i the context
of a stone set up “on the other side” of the Jordan, be part
of this theme?

In another context, | Sam. vii recounts the
Israelites victory over the Philistines and the erection of a
stone near szalq, called Ebenezer or “stone of help."
Agam this account 1s one of hope and victory over one's

enemes — raisumg the 1ssue of whether Mizpah should be
mterprete& na Soc1a1 or spiri’cua.l context, or }:)otl'x?

Obvmusly, the mterpretation of this term and its
place n histone black society 1s far beyond the scope of
our wotk. We offer it here as another line of research
which may help better understand Afncan Amencan
mortuary patterns and beliefs.

The People’s stones also indicate the bunal of no
less than five individuals :dentified as “Reverends.” And
the stones also 1dentify three African Amencan churches
— St Stephen's Protestant Eplscopal Church, Zion
Apostolic Church, and Gillfield Baptist Church (with the
latter representing nearly 78% of the references to a

church 1n the cemetery).

The stones are also heavily dominated ]ay flower
or p].ant motifs, with the clogwoocl, vy, rose, and acanthus
leaves being common features. All have common, if
sometimes 1inconsistent, meanings m ]u&eo-Chnstian
1conograp}1y The dogwood flower, for examp]e, 1s a
reminder of Jesus's crucifixion. On at least one stone vy
1s mtertwined with an anchor — a very old sym]::ol for
Christian faith. *? The rose has been used as a symbol of
condolence and sorrow, but in some Chnstian traditions

the red rose grew from the drops of Chnst's blood and
the Virgin Mary 1s JErequently portrayecl l'xolcling a red

42 He]:: V1, 19, refers to the }Jope of salvation
through faith 1 Chnst, “which hope we have as an anchor of
the soul, both sincere and steadfast.”
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rose.** Acanthus leaves, commonly 1ncorporated mto
classical lauil&ings, can mgnify the arts, but the thorns
on the leaves sy'ml)olize the pain and pumshment for
sin. In Chnstian beliefs the thorns are a reference to
“crown of thorns” (Mat. xxvii, 29).

Of course, it may be that many plan’c sym]:ols
have more to do with Victonan inventiveness than
earlier religlous traditions. For example, through time
wy has been a sym}Jol of many tl'ungs, mcluding fidelity
and 1mmorta1ity. This apparently develope& from the
observation that vy continues to grow on dead trees
(Tressidder 1998:110). Nor can we say that the
1congrap1'1y was acceptecl, or even understood, l)y all
those who purchasecl the stones.

Several of the People's~ monuments (for
example #147) show the gates of heaven opening to
receve the clepartec]» and ]aamng death. This was a
common theme, even offered on mail order monuments
(see, for example, Little 1998:28). Likewise, several
reveal open books (as an example # 30-D-1). Although
these are am]mguous, they are typlcaﬂy seen as
representing the Word of God. The book 1s often
mentioned 1 the Old Testament (for example, Exod.
xvii, 14 and xxxii, 32). Perhaps more approprate are
the mentions of the book of life 1n the New Testiment
(for example, Phil. v, 3, “whose names are 1n the book
of li{e;" Rev. xx1, 27, “are written 1n the Lamb’s book
of life”, see also Rev. xx, 12, 15).

Animals clepxcted n People's stones include the
dove and the lamb — two common Chnstian motifs.
The dove 15 the symbol of purity and peace. In the Old
Testament it was chaste and was sent out from the ark
by Noah (Gen. viii, 8-12). And 1n Is. iix, 11, “we
mourn like doves.” In the New Testament the holy
spirit clescenclecl ftom heaven “lilze a dove” (M‘l:. 1ii, 16;
Mk. 1, 10; Lk. i, 22; Jn.1, 32).The dove was also used
aza sym]aol of the soul }oemg carried to heaven. The
lamb 15 the symbol of Chnst (Jn. I, 29), as well as a sign

43 Can. i, 1, “I am the rose of Sharon,” and Isa.
wooev, 1. “desert shall blossom as the rose.” Canticles 1s also
often caﬂecl Tlxe Soug of Songs or The Song of Solomon
(since his name appears several times 1n the text). The rose 1s
also mcorporatecl into Freemasonry.
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fice,

of meekness, sacrit
anc innocence. 1t was
commonly usea in the
nineteenth ceniuyy on
children s graves, "IHS"
1s used on at icast one
stone and 18 &
monogram representing
the Greek contraction of
Jesus.” It s also
sometimes considered an
abbreviation of the Latin
phrase meaning, “fesus,
Sevior of Men.”

Common  to
century
the shaking

cemetenies 1s the shaking
boog .f

or clasped hands morif.

nmeteenth

T T

Nency-iou - Patterson-
1 6. R

terms this linkea

) 1

nands.” Many snow a

Figure 32. Exam‘_ple of a fenced plot

Plot 21).

\

female nand to the left,
a male hand to the nghe
and are symbols of holy matnmony or a sacred unon.
In addition, nowever, many stones wvH show one hand,
ty‘,_cncaﬂv on the left, as Gmp. Patterson mterprets this
as contact of the iiv-;ng and tae dead, “not on}y at the
moment of parting, or at the m A-.omem vet to come of
gresuing m anocther wor.z:., but aiso. 1 some mystical
way. contact the present” {Patterson .980:192). At
least one of the stones n Peop’ie s combines the linkes
hands with three links of cham. Leonard Huber
(1982:5) notes a similar design 1n New Orleans where
it 15 well associated with the Oda Fellows and taken as

1

i r N 1
a sym}aoi of brother rly iove and respect.

Some of the s*‘ones combne severai images.

Stone 272, for example, mebudes a heaven po:re»a
{inger, and a cross and crown. The 5 finger motif was
common m Yictonsn zr"memry art and 18 thoug}rx tc
direct attention upwazc],s : toward Heaver:. ¢ mav also be
2 svmpol of transcendence over death (Catterson
1989:194-295). The cross and crown combine the
, 1 . L0 -

empnasis of Chanst s lzngiy pos*t’on with the promaise or
eternal life (be thou faithful unto death and ¥ will give

thee & crown of Iige, Rev i, _0%.

Five pio‘ts. all at the north end of the cemetery,
have remnant wwon fencing. Three of these, Plots 21
(Figure 32}, 27, and 356 were all manufactured 5}7
Vailey Forge in Knoxville, Tennessee. Two gates iat
Pi ots 21 and 27} zet..m *d*ezz winged shzelds; G.ELA-"ng}‘
the thirg has tost its stueld. the fence and gate aes: gD 18
wdentical. These three exhibit = pattern consisting of an
spex-topped tence with an ornamented name-plate gate.
The only company broadside we have been able o
=r§e~1*1ry shows a bow and plclzaet des:gn {indicating that
the cor mpany must have manufscvured a vanety O£
styles), with the zaeA.t:cal gate (sugges ting thax ths ga
tnay have been the nao ship” of the company and was
used extensively to “dress up” the othermise reistivery

.
piain tence).

Plot 25 s once fenced, .—Jmougk tocay much
of <te tence 15 stacked on at cne edge of tne lot. The
rernamning gate evidences a circuiar smeld witn th
name, “C. HANIKA /& / SQNQ / MUNCIE, IND

AS 'DIGV’OES'Y Tlél"IIO"leé, the ﬁrm C Ll *-Jea also

:!(D

produced gates m{n E Qmela LXrom Lel.na Dhie

Plot

i | 1
7 1 surrounded by a E’xan'pm ana picket

(43
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fence similar to Hanika's styles 26-28, except that there
are only two (not three) channel rails. The shield on thus
gate reveals it was manufactured lny Cincinnati Iron
Fence Company n Cincinnati, Ohso.

Immediately north of Plot 48 1s a remnant
section of woven wire fencing set on 4x4-inch wood
posts with a 2x4-inch top rail and a 4x4-inch bottom
rail (set at gracie). The fence consists of formed dart-
shapecl “plcl:zets" woven among honzontal lines set about
6-1nches apart. Thus 15 the best preservecl section of wire
fencmg n People's, altl'lough it was lilzely quite

common &unng an earlier peno&.

Of all the £enc1ng found or known to have
been n People's Cemetery, the most enigmatic 1s that
which was ongmaﬂy along Crater Road. It was dedicated
in 1906 and speciﬁc mention was made of its arched
entryway. Several of the companies known to have been
prowcling fencmg to the African American cemeternies 1n
Peters]aurg include these types of gates 1 ther ca.talogs,
1ncluc1ing Cincinnati Iron Fence Company (although
they illustrate only a stralgl'lt banner) and Stewart Iron
Works (wl'nch illustrates several varieties of arched
entryways). ™ The fence was still present 1n 1942, when
the City l)egan condemnation proceedings for the
mc].emng of Crater Roaclﬁ, but was missing By the time
of the second mclenmg 1n 1968. Whether it was ever re-
mstalled 1n the 1940s could not be determined.

A Geperal Conditions Report of
People’s Cemetery

The investigations conducted at People's
Cemetery included a reconnaissance of existing
conditions 1n the areas of monuments, lanclscape, and
maintenance  and management. Although the

“ This style of gate was rela’cively common and was
proc]uce& ]Jy a number of additional companies, such as
Campion Iron Fence Company 1n Kenton, Ohuo.

# At that time the City, i the Hustings Court
proceeclings, mdicated that, “The fence along Parcel A on
Crater Road will be moved by your petitioner [the City] and
reset along the Lounclary of the cemetery as it will be after
completion of this proceeding.”
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&evelopment of an appropriate conservation plan
presupposes a means of evaluatmg the progress of
detenoration, thus 1s not always possi.l)le. At People's we
have mtegratecl what historical evidence there 1s for the
c].etenoratlon o{ conditxons, along with some more
specific data from the mital city effort to document the
cemetery, undertaken in 1987, with the current survey.

Monuments

The most wisible pro]:lem at People's Cemetery
15 the number of tiltecl, fallen, &isattache&, and/or
sunken stones (see Figure 15). Many of these problems
can be traced back to 1nac1equate maintenance. As
graves without vaults have se’ctle&, stones have tilted and
fallen. Many have sunk below groun& level. Others have
been broken ]:)y the stress of topograi;luc change. A few
were almost certamly &amage& as a result of various
well-intentioned but poorly 1mplemented clean-up
campaigns. There 1s also some ew&ence o{ ]areakage
resulting from Previous Umproper repairs, typlcally with
concrete.*® Dies on bases have either become disaligned
or fallen off, often with consequentlal &amage to the
dowels. Marble and granite monuments are equaHy at

nsk.

While not common, there 1s ewdence of
Erealzage most lilzely caused l—;y vandalism, especxaﬂv
along the road side, where stones are easily accessible or
where tl'xey have been 1nvolved m automobile 1mpacts.
There are also scattered or disassociated rnar]:zers,
perhaps caused ljy clean—up efforts, vandalism, or s1mply
erosion. We also noticed considerable c]amage from lawn
mowing, most notably mower abrasion or nylon weed
trimmer c].amage (from use of a too heavy corc}.).

In addition to the displacement, breakage, and
abrasion, many of the stones are soiled, at times
limiting ]egil:ility. A special concern 1s the nappropniate
cleamng of the monuments. Use of harsh chemicals,
abrasives, and other typmaﬂy “modern” methods can
cause u'Ieparal)le harm to the stones and must be

% Concrete (Portland cement) should never be used
m cemetery preservation projects. It 1s far harder than the
matenals it 15 used to repair and failure almost always results
mn &amage to the ongmal fabne.
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preventecl.

The fences at People's are 1n vaned states of
preservation. In several there are sizable losses of
ongmal fabric and, m one case, much of the ongmal
fabric 1s currently present, alt}lough the fence 1s
disassembled. Several have been recently painted,
presuma]oly by associated families, but most exhibit

corrosion.

The curbing, which consists of both granite
and concrete examples, 18 also n vanecl states of
preservation. Some are well set and 1n very goo&
condition. Others, however, exhibit craclzmg (in the
concrete) and clisplacement (in both the concrete and
the granite). Corner posts are often tilted or, 1n some
cases, mussing. Some sections of curl)xng are also
missing. Although some of this clamage 15 rea&ily
attributed to tree growtl'x, much 1s more lilzely the result
of either previous clean-up efforts or the use of
mec]’lamzed equlpment, per}laps for grave diggmg.

Landscape

Currently the cemetery has no access control,
bemg completely open to the streets and the adjacent
apartment complex. The property 1s rouhnely used a
peclestnan and automobile cut»through. A portion of
the cemetery acljacent to the apartment complex 1S Lemg
1mproper1y used Ly tenants of the complex, while a
portion acljacent to housmg on St. Andrews Street 15
ljemg aclversely occupxecl. All of this has promotecl
littenng, excessive wear to grass, and has 1ilzely caused
additional c]amage to some stones. Moreover, it creates
a situation where wisitors will potenhaﬂy feel

uncom£ortab1e.

There 15 no crculation plan for People’s
Cemetery. Althouglu it appears to have had a hoxseshoe
drve, aﬂowmg access to vxrtuaﬂy all parts, this has been
closed for at least the past 40 years, Lemg replacecl ]ay a
gravel drive connecting S. Crater with St. Andrews
Street. This has served only to promote 1mappropriate
use of the cemetery and leaves much of the cemetery
inaccessible except lay foot to wsitors. Although this 1s
not a critical 1ssue at the moment, it will become more
serous as efforts to promote and preserve the cemetery

encourage additional wisitation.

There 15 currently no ligl'ltmg of the cemetery
except for a Virgima Power street Iamp at the far
southern end of the cemetery on Talliaferro Street.
Even this 1amp, however, has been mnoperative for at
least the past three montl'ls, suggesting a serious
&efimency 1n mantenance. However, }nstoncaﬂy the
cemetery was never prowdecl with decorative hghting and
we do not believe that any should be added at this time.
Additional security lighting, on the other llancl, 18
advisable and should be mounted at the eclges of the

cemetery on poles.

The information we have been able to obtain
suggests that the ongmal dnives for People's Cemetery
were graclecl soil and were never pavecl. The current
extension of St. Andrews Street 1s gravel, but 1s
currently n poor condition. Although keepmg the
pavement soil-based would be more histoncally
appropnate, the steep slopes 1n some areas are lilzely to
cause erosion and maintenance proly]ems. Moreover,
&epen&ing on the extent of additional use the cemetery
may see, soil dnives are not able to support much traffic.

Just as there appear never to have been paved
roads at People's, it seems unlil:zely that the paths were
ever more than soil (al’cl’lougl'x tl'ley may have been
sanded to mmprove &tamage). Toclay there 15 no evidence
of any ongmal pa’chways, althougl'x we suspect they were
placecl between Jt.amily plots, 1n a fashion ‘ty'pxcal of the
time and organization of such cemeteries. The “new”
portion of People’s Cemetery, acquired by the City in
1942 for the rebunal of the graves removed for the first
w1clemng of Crater Roacl, was to have gracle& streets and
sanded waﬂzways — altl’mugh neither materalized.

There 1s to&ay no evidence of site furniture,
although some may have existed on individual lots.
Lileemse, there 1s endence that at one time trash cans
were placecl on site for the use of families tending their
plots. These, too, are no longer present.

The lawn 1s very spotty, bemg pnmari]y
agectecl ]oy tree cover (w}uch sha&es out grass, and
depletes soil nutnents and water). There are areas,
pnmarily where there are no trees, in goocl to fair
condition. Elsewhere the lawn cover 1s either absent or
n poor condition. There does not appear to be any
e&ort to seed l)are areas, estalalisl'x a more shade tolerant

85



PEOPLE’'S MEMORIAL CEMETERY

grass, fertilize, or convert the current ground cover to a
more low growing variety. Mowing appears m{-requent,
often waiting until the grass 1s very l'ug}l (Lasecl on the
cut and dned grass found caked on some stones).
Compaction does not appear to be a problem except at
the far south end of the cemetery, acljacent to
Talliaferro Street.

P lantmgs are fau'ly limited 1n the cemeterv and
there 15 no evidence of any previous landscape plan.
Deciduous trees (along with a few old ce&ars) are the
preclommant plant matenal found, mixed with
occastonal yuccas and a very few shrubs. Otherwise, the
most abundant plant matenal 1s poison 1vy, which
heavily infests many of the trees 1n the cemetery.

The trees evidence little or no effort at
maintenance. Many have been senously damageci by
previous storms and are 1 need of professmnal
tnmming, as well as fertilization. There does not appear
to be any plan for the removal of trees en&angenng
stones or other cemetery features, nor 1s there any
evidence of a plan to replace vegetation as it dies.
Likewrse, there appears to be no set schedule for ralamg
and leaf removal (clunng the time we were on-site a
portion of the heavy leaf accumulation had been
prevmuslv removed, while large areas remained
untouched).

Serious soil erosion appears to be limited to
the road area, where there are numerous grave] filled
ruts. The bare ground In many portions of the
cemetery, however, must be promoting sheet erosion,
evidenced ky the number of stones which had been
prevmusly placecl 1n concrete, but are toclay completely
loose. The only dramage system for the cemetery 1s
natura.l, £ollow1ng tl‘le topography. Tl’lere are no roacl
drams or drains remaining from previous patl'lways (1f

they ever existed).
Mantenance and Management

Maintenance at People's Cemetery must be
mgniflcantly 1mprovec1. At the present time both our
freld observations and the condition suggest that the
cemetery 1s under a “deferred maintenance program,”
with 1ssues l)emg addressed only when they become
critical. We saw no evidence of regular trash p1C12 up,
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aclequa‘tely scheduled mowing, or routine leaf rakmg
Clear]y the current staff 1s not aclequate to prowcle furst

class maintenance.

There 15 no signage of any sort at People s
(except for several memonal stones along Crater Road

which are difficult to 1clenti{‘y, hard to read, and offer

little hustonical mformatlon).

It does not appear that the City has established
any proceclures for owners of lots 1n People’s to bury
{amily members. Given the ma&equacy of records, there
1s considerable concern that continued use of People s
will result 1n clamage to human remans a.lreacly interred.

We also understand that there 15 no line-item
Luclget for mamtenance or preservation efforts at
People's Cemetery. The 1ssue of {'uncling 18 very serious
and must be dealt with before wrtually any of our
recommendations can be meanmgfuny 1mplementecl,

Recommendations for the Long-Term

Preservation of People’s Cemetery

Our recommendations are offered in the same
three categones as outlined 1n the previous section:
Monuments, Lanclscape, and Maintenance ancl
Management. We have, however, ac]de& the aclclitxona]
category of ﬁm&ing.

We believe that there 15, In hancl, aclequate
information to 1mmec1iately laegm the preservation
efforts at People's Cemetery A.lthoug}x the efforts will
clearly need to be phase&, we do not believe that
additional planmng 15 either necessary or an approprate
use of scarce resources. Projects can too often be
"plannecl to death.” Tt 1s time to devote the resources
and manpower to make substantive clqanges in the
condition of People's Cemetery Where appropnate we
have also provulecl guxc].ance on pnoritizing the different
actions within each broad category

Monuments

It 1s critical for the City to understand that a
historic cemetery 1s as much an outdoor museum as a
par]z. Consequently, the City must function as much
like a registrar and curator as like a grounds laeeper. To
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do one, and not the other, 1s to cause what 1s often
1rreparalale damage to the resource.

We have heard, clurmg our work m Petersl)urg,
that the City hopecl to encourage lot owners to
undertake the repair of the stones in their plots. This
“sell-treatment” 1s a very poor 1dea and would result n
[arge numbers of inappropriate repairs that cause
extensive additional damage. Moreover, it 15 the City’s
responsilai].ity to both repair, and maintam, the cemetery
— not that of individual families.

We strongly advocate what we believe 15 an
etl'ucaﬂy and pro{essmnaﬂy appropniate approach.
Phvsical mtegrity should be stabilized without
cosmetic reconstruction of J.amaged stones or
features. In this manner the stones, cur]amg, £ences,
and other features are retamecl, without recreating

}[eatures that are a/ready Jost usmng modern matenals.

In addition, it 1s alnsolutely critical that all
treatments be completely documented and that this
documentation be maintamned (curated) by the City in
perpetuity — just as would be a museum o]a)ec’t and its

documentation.

With this i1n mind, our first priority actions
are those which are critical to ensure the long-term
preservation of stones that would otherwise be 1n
immediate cla.nger of either additional matenal loss
due to accelerated deterioration or imminent
clanger of loss or theft. These actions should be
conducted within the next 3 to 6 months.

s All loose stones should be identified,
documentecl, and appropnately erected. This
will minimize the potentlal that tl'xey will be
lost, stolen, or clamaged i)y maintenance
actwities. If a corrected location 1s 1dentified
later, tl‘xey can be moved.

u All toppled stones (including dies which are
off bases) should be documented and
appropnately reset. This will ensure that the
now disassociated parts are not further
&amagecl or lost.

s All brolzen stones shoulcl be clocumente& ancl

appropnately repauecl. This will ensure that
the pieces are not further clarnagecl or lost.*”

» All stones tiltlng more than 15° should be

documented and appropnately reset.

» All sections of loose £encmg should be
1mmec1iately reset 1n order to avoid therr theft.
Gates, n partlcular, sl'lould be attache& using
one-way or tamper resistant screws and bolts.

® A monitorng or mamntenance program
should be &evelopec} for the treated
monuments. This should involve seasonal site
wisits to 1cl.entify new]y clisloclged or out-of-the-
grouncl stones, vandalism, and other pro]alems.
Provisions should be made to document,
collect, and properly store such specimens
until treatment can be conducted.

Second priority items are those not
considered 1mmediately critical to the preservation of
the ongmal fabnc of the cemetery. Altl'muglu classified
as a secon&ary priority, t]-xey should not be delayec].
more than one to two years. These are actions that
are also essential for the long-term preservation plan,

but which may be }Jneﬂy Jelayecl.

»  Conservation treatments should be
con&uctecl on all 1ron work 1n the cemetery
These will 1ilzely mvolve glass bead abtaswn,
followed }Jy applicatlon of either a l'ugh- grade
rust resistant pant or a volatile corrosion
whibitor. The different products should be
explorec}. as a test of longevity i the

Peterslaurg climate.

» Conservation treatments for several concrete
monuments with exposed (and corroding)

“7 The only exceptions to this recommendation
concern the government 1ssued stones, which can be replaced
without cl'xarge Ly contacting the Department of Veterans
Affarrs, Memonal Programs Service, and stones which are too
laac]]y clamagecl for effective reparr. These latter stones should
be documented and either buned on-site where they are found

or curated Ly an appropniate museum.
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remfozcmg rods should be developecl and
tested. This Worle should avord the use of
coatings and will lilzely be focused on the use

of sacriflmal/protectlve lime mortar based

buffers.

a Remnant curlnng should be stabilized. In
some cases this may require telaymg, although
typ1caﬂy it may mean little more than slight

excavation and releveling.

® Stones whose legil')ility 18 severely limited Ly
soiling should be cleaned. However, c]eanmg
itself can cause serious clamage to the stone
and, 1n fact, promote additional detenoration.
As a result, tl'xe cleanmg must Le carefuny
plarmed and 1mplernentecl only I)y individuals
(inclu&ing volunteers) appropnately tramed
and supervxsed. Moreover, the effects of
cleaning are short-lived and the process must
be included as a regular maintenance item —
Iil:zely laeyoncl the ability of the City.
Consequentiy, clearung 1s given a relatwely low
priority in our discussions.

Lantls cape

Issues of highest priority (i.e., should be

conducted within the next 3 to 6 months) mclude
1ssues of circulation, lawns, and planting’s.

= The existing gravel road through the center
of People’s Cemetery should be blocked using
concrete pylons. The gravel should be care'fully
removed and the roa&way converted to a
pedestrian pathway. In its place a roadway
should be laid out retracing the ongmal
horseshoe dnve, if this can be accomplishecl
without clisturl)mg either graves  or
monuments.*® Eventuaﬂy the City may wish to
completely remove the existing road and
convert the area to grass (perhaps leaving only
a narrow peclestnan patl'xway). Although the

8 ’1‘]115 WIH Ix]zely require a arc}xaeologlcal survey

ongmal roa&ways were soil, we recommend
that brick with a brick eclge or concrete block
pavers with a precast concrete edge, both on a
stonedust bed, be used. A paving unit 1s
recommenclecl, over concrete or asphalt,
because of its greater ﬂexi]aility and ease of
maintenance. Althougl'l 1nit1ally more
expensive, the paving unit will last much
longer. As an alternative, the City may wish to
expernment with soil cement mn order to
maintain the orlgmal feeling of the cemetery
This may prove to be an effective solution,
especxaﬂy smce it 1s unlilzely that the cemetery
will recerve large numbers of visitors within the
farst five years. If the horseshoe drive cannot
be completely re-establishe&, tl'len it mH l)e
necessary to establish a i)arlzmg area more
quickly than we propose (currently, we list this
asa secondary activity).

® We recommend that the lawn area be
extenswely reworked. Shaded areas should be
established using a shade mx. A slow-gromng
grass should also be cons1c1erec1, in order to
minimize maimntenance actwities associated
with mowing. This may require that some
areas be lightly tilled. All such work should be
done under very careful supervision in order to
ensure that no stones are &amagecl.

a The poison vy plants should be 1mmediately
removed from the cemetery This will entail
cutting the vines and pl’xysmaﬂy removing the
foliage. At grouncl level the vine stem should
be scarified and an appropriate brush killer
pamted on, order to kill the roots.

w]f any grave clepressxons are thought to pose
a hazard and require 'fxﬂ, their locations must
first be accurately mappecl.

» Where trees are in conflict with stones or
other cemetery monuments, the tree should be
removed. We have found little on site that
appears mtentmnaﬂy p]antecl, so while the
trees have no doubt been encouragecl (Bv not
]:)emg selectlvely removecl), they do not appear

combmed with penetrometer studv to verlfy that no graves are

located 1n the pzoposed roadway. to be part of any landscape plan.
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= Trees should be selected for use when
replacements are necessary. The selected tree
should procluce minmimal sap (which Jamages
stone), avoid sucker growth at their base, and
limit the number of surface roots (wlfuch both
inhibits grass growtl'x and causes stones to be
clisplaced and topple). Tl’xey should produce
only 1ight shade and be suitable for an urban
environment without irmgation. Icleally thev
will be light se1£—pruners and procluce small
leaves (resulting in less leaf removal m the

autumn).

Secondary 1ssues mclude access and
security, lighting, paths, and site furniture. As with
the monuments, secondary priority should not be
mterpretecl as long~range, but mnstead issues which
should be plannetl for and dealt with within the
next 12 to 24 months.

s The City should acquire appropnate, safe
par]:zmg facilities for the cemetery. This space
will not only encourage use of the cemetery,
but will provu:le space for equipment storage
and also mterpretive exhibits or kiosks. One
chowce 1s residentsal property at the far
southern end of the cemetery on either
Talliaferro or St. Andrews street. The other
option 1s acljacent commercial or residential
property {Tontmg South Crater. This second
option 1s pre{erred, since it woulcl allow easier
access to the cemetery and greater wsibility to
attract wisitors.

® The entire cemetery should be fenced to
eliminate mappropnate use. Along South
Crater Street we recommend remstaﬂing a
l‘nstoncaﬂy approprate fence.?’ Along the
remamning sides and south eclge we recommend
using an 8-foot }ng}) security chamn link fence.

Thus, 1n turn, should be screened using a fast

* Our recommendation 1s one of the several fences
and gates availal)le from Stewart Iron Works. These fences
are not only Instoncaﬂy approprnate, but the company 1s
known to have provu:led fences for African Amencan

cemetenes 1in Petersburg.

growing, low maintenance cli:ml)mg plant, such
as wild rose. The City may wish to mstall a
vehicle gate at the south e&ge of the fence,
especxaﬂy if the existing road 15 at least
temporarily maintained as a peclestnan
pathway %0

® The current 1ighting 15 ma&equate for nlglnt-
time security and the City should 1nstall
additional pole mounted lightmg.

® As prekusly mentioned, it 1s unli]zely that
there were laid 1n paths when People's was
bemg act1ve1y used. At the present time
visitation 15 so low that it 1s probably
unnecessary to establish paths. Nevertheless,
the City should develoP a pathway plan for the
future. We recommend brnck pathways since
they are easy to maintain, cause munimal
disturbance, and provn:le easy access for the
disabled.” Wherever possible we recommend
that the site be made accessible to all wisitors.

» There are currently no benches and we do
not recommend their placement at Peop]e's
Cemetery We do, however, recommend the
placement of several litter contamners for use
]:)v wisitors.

Maintenance and Management

There are a number of mamtenance

chang‘es that the City should unmecliately

%0 Thss will separate People’s Memonal Cemetery
ﬁom Little Church, which was never the case hastorncallv.
However, fencmg only three sides of the cemetery will not
e]qectively control perlestnan traffic nor provu:le the necessary

security.

%1 As an alternative the City may wish to explore
soil cement, })ut tl'us 1S lilzely to require greater maintenance,
oxgsetting its lower mitial cost. In addition, the use of a paving
matenal allows at least one ecl.ge of the pathway to be raised,
aﬂowmg vzsua].ly unpaarecl mdividuals to more easilv navigate.
On sloPes the City should be careful to ensure that the
pat]nways take mto account clramage issues and do not

promote erosion.
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mplement to improve the care given People’s
Cemetery Some of these can be done with only limited
expense, although like other issues relatmg to
preservation, there are real costs associated with
maintaining a  cemetery The first prority
recommendations should be mplemented within
the next 3 to 6 months.

L People's Cemetery needs at least one full-
time employee, with additional staff rotating in
on an as-needed basis. The grouncls keeper
would prowde a }ugher wsibility and promote
greater security at the cemetery. In addition,
the mdivadual's duties should include opening
and closu1g the site cla.ily; coHectmg trash at
least once a clay (more often as pulalic use
mcreases) ; Wee(ling, emergency pruning, and
removal of volunteer growth; leaf ralzmg and
plclz-up; mowing; and monitoring and
reporting van&alism, maintenance 1ssues, ancl
other prolnlems.

# The City police should laegm routine pa.trols
of the cemetery 1mmediate1y This means that
at least two to three times a mght and several
times clunng the clay, the central road should
be patrollecl. When this road 1s no longer 1n
use the police should continue to routmely
check the grounds from S. Crater Road and
Talliaferro Street zlurmg the mght.

# The best approacl-x to the mamtenance of the
lawn at People’s without damagmg the stones
1s to use power mowers withm 12-inches of
stones and then to use line weed trrmmers with
nylon w}nps to tnm up to the markers.
However, the current use of very heavy cluty
line must stop 1mmec1iately We have found
that the cord Lemg currently used 15 at least
0.12-1nch and 1s itself abrading and damaging
the stones. Instead a much lighter line — no
heavier than 0.08-1nch should be used in the
future. Thus change should be unplementecl
1mmediate]y.

# An ideal mowing schedule 1s about once a

week clunng the begmmng of growing season
(perl‘laps May through early-June), with
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mowing twice a month c].urlng the heat of the
summer (from mud-June through August), and
then returning to a weelzly schedule toward the
end of the growing season as the grass
approaches clormancy. We recognize that this
1s an 1deal, but the point 1s that the grass
should not be allowed to become as l’llg}l has it
apparently has 1n the past. Not only does that
encourage more clamage to the stones {since
tl'ley can't be easily seen), but it also creates
greater hazards for site wisitors. In aclclitwn,
the longer and thicker grass becomes, the
more difficult it 1s to remove with line
trimmers using the hght-welg}lt line necessary
to prevent dmnage to the stones.

» No chemical weed killers should be used at
People's (witl'x the exception of the prewous]y
discussed use of a brush killer to eliminate the
poison 1vy). Likewsse, we specifically
recommend against the installation of a
spnnlzler system at People’s Cemetery. It
would be very da.magmg to headstones and
would be almost 1mpossi1'31e to nstall without

&amagmg graves.

® A tree maintenance program should be
initiated 1mmediate1y All trees should be
prune(l at least once a year to remove dead
wood. This should be coupled with pro{esswnal
prunmng every three years }Jy a tramned arborst.
Lileevuse, only indivduals with spec1al training
should be allowed to removed dead trees since
this work must be done with the greatest care
to avoid clamage to monuments.

= [ caf removal shoulcl be scheduled for at least

every other week — and prefera]:»ly once a week
— durmg the fall. At non-pealz seasons tl'ley
should be removed at least monthly. A
neglected appearance seems to encourage
vandalism.

Issues of secomlary prionty should be
rmplemented by the city within the next 12 to 24
months. Alt}loug}l not as critical as the prewous]y
discussed first prority mantenance and management
1ssues, t]ney must not be neglecte&.
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B As part of the lawn maintenance program,
the City should I)egm fertilizmg the grass on a
schedule appropnate to the zone and domant
tvpe of grass present. The formula should be
approved Ly a stone conservator before use
since many proclucts contain }ugh levels of
matenals (sucl‘l as salts and acxcls) which can

clamage stones.

s The City, as premously cliscussed, should
laegm the process of reseecling bare lawn areas
using a shade tolerant, slow growing grass
suitable for the climate. The seed mixture
should also be clrought resistant since artificial

watening 1s not possil)le.

® Just as the grass needs fertilization, so too do
the trees. The City should have all of the trees
evaluated l:y a professxonal arborist and
mclivuluaﬂy feed on a prescrﬂae& basis. If the
fertilization 1s mlected it 15 less lilzely to
clamage the stones than if broadcast.

® The City should c].evelop appropniate signage
for the cemetery. T his should include
regulatory and informational signage which
indicates what may, and may not be done 1n
the cemetery (including how the City will deal
with memonal flower arrangements placecl on
graves); the times dunng which the cemetery 1s
open; and other legal notices concerning
vandalism, theft, and clamage to plants or
stones. [t should also include interpretive
signage that helps the wisitor understand the
nature and importance of the cemetery. [t may
also be appropniate to include signage
explammg various conservation activities ]aelng
conducted on the cemetery, as well as wl'xy the
security steps have been taken. It 15 our
experience that when these details are
explamecl to the pu]olic they are much more
wiuing to cooperate. EventuaHy the City may
wish to mstall signage that pomnts out the
grave sites of notable individuals 1n

Peters}aurg's Afncan American community.

Fundi.ng’

The City must recognize that the ownershlp of
a cemetery nvolves on-gomg expenses a.ncl, in order to
meet these routine neecls, establish an appropriate line-
item 1n the bu&get for the care, preservation, and
maintenance of People's Cemetery. While we encourage
inventive and non-traditional {uncling approaches, the
City must recognize that ultlmately People's Cemetery
requires constant maintenance £un&ing, just like the
streets, the schools, or the vanous city parl:zs. Funding
must be found mtemally to allow the City to fulfill its
commitment to People's Cemetery, made when the
property was purchased in 1986.%

It 1s critical that an appropriate funcling level
be established and mcluded, as a line item, 1n the yearly
appropnations. Cemetenes must not compete with other
city activities for funding. They require a certain level of
care on an on-gomg basis. This can only be achieved lay

a stable {‘uncling base.

The Citv must realize that state and federal
resources for preservation money (most espemaﬂy for
on-going maintenance) are limited and it 1s unlilzely
that sufficient funds can be acquxre& from these sources
to do the work necessarv 1n People's Cemetery As a
result, the search for ﬁxncling sources must Eegm at the
local level. Altl'xougll it may be natural to begm that
search mn the African American community, the City
must also realize that it accepted responsibility for
People's Cemetery and therefore its preservation has
become a cluty of both the white and black populatlons
of Petersl)ul'g. As we have recommended prewously, the
City will need to 1clentify consistent ’t.un&ing sources and
mclude People's presexrvation and maintenance as a line-
item 1n the Lu&get. In fact, it 1s unli_lzely that granting
sources, either msnle or outs1de tlue Citv, Wl].l want to
contribute funds to a project that the City itself 1s not
£tu supporting.

There are, of course, some activities that
volunteers can undertake. But the City must realize that
volunteers should not be asked to perform as

%2 The deed for the purchase indicates that the City
will “properly and perpetually maimtam the cemetery.”
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professxonal stone masons, lanclscapers, ironworkers, or
stone conservators. The importance of “friends groups”
15 1n the support functions that they can contribute —
prowcling assistance 1n fund rasing, helpmg on cleanmg
projects, serving to monitor security until permanent
provisions are established, and so forth. These functions

will be critical to the success of the program.
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= R H pe
Fxtant Environment and Current Condition

Knowm iacaﬁy as “Littie Church.” this
cemetery is situated at the cormer of South Crater and
Mingea roads, with the main access, a single-lane gravei
drive, running nﬁ Mir *1gea at the foot of Litle C}l sech
Road (Figures 33 and 34). There is aiso a pedestnan
gate off Mingea, at the northern eége of the cemetery.

=] 5
ihe cemetnry inecorporates approximately 2.5
acres and has 2 rougmv tr‘angx.iav sha,pe with its long
1
dimension Oﬁente& nort}-east-soutiﬂwest t is separated

from P r-eopfe s Cernetery %y & mno.zow o recenti cut-

trees. In tacr, this southern | nounaary is so unclear that
it appears severa! of Little Church's buxials are ac‘tuaﬂy
over the Iegal property line on land owned Ey ?eo.pie's

Cemetery. As E}rieﬂy discussed 1n the riistomeal
Overview below, this cemetery hes a long ana
conrvoluted history and owners'th. There is some
question whether it has ever been truly distinet from
People's.

To the west of Little C:u.rch 15 ar.o{:her st*b of
land owned by the City of Pd:ersm::g, :oort:*.en.;D
;aﬁ-la.terro Street, wl’u}e tc :he east the cemetery
extends to South Crater Road on only one ot (Figure
35). There is 2 cormercial establishment on the corner
lot and two residential lots to the sout 1, one }ooro-’.enng
eniy- Little Church and the other b@rdenng‘ noth Little
Chusch and ‘Pec’pge’s. Across Mingea to the north and
Talliaferro to the west there 15 2 preéominantly Alncan
American neigh:borhooé, iarge;y consisting of eiclerzy,

lower and middle

igure 33. Little Church Cemetery, view to the west {showimg the Williams monument on the teft).
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Figure 35. Sketch map of the Little Church Cemetery with significant features and monuments.

95



LITTLE CEURCH CEMETERY

The topography at Little Church slopes rom
the north to the south. In this area Crarer Road
follows = nclge, with Little Church cccupying the
western portion of that nd.ge at an elevanon of sbout
20 feet above mean sea level (AMSL). The groun&
clrops precipitousiy at the west eége {on Talliaferro
and clrops more g::adao..ly to the south, mnto Peovle s
\.emeuery ,_socah , there 18 consxéercine unauiatxo
the topography at Little Churen, suggestwe of many
unmarked graves.;

Dormmnating the central portion of the
cemetery, at the
monument in Litt}.e Cz’mrc;i, Gedicated 1o the
Reverend Henty Williams (Figure 36). Since tus desth

. 3 1 .
m 1900 clearty post-dates the formation of the

- ! .
mghesz eievation, 1s the largest

cemetery it 1s unclear whether this monument 1
situated on a pre-ewsting family piot or was added
laxer. edanﬂess, today it dwars the other monurren‘ts
1n the cemerery. i This monument aiso prov;aes silenz
testimony concerning the changes that have taken
piace at Little Church. A photograph of the
monument's cleélca:‘cion c]eany reveals 2 bow and mcket
fence around. a]ne obehsiz — 3 fencn w}’uc}x nas

disappeare& smce that time.

The soils present the cemertery, based on &
recently excavatec grave, are red and reddish-yeliow
clays cnaracterstic of the Ceci}»A.ppIing area of what
Eas been known as the rea-clay hill region sh:etchn
Lrom Alabama th rough the Carolinas and nto
Virgima. Known also as the Southemn Piedmont, the
topogzaphy conssts of roﬂing or aneialatmg hills, often
eroded (U.S. Department of Agneulture 1939:1059).

Tiqe cemstery, prior to Lis stuay i the
summer of 1998, had been overgrown with herbaceous
vegetawo*x, -x,ciuézng much poison vy and honevsuckle
on the fences m the cemetery. Also present were
numerous second growtzn scrub trees. The cemetery 1s
characterized by an uanaturai, dlstumeé environment
open o piants typicaizy callea “weeds.” many of which

1 .
“ Thus 15 further supporred by the dentification of
PP Y
v ] P i hand!
s number of human remarmns, as well as a coffin handle i the
~ 1 1
backdirt of a recent buxial whach appesrs to have méruded mto

an eariier grave.

9¢€

Figure 36. Reverend Henry Williams peées*cai tomb

monument.

are stenctrophic and thrve on enncned W01 poﬁu’tocz\
conditions ’cypicai of the urbaxn
izke;y that the vegetation was cleaned cut only when a
burial was to take p;.ace. with the cleaning largety limited

eovironment. It seems

prel ti’le bﬁn&}. spot an& appropriate access.
£

,s £

By the fall tat the time of ocur study),
consideranle efforts were }Jemg mace to clean up the
cemetery. | he tree line separating ?Dop.&e s and Lithe
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Church was }aemg removecl, graves and fences had been
cleared of vines, scrub trees had been removed, and
portion of the cemetery prevmusly 1mpassilnle had been
opene& up. Only at the southern edge of the cemetery
were there still graves obscured by vegetation.

These endeavors, however, revealed that
residents (either current or former) had been tln'owmg
large quantities of household trash and debris over their
fences and 1nto the cemetery, where it was obscured ]oy
the thick vegetation. Now that nearlay portions are
cleared of vegetation thus trash 1s a s1gni£ica.nt eyesore,
as well as presenting a hazard to health and safety.

A few portions of the cemetery, prol)ably
representing those areas most commonly used, have
been established in low grass. Other than several cedar
trees (wlucl'x may, or may not, be mten‘clonaﬂy plan’ce&
for their religmus or spu'itual mgnificance), there are no
grave or lot plantmgs in Little Church. In £act, this
cemetery has a rather stark appearance. As discussed
below, the use of curbmg and other features suggests
that it was laid out, or evolved, a]ong lines typlcal of the
rural cemetery movement. It seems likely that the
lanclscapmg has sunply fallen vactim to years of negleét.

Histoncal Overview of Little Church

The first definite c].escnptlon of Little Church
Cemetery can be dated to 1883. In August of that
year, John C. and Eloise Drake conveyed a piece of land
to James Wilkerson, Jr., described as all of Lot #99 and
part of Lot #98, a parcel m the "he1ghts of New
Blandford" measunng 372" along Fifth (Mingea) Street,
177" on the west (Talliaferro Street) boundary, and
about 387" on its southern line (Figure 37). The
purchase price was $900, secured by a lien on the

property.2

The 1clentity of the Dralzes 15 unclea.r, but tl'ley
are known to have been heirs of William M. Jackson,
who had been a partner 1n acquaring the southernmost
section of toclay's People's Cemetery The Drakes
conveyec} their mterest 1n that land to Thomas Scott 1n

2 Hustings Court, Clty of Petersburg, Deed Book
44, p. 622.

1879.°

John C. Drake had owned the land he sold to
Wilkerson for only a year, having paid $600 to the heirs
and legatees of Jol'm W Mingea 1n 1882. That deed
(for Lot 99 and part of Lot 98) referred to builclings on
the lancl, ancl also to an agreement to lzeep the "bunal
grouncl thereon from use or molestation.™ There 1s no
indication of when the bunal grouncl was established, or
for wlxom, but the deed makes clear that as early as
1882 Little Church Cemetery was considered a
cI.emgnated place for bunal.

The 1883 boundanes are much different from
to&ay's. At some pomnt the cemetery was enlarged
eastward to mclude all of Lot 98 and part of Lot 97
Lot 97, ongmally 100" wade by about 400" along South
Crater Road, 1s today occupxecl Ly a commercial
Iausmess, two houses, and a lot with graves that extends
Little Church east to South Crater Road. The deeds
that rmgl'xt reveal how a portion of Lot 97 became part
of Little Church Cemetery have not been researched.

The south boun&ary of Little Church
Cemetery has also been relocated over time, but to
reduce, not enlarge, the site. The People's Memonal
Cemetery comp]ex lies along the south side of Little
Church. A stnip about 80" wide that was histoncally
part of Little Church 1s presently lncorporatec]. nto the
city—ownecl People's. The present Lounclary was marked
]3y a row of hardwoods less than twenty years old which
were cut clunng the winter of 1998-99

The early record of Lots 99, 98 and 97, before
the acquisition of the bunal grouml lot, 1s confusmg.
In 1835 Samuel and Mary Robbins conveyed Lot #98,
with a dwelling house, to John Mingea for $335.° Lot

3 Hustings Court, Deed Book 40, p- 554.

* Hustings Court, Deed Book 43, p- 99.

5The price further confuses matters: two years late):,
the same Robbins sold 16 acres, part of which became

People's Cemetery, to William H. Williams for $350.

97



LITTLE CHURCH CEMETERY

<

/e

po

L S3/E /8¢

Figure 37 Plan of New Blandford showing the location of Little Church Cemetery (Lots 98, 99, and part of 97).
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98 was described as two acres 1 1835,° but the 1780
plat shows it as less than one acre. Mingea acquired Lot
#97 1n 1847 His price of $110 was the high bid at an
auction of some of the land of Patnick Fo[ey, l)emg sold
to settle a mortgage debt.” The deed ]ay which Jol'm
Mingea acqxured Lot #99 has not been located.
According to Richard L. Jones, Mingea subdivided #98
and 99 1n 1854, by an unlocated plat.®

The wssue of how Mingea came 1nto this lancl,
and how it was subdivided differently from the 1780
plat, 18 not so important. The more interesting
questions concern the late-mineteenth century
relationship of J. C. Drake with the cemeteres that
became People's and Little Church, and the ongm of
the Little Church bunal ground. No reference to a
cemetery 1s made m the 1830s deeds to Mingea of Lots
97 and 98, but there could be a mention 1n the deed to
Lot 99 (we did not find the deed or the 1854 plat cited
by Jones). Therefore, the 1nitial establishment of the
cemetery that became Little Church has not been dated.
Further, there 1S no ewc{ence as to whether it laegan as
a bunal ground for whites, slaves, or free persons of

CO].OI.

From his acqusition of the cemetery 1n 1883,
James M. Wilkerson, Jr., operatecl it as part of his
successful unc{erta]emg business. The puzchase of this
cemetery lot seems to comcide with esta]alisl“ung an
mdepenclent firm: 1 1880 Wilkerson was a partner in
Parker & Wilkinson [sic), and by 1888 James M.
Wilkerson was listed as an mdependent funeral director.
The city directories do not specify that either, or l')oth,
1istings may represent Wilkerson Jr. rather than his

£ather.

The Wilkerson family were staunch members
of Gillfield Baptist Church, and were surely proud that
Rev Henrv Williams Jr., pastor from 1866 until his
death 1n 1900, was buried 1n Little Church Cemetery.

6 Hustings Court, Deed Book 9, p. 279.
7 Hustings Court, Deed Book 16, P- 365.

® Richard L. Jones, "People's Memonal Cemetery,"
(n.cl., Siege Museum files).

A hustory of the church written 1n 1903 reports that
"tl'us cl’xurcl'l 1S Ius monument; tha‘c granite shaft erectecl
lay this church 1n Blandford Cemetery helps to
perpetuate his memory... His wife rests with him." Not
long after Williams' death, the church members
determuned to erect the monument, which cost $1,800
(Ioi'mson 1903). The dedication was an mmportant
community event, attended by many of Gillfield's finest
families. Photographs taken at the time also show the
Wiﬂiams plot enclosed with a cast-1ron £ence, which 1s

no longer present.9

The lausmess of unclertalzmg n Petersburg was
very competitive 1n the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centunes. There were usua]ly three or four m
operation 1n any given year, and city &irectones for the
penocl list a number of enterprises that lasted only
Lneﬂy. Only two provecl successful over a long term:
Thomas Scott and his successor Thomas Brown, and
James M. Wilkerson's establishment. These firms had
n common owners}up or management of bunal
grounds, where they sold lots and sometimes 1indivadual
grave plots. Consolidation of services - oﬁenng a plo’:
as well as embalmmg and other funeral needs - was
probal'.)ly a factor 1n the longevity of these businesses.

With Wilkerson's success 1n selling plots,
eventuaﬂy there was no more space available 1n Little
Church Cemetery (£ami1ies who alrea&y owned lots
could continue to bury). In the early 1900s Wilkerson
solved this problem Ly acquinng a larger property, now
known as East View Cemetery, at the east side of South
Crater Road.

Dunng the 1920s, Little Church Cemetery
was considered part of the People's Memonal
Cemeteries (Benefimal, Prowclence, Jaclzson) by the City
of Peterslaurg. New sections of the city code prowde&

9 Photograplus of monument dedication, ca. 1901,
in undated scrapbook, Major William Henry Johnson Papers,
VSU library Special Collections. Bushev et. al. 1994:51
state t]aat Wi]liams was Lune& elsewhere, but this may be a
musreading of Johnson's 1903 work. In the early twentieth
century, "Blandford Cemetery" could refer to the
People's/Little Church complex (see 1906 fence dedication
notice) as reaclily as to Old Blandford, the white cemetery.
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regulations for the cemetery complex, assigning
responsil')ili’ty for reporting bunals to the Health Office,
and giving authority to a clesxgnater_I Keeper for
assigning plots, supervising maintenance, and similar
powers. For the first time, tl'xe land was ac]qnow]eclged
to be tax-exempt as a burnal ground.lo James Wilkerson
was one of the members of the Cemetery Committee of
the Colored Cemetery Association, which elected
Thomas H. Brown the Keeper. Although Wilkerson
had prevxously supermtenclecl Beneficial and Providence,
there 1s no enidence that he challengecl Brown for the
post. In fact, without space available m Little Church,
he may have been pleasecl to leave it in Brown's hands.
Thomas Brown had been viewing the tract as one with
People's for several years. His plans for mmprovement n
1925-26 mcluded continuous wron fencing along
Mingea Street and the back of the cemetery, and
extended People's new gncl and road system across Little
Church (see Figure 21).

In late 1931 members of the People's
Cemetery Committee and James M. Wilkerson agree&
that Little Church Cemetery should be merged with
People's, to formally eliminate taxes on Little Church
and combine the two plots for use and maintenance.
Wilkerson deeded Lif:tle Church to the committee,
which acceptecl the plot with thanks,' but the deed
seems not to have been recorded in the Hustings Court
(and may not have been prepare& as a legaﬂy lnnding

document).

Because the ambitious landscapmng and
maintenance plans made }Jy Thomas Brown, and
attempts to map the cemetenes under hus management,
never came to fruition (even his map of Peoples shown
as Fagure 26 does not include Little Church), there 1s
little evidence that comlnmmg Little Church with the
People's Cemetery complex had any definite impact.
Durmg the decades a{‘ter Brown's Aeath (1952) wl’xen

People's became overgrown and largely 1mpassal:le,

1% Rules Goverming People's Memonal Cemetery,
Petersburg City Code Sections 525-539, adopted 1925.

1931 Minute Book, People's Memonal
Cemeterv, (F H. Norms, secretary).
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Little Church could still be accessed from Mingea
Street, and the puklic pexception was that the two were

separate.

Whether or not the deed conveywmng Little
Church to the People's Memonal Cemetery Association
was reglsterecl, People's Cemetery as acqmrecl l)y the
City of Peterslourg in 1986 includes the south portion
of the ongina.l Little Church Cemetery. The balance of
the property l)elongs to J. M. Wilkerson Funeral
Establishment.

Stones and Other Features

The cemetery 1s unenclosed, although a
peclestnan gate 1s found at the north eclge of the
cemetery on Mingea Street (identified as number 21 on
Figure 35). A series of concrete steps, bordered by
welded pipe handrails, lead up from the road to the gate
(Figure 38) which 1s 1n fair condition. The opening for
this double gate 15 six feet 1n width. Each gate has a
Cincinnats Iron Gate Co. shield attached at the top rail
and the gate }mnges are welded to the top pipe rail'mg
post, per]‘xaps suggesting that the gates have been reset
or modified. The (les1gn 1Isa typlcal bow and plc]aet st‘yle,

common to a vanety of manufacturers.

The cemetery and its graves are oriented on a
rouglﬂ northeast-southwest axis, although variation
between individual markers 1s noticeable. The cemetery
conssts of a number of recogmzable plots, distmgulshecl
by concrete or granite coping, fences, or posts, which
seem to focus on the central portion of the cemetery
(i.e., as you move to the northeast, south, or southwest
the number of marked family plots seems to c].imlmsh).
Full plots conmstently measure 16 feet square, while
half plots measures about 7 to 8 feet 1n wadth. This
suggests that at least some areas of the cemetery were
laxd out using the standard clemgn tec}mlques of the
perlocl. It 1s not possi]ale to determime if graves not
bounded lay plot limits are individual graves or if plots
were s1mpIy not marked. As prewously cliscussecl, the
title for this cemetery 1s complex and there are no gooc]
ownersl'np records for the individual plots (although the
cemetery continues to be used).

There are five fenced pIots within the cemetery
(identified as numbers 1, 2, 32, 37, and 38 on Figure
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Figure 38. View of Little Church gates on Mingea Street.

manufactured no earlier than

-

1830 ana no leter than
abour 1914.

é
E Fence 32 1 a
narpin and plcket motif. A
sroken sheld on tne gate
provides omnly a par*tzai
:dentification: “Hi? i
FE[NCE; CiO |
"TN"INNATI OHIOL In
spite of this sn_Pid, the d design
s that OL Stewar: Irom
Works. The tence is ther
&eszg‘r 6R, while the corner
and gate posts are their S»‘:yle
3. These posts are Lopued
with an  umdentifiable
OITIATNens, alﬁ}rzoug,’h the fence
used their Style K p‘c:ieef-: ©op.
i The interior of this pzot

35). Fence 1. representing a half plor measuring 7 by
15 'feet, 1s a hawpin and packet style manufactured,
according to a shield attached to the gate, by “C.
Hanika & Sons, Celina, OH.” It enclosed 2 single
1t s . PRI
marble obelisk. This plot 15 apparently still bemg
actively cared for. A}tlhoug}l a portiorv ot the fence has
been damaged, probabiy by a tree, it has recentlv been

1 ‘ 1 L3
cleanea and rainied.

Fence 2 s a Stewart Iron Works fence,
conssting of a bow and pxcke“c cesign that 18 still histed
in thewr catalog (Design 10R). Comer and gate posts are
Stewert's Design 2. This fence, and the pé'\t it encloses
(w}ncb. measures 16 feet square}, are in poor co:‘:.:i*"ion?
being nea\rﬂy OVELgrowWn: with 2 portion of the ten

mussing.

~

The script “S” in Stewar: on the gare’s shzew.
indicates that the gate was z?oe“uce& after 1310,
ddition, carerul 1r,sr:ec“on of the underside c£ the
1 'n nnels reveals the presence of & rib. Trs
was an option ¢ ered | by the company only berween

1863 and abour 1914 {Mr. Tony Milkwmn, personal
commumeation 2996; Mr. Marr Rottinghaus, personal
communication 1998). Consequently, this gate was

which measures 16 feet
square, hias been fogpec}z with
concrete and a sungle granite marker 15 situated 1n the
middle. The piot has recer‘-tgy been cleanea out Ly
Wilkerson's, suggesh ig that it s no longer routinely
ma_nv.a.rea Ly the £ tamily. In : spite or that the +'ence-:' 1S 11
goo& condition, except for one section where tne
ongma’i hazrpm and picket has been Ieplace& with a
non-matciing bow and pie cket style. This rep‘iaceci
section has been &amage& and 15 1 poer condition.

Fence 37 consists of & cast ron fence about
feet 1 }xexglx* sef on 2 low conerete coping. The smelc}
on the gate sdentified its manufacturer as Stewart Iron
Works. The tence 1s an ornemented pzclze* cfeszgn and
18 unusual for ary of the African Amenican cemetenes
mvesﬁga’se& m Pe’cﬁrsburgd

Fence 38 consists of concrete posis and won
pive T ﬁxng A}though c‘earw not as “formal” as the
rz«‘-vxousfy aescz* d ;ence:., &eszg“ied spec}loahv for
cemerery enciosures, this fence has 2 dign ;nec% sixnplicity
and 18 seen it other cemetery settings. It 1s 1n good
[ale} who:a, a.i’crmagn the gate 1s missing and the pipes are
vowed on the s-:>1 sthwest side where 2 cedar tree fas

grown into the fence.

-t
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Fenced Plot

Fenced Plot

Williams Monument

Granite marker with block letters

Concrete marker with hand lettenng

Lee, 1913-1958, pamtecl stone

I.B.P O.E.W., Royal Lodge No. 77 (1957)

Grave curlnng

N.I.B.S. Bloommg Zion No. 275 (1954

Y W.S.L.I.C. (1949)

Name on whitewashed coping 1n metal letters

[.B.P O.E.W., Majestic Temple No. 109 and
N.I.B.S. Bloommg Zion No. 275 {1949)

13.  Concrete coping for lot

14.  “From the Employees of C.S.H.” (1933)

15. LB.PO.E.W Royal Loclge No. 77 (1960)

16.  Concrete corner posts for lot

17  Y.M.IB.A. (1922)

18.  Whitewashed concrete marker

19  M.R. stonecutter (1899)

20. Mason, Pocahontas Lodge No. 7 (1920)

21.  Cemetery gate

22. Y.M.ILB.A. (1922)

23.  Iron fence posts at plot (fence missing)

._.
©C O 00N OO N

o
N b=

Table 5. Stones and Features Identified at Little Church Cemetery

24. M.R. stonecutter (1898 and 1907)

25. LB.P.O.E.W Royal Lodge No. 77 (1950)

26. 1B.P.O.E.-W Royal Lodge No. 77 (1931)

27 Pedestal tomb (1889)

28.  Obelisk (1889)

29  Marble tabletstone (1895)

30. I.B.PO.E.W Royal Lodge No. 77 (1923)

31. B.IB.C.(1927)

32. Fenced plot

33.  Government Issue stone (Jewish, 1987)

34. Rosetta Tent No. 433 (1971)

35.  Cranite posts delimit half lot

36. Marble tabletstone (1884)

37 Fenced plo’c

38. Fenced plot

39  Granite marker, Mason (1888)

40. N.B.S., Magnolia Lodge No. 116

41. Concrete marker (1947)

42. I.B.P O.E.W., Majestic Temple No. 109
and Y W.I.B.A. (1933)

43, Deacon of T}nrcl Churcl'l, MR stonecutter
(1933)

44. Rosetta Tent No. 433 (1950)

45. 1.B.P.O.E.W Royal Lodge No. 77 (1943)

There are several areas along the southern
boundary of Little Church that are worthy of bref
comment since they stand 1n contrast to the remainder
of the cemetery. In these areas there 1s extensive use of
concrete lawn-type marlzers, all of which appear to be
cast mn a similar fashxon, if not L)y the same hand

(Figure 39).

At the end of the access road there are six rows
of concrete markers, further recogmzalwle Ly the
undulations 1n the ground. These appear to represent an
area of individual grave plots (caﬂecl smgle sections 1n
the business) and no famﬂy pIots are found
1nterm1ngle&. The practice of seHing both famlly and
individual plots was common at cemeteries clurmg the
last quarter of the nineteenth century, as cemeternes
attempted to prowcle services fitting the needs of all
people. These smgle sections, however, were typ1caﬂy
segregatecl from the farm'ly plots, usuaHy at the eclges of
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the cemetery — much as we see at Little Church (see
Sloane 1991:83-84). While there was a strong feeling
of clemocracy associated with the rural cemetery
movement, the Iimitmg factor was con51stent1y money.
Sloane explams, “the only barrer to owning a plot n
most rural cemeteres

1991:83).

was money  ( Sloane

To the east there 1s a concrete marker for
Spencer Green which 1s marked “FULL,” almost
cettaxnly mdicating that he had purchasecl a full lot.
Further east 1s another stone marlzecl, “HOSEA
HOLCOMB / FULL," again prol)ably &e51gnatmg a
corner and the amount of land owned. Another marker
1s found mn the southeast quaclrant of the cemetery, for

Nathaniel Bullock, Jr.

A survey of the stones 1n Little Church reveals
that the earliest marked grave (that of Robert Lee) 1s
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1883, Lee was born. likely 2 ‘:ree
person of color, in 1835. The
next oldest stones are of the
Wilkerson ;family Eiel czuding the
chila, V&ana Wilkerson {1867-
1884)." These stones are all
found south of the access to the
cemerery afiong Mingea Street.
The most recent gx_é.Ve dates from
1997, reg=cting a use range
similar to the aéiacem. Peonies
Cemetery. The stones represent
the same range of forms as seen
mn both Peoplev's and Blandfor,
including tabletstomes, obelisks,
dies on bases, Laque markers,
govemment stones, and -awn~*.ype
andfor raised-top markers. Many
of these are i’mmc;. in le»erai
materials, such as the p;a.ques,
w}xzch occur 1 granite, a&hougk
concrete 15 far more cornmon,
representmng  ome of  the
cnaracteristic vernacular s*:yles.

Likewise, bota concrete and Figure 39 Concrete lawn-type markers at the south edge of Littie Church.

¥ v s

e

granite }awn—tyrpe and raxseé‘%op
markers are present th*ougfr\out
the cemetery. Also mese*:«t are thin marble tablers which
appear to be remmant furniture tops. i There are 11
extant obelisks at L‘*‘tle \,hurcn, zar ,.gmg 1 date from
1889 throug’h 1921, with a mean date of 1902. Table
& provides an }:ist;ng‘ of the stones or other festures

-

whmh are mazked on Figure 35.

laal .’- i) N
- wo churches were speczhaaﬂy representea mn
21 . v " C_‘_. ‘..’lé o " ‘ﬂqh 1_1
tne stone imscriptions: illGel Baptist Chure
’{ic@erx‘ciﬁe& on the Reverend Henry Williams monument
[ ] 1. 3 { 1
in *he cemfer of the cemetery) and Third Charch.
Funeral homes identified on modern metal plagues

1 .31 i <
2 The Wilkersons have a femily plot measunng
. . P . .
avout 17 feet square, shown m Figuce 35 as number 37
G g

B The Third (Baptist} Church at 63C Halifax
Strest was built 1 the 1820s and became & iree black church
1 1846, forming from the Gilifield Baptist Church (Bushey
st al. 1094:4G).

include Tucker's, Wilkerson s, and Winfree- Wnght, all
. :

histonically black mertuaries. The fizst two operate 1n
Petersburg, while the third 15 an out-of-town firm.

Six stonecutters were aiso identified m the
cemetery, mchading Hess-Trigard {guccessor 10 V.H.
Poppa of Petersburg), Arlie Andrews, Crowder,
Dakwood (a Ricfxmon& ﬁrfn-‘., M.R. {Milton Rivers),
and Burns and C ban‘ipb - except the last two are
either known ot ;}xoudht to be relativety modern

ruonument Homs.

There ave 10 distinet &aternal orgamzations or
todges represented at Little Church (T able 6). Most
occur singly, with only three account ing for two or more
stones. The most common prov*&ev were the Elks,
mcmc}:\ng Royaz Loclge No. 77 and Majestic em le
No. 109 These two lodges were found on at least seven
stones. Following it were two Y. M.LB.A. (Young Men s
Industrial Beneficial Assomation) stones and two
Rosettz Tent No. 433 stones. Most of these stones
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Table 6. Lodges Identified from Little Church Stones

B.LLB.C.

[.LB.P.O.E.W,, Royal Lodge No. 77
[.B.P.O.E.W., Majestic Temple No. 109
Masons, unspecified

Masons, Pocahontas Lodge No. 7
N.L.B.S., Blooming Zion No. 275
N.LB.S., Magnolia Lodge No. 116
Rosetta Tent No. 433

Y.M.S.LIC.

Y.M.LB.A.

post-date 1900, seemingly reflecting the glory days of
African Amencan lodges &unng the first two or three
decades of the twentieth century. Also 1dentified was one
stone “From the Emp].oyees of C.S.H." It 1s unclear
whether this was s:mply an act of kindness or whether it

was somehow formalizecl Lenevolence.
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