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PREFACE

I began this project with a series of assumptions.
Believing New Jersey's early eighteenth-century dwellings to
reflect the diverse cultures of its first settlers, changes in
these buildings, I surmised, would reflect cultural shifts as the
disparate population merged to form a uniquely American society.
My initial search sought evidence in framing details, building
materials, and room arrangements. To my surprise, the dwellings I
examined not only lacked the structural features I was looking
for, but were actually late eighteenth-century buildings or

additions to early nineteenth-century structures.

I shifted my efforts to analyze why these houses survived
only from the late eighteenth century and to understand what
forces caused them to change over time. Using the buildings as my
primary evidence, the answers challenged my notions of what
constituted an eighteenth-century dwelling in Hopewell Township
and revealed an architectural reorganization of domestic space
that occurred at the turn of the nineteenth century as farmers

entered the modern era.

iv
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My initial research relied on the work of others. A
1984-85 architectural survey of Hopewell Township prepared by
Heritage Studies, Inc., provided the starting point. This
resource included all the information necessary to begin a study
of the region's architectural and social history and to establish
a sample of eighteenth~century dwellings. With access to the
research on Hopewell's early deeds compiled by Betsy Errickson and
Pam Caine, I was able to complete a number of title searches and
house histories. The New Jersey State Archives also proved an
invaluable resource for early deeds, maps, probate records, and
mortgages. Finally, a review of newspaper advertisements and
room-by-room probate inventories from Hopewell and adjacent
townships helped corroborate dates, personal wealth, and family
relationships while placing the buildings in their historical

context.

The story to emerge chronicled a period of unprecedented
building; but it is a story of people as much as it is of
dwellings. Tax records helped to link farmers, wealth, and houses
into a coherent order. Since tax lists enumerating building
materials were unavailable, I reached into the adjoining township
in Pennsylvania, where a tax list for Upper Makefield Township,

Bucks County, recorded invaluable information on houses, barns,

and tenements.
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ABSTRACT

Beginning in the 1750s, folk builders and farmers in
Hopewell Township, Mercer County, New Jersey began to construct
durable housing of four distinct traditional types of one, two,
three, and four rooms. Issues of land ownership, agricultural
production, and the rise of a market economy permitted their
construction, and, not surprisingly, the first to build durable
farmhouses possessed considerable political, economic, and
agricultural power. These dwellings helped landowners define the
world around them by meeting their traditional economic, social,
and cultural priorities. In the post-revolutionary period, these
houses underwent a spatial and functional transformation as owners
used a local module of construction equal to the traditional
one-room house to create buildings consisting of a large main
block with separate entry and an attached service wing.
Ultimately, the transformation signaled changing social and
economic attitudes about public and private space, form and

function.

xiii
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INTRODUCTION

Vinson Runyon knew the necessity of the task before him.
First elected Hopewell's constable in 1742 and reelected six years
running, he understood the importance of wealth and property, as
did his assistant, Andrew Smith. Perhaps no one in Hopewell
grasped the meaning of wealth and property more readily than
Andrew Smith, who possessed considerable amounts of each. He
served at various times as a freeholder for the district and, with
his extended family, dominated political life in the township.

Smith's holdings exceeded even those of the man whose estate he

and Runyon were about to inventory.

The decedent, John Hunt, passed away in September of 1T48,
but it was now the first of October-~harvest time. Cattle were
fat. Hay still sat stacked in the dead farmer's fields. Both the
rye and wheat crops were safely away, but the oats remained only

partially stored in the barn. Plenty of work remained undone.

The two men began their task by inventorying John Hunt's

personal effects. His wearing apparel, purse, beds and bedding,
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three chests, warming pan, twenty-eight cheese wheels, nine
chairs, Bible, cane, and nine pounds sterling worth of linen and
woolen cloth made a handsome tally. After noting a slave named
Dinah, and valuing her at sixty pounds, the two court-appointed
appraisers moved outdoors to the detached kitchen. Here they
found the usual cooking utensils, pewter and earthenware, together
with a few fineries, including a brass kettle and glassware. The
slave Dinah slept on a mat in the kitchen chamber, which they
duly noted along with sheets, an old table, woolen yarn, a side
saddle, spare bed curtains, deerskins, a hatchel, and quantities

of bran and rye.

But Runyon and Smith had neglected to check the chamber of
the master's own dwelling. Returning, they climbed the stairs and
noted two woolen and one linen spinning wheel, buckwheat, flax
seed, wool cards, old scythes, casks, and lumber. They listed
each item and, before leaving for the cellar, carefully labeled

these goods as "in the Great House chamber."l

John Hunt's mid eighteenth-century "Great House" amounted
to little more than a one room dwelling with a cellar and chamber
above. The farm also enjoyed a complement of barns, hay barracks,
and a full kitchen removed from the main dwelling. Yet, like most
of his prosperous contemporaries, Hunt's modest dwelling signified

something distinct and superior over others in the region. It
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constituted nothing less than a mansion house. But between 1750
and 1820, this type of traditional rural New Jersey farmstead
underwent a spatial and functional transformation. New kitchen
wings, attached to the gable ends of houses, coupled with the
widespread acceptance of the Georgian house-type, were perhaps the
two most visible results of this change. The combination won such
speedy and widespread acceptance that by 1817 William Cobbett on a
journey through Lancaster, Pennsylvania, noted:

The houses consist without exception, of a considerably

large and very neat house, with sash windows, and of a

small house, which seems to have been tacked on to the

large one; and, the proportion they bear to each

other,...is as nearly as possiblg, the proportion in

size between a cow and her calf.
Today a familiar sight on the landscape, the combination of a
little wing attached to a larger dwelling became the house-type of

choice in rural central New Jersey during the nineteenth century

and was both the product of tradition and a symbol of change.

The surviving dwellings in Hopewell Township, Mercer
County, New Jersey, record not only architectural changes, but the
patterns of choice people make in creating their dwellings.3 The
historian Henry Glassie demonstrates that a building's form~--its
arrangement of rooms--reveals much about the way people occupy,
use, and alter living space.h By examining the forms of
eighteenth-century dwellings in Hopewell, we can learn how folk

builders confronted and adapted to changes in the world around
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them. The traditional house~types in Hopewell responded in
traditional ways to patterns of life and work. What were these
traditional house~types, such as John Hunt's "Great House," really
like? What forces led to their creation? More importantly,
alterations to these buildings were the result of fundamental
changes in society. What were these changes, and how were they
reflected in the dwellings? What forces in the eighteenth century
led people to re-think their traditional way of building and

occupying space?
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EARLY SETTLEMENT

Colonial settlement patterns and geography help put people
and buildings in context. Through much of its early history, New
Jersey existed as a divided province. Shareholders known as
proprietors originally governed their respective Eastern and
Western provinces until New Jersey became a crown colony in 1702.
One proprietor named Daniel Coxe of London owned huge parcels of
land in both Jerseys, including the tract of about 31,000 acres in
West Jersey known as "Hopewell" and purchased on 20 October 1685

5

from Thomas Sadler and Edward Billings.

The modern boundaries of Hopewell closely follow those
originally surveyed for Coxe by Daniel Leeds in ;688 and include
the Delaware River to the west and the division line between East
and West Jersey to the east. The northern boundary follows the
distinctively stepped survey line dividing Hopewell and Amwell
Townships first laid out for Coxe in 1688 (figure 1). To the
south, Hopewell borders Jacob's Creek and parts of Lawrenceville

(formerly Maidenhead), Princeton, and Ewing Townships.
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Hopewell straddles the area known as the Piedmont Plateau.
New Jersey contains five distinct topographical regions. These
include the OQuter Coastal Plain, the Inner Coastal Plain, the
Piedmont Plateau, the Highlands, and the Ridge and Valley
Section.T The Piedmont region accounts for about one-fifth of New
Jersey's total area and lies between the Highlands to the north
and the Inner Coastal Plain to the south. This fertile, agricul-
turally productive area accounts for Hopewell's combination of
flatlands in the southern half of the township, and the gently

rolling hills and valleys in the north.8

The Piedmont region stretches diagonally across the state
from the Hudson River to the Upper Falls of the Delaware River and
on into Bucks and Chester Counties, Pennsylvania. The Delaware
and Raritan rivers provided semi-navigable routes up into the
region, and the original Indian trails running between these two
rivers crossed New Jersey through the Piedmont. The trails in
turn became major roads linking the European settlements of
Philadelphia and New York and were significant conduits for

9

settlement in the region.

Hopewell's lands first opened for settlement early in the
1690s, and though a mixture of English, Dutch, Scots-Irish and
German immigrants settled New Jersey along the Delaware River, the

settlers of Hopewell came originally from Long Island, Middletown,
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New Jersey, and the Hudson River Valley and were often first- or
second- generation American-born descendants of immigrants to the
New Netherlands.lo Although located hard on the Delaware River,
apparently very little Germanic influence reached Hopewell from
Pennsylvania during this early period of settlement. However, of
the settlers entering the New Netherlands, almost 50 percent
originated outside the Netherlands with German, French, and
Spanish Netherlands heritages.ll Many Germans, therefore,
emigrated with the Dutch and settled in the New Netherlands before
moving into Bergen and Morris Counties and up the Raritan River
into Central New Jersey. This might explain the differences
between contemporary dwellings constructed on both sides of the
Delavare and suggests that even though Hopewell and adjacent Upper
Makefield, Pennsylvania, shared common typographies, building
materials, and architectural developments, the house forms in each
township derived from distinctly different ethnic and cultural
traditions. At the very least, it demonstrates how formidable
natural and political barriers like the Delaware River could be
during early settlement and shows how, by first constructing tight

local studies such as this, we can better assess regional cultural

processes,
While some early settlers, therefore, posessed German

roots, families of Anglo origin, like the Hunts, Harts, Smiths,

and Stillwells, accounted for the bulk of Hopewell's first
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farmers. Indeed, estimates of the origins of all of New Jersey's
eighteenth-century inhabitants suggests that by 1790 almost
three-quarters of the population originated from the British
Isles.12 Only about 20 percent were of Dutch extraction with the
remaining 11 percent made up of German, French, and Swedish
immigrants. In Hunterdon County, where Hopewell was located during
the eighteenth century, the distributions ranked similarly.
English, Welsh, Scots, Scots-Irish, and Irish settlers accounted
for 60 percent of the total population there, while the Dutch
represented just 19 percent and the Germans only 16 percent. The

13

remaining 5 percent included the French and Swedish.

This diverse population brought a number of different
churches to the area. The Stouts founded the Baptist Church in
Hopewell in 1715 at the home of Jonathan Stout, one of the
original settlers. Presbyterian congregations were formed in
Maidenhead (now Lawrenceville) and Pennington in the early 1720s.
The nearest Dutch Reformed Churches were established in Belle Mead

in 1727 and in Harlingen in 1751.

Hopewell's record of ethnic traditions, however, survives
unblemished in just a few remaining dwellings. Sections of the
Baker house, John Bainbridge house, Edmound Burroughs house,
Benjamin Merrell house, John Wallace house, and John Welling house

contain anchor~bent framing characteristic of Duteh construction,
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but often with modifications that suggest hybrid forms.lh The
majority of buildings examined lacked distinctive framing systems,
room arrangements, or other features that could be positively
identifed as the product of a single ethnic group. Considering
the high number of Anglo settlers in Hunterdon County, the
evidence suggests that either the English framing tradition
ouickly dominated and subsumed other building technologies or that
any blending of ethnic building traditions occured elsewhere long

15

before the creation of Hopewell's surviving housing.

According to the written record, by the 1720s a large
population of farmers was well established in the Hopewell area.
In 1722, 62 percent of the taxable population of Hunterdon County
were landowners and 38 percent worked as singlemen or tenants.16
A full three-quarters of the 105 farms totaled 100 acres or more.
Farmers generally required about seventy five acres to grow enough
food for themselves and a family of five; the remaining acreage

YT But while 76

probably produced surplus grain for market.
percent of the farms covered over 100 acres, by far the largest
tracts--almost two-thirds of all the land in the county--were
controlled by only a third of the taxable population.18 Thus, in
a time when the amount of workable acreage determined family
income, the majority of wealth generated from Hunterdon County's

farmland was concentrated in the hands of a small number of large

landholders.
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10

The records also suggest a substantial number of buildings
were present in Hopewell by the second quarter of the eighteenth
century. For example, a series of lawsuits between Daniel Coxe
and various settlers of the township disclosed that fifty farmers
were ejected from their premises in Hopewell for invalid land
titles.19 The suits also detailed information about the buildings
and appurtenances then in existence. In the complaint of trespass
between James Vanhorn and Thomas Smith, for example, the judgment
noted that on the sixth day of May 1732, Daniel Coxe sold to
Vanhorn a property that included:

one Messuage, one barn, one orchard, one garden, one
thousand acres of arable land, five hundred acres of
pasture land, five hundred acres of meadowland, and five
hundred acres of woodland...now or late éa the tenure
and occupation of the said Thomas Smith.

While these documents and others such as probate records
suggest the existence of dwellings in Hopewell at an early date,
few, if any, survive. Fifteen of the fifty dwellings thought to
date from the eighteenth century, or roughly 30 percent, were
built either in the second half of the eighteenth century or in
the first quarter of the nineteenth century (see appendix A).2l
The dearth of physical evidence for Hopewell's earliest buildings
might point to the impermanent nature of their construction.

Gawen Lawrie, one of the proprietors of East Jersey, described

several buildings in 1684 as:
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11

...built very cheap...[with] two or three rooms...the

walls...of cloven timber, about eight or ten inches

broad, like planks, set one end to the ground and the

other na'led to the raising which they plaister

within.
Lawrie describes a structure that has at least some of its members
set in the ground. If Hopewell's earliest buildings were indeed
earthfast, then time and the elements have erased all trace of

their existence. The first substantial, durable housing did not

appear in Hopewell until the 1750s, and it toock traditional forms.

Contrary to the popular frontier myth of settlers
scratching out an existence on subsistence farms, the surviving
eighteenth-century dwellings in Hopewell Township belonged instead
to a class of prosperous landowners. These men bought and sold
real estate, rented and leased property to workers who tilled the
land for them, loaned money at interest to debtors, and controlled

much of the fertile valley land in the township.
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TRADITIONAL HOUSE TYPES IN EIGHTEENTH-CENTURY HOPEWELL

"The value of land and houses is the best estimate of the
wealth of a nation," argued the Reverend John Witherspoon of
Princeton, while debating the issue of taxation during the second
Continental Congress in 1776; "This is the true barometer of
wealth."23 In his speech, Witherspoon acknowledged an unspoken
truth: eighteenth-century men invested in their lands and
buildings. Colonial tax lists often reflect this premise. The
tax lists for Hopewell Township help link the names of inhabitants
with their relative wealth through categories, called ratables,
that include: acres of improved and unimproved land; number of
horses, cattle, hogs, and slaves; and amount of tax paid.2j+
Unfortunately only an occasional reference to a saw mill, grist
mill, or tannery actually associate Hopewell landowners with

specific buildings.

However, a surviving tax list of ec. 1796 from the adjacent
township of Upper Makefield, Pennsylvania, identifies the
landowners with their dwellings and describes the materials used
in their construction. This list, together with similarly

detailed ratables from other parts of New Jersey, Pennsylvania,

13
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and Delaware, help place the property and wealth of Hopewell's
25

inhabitants into an architectural context.

The surviving dwellings of Hopewell's eighteenth-century
inhabitants reflect traditional arrangements of interior space
found in England and parts of Europe and also resemble much of the
durable building stock found along the Coastal Plain and Piedmont
regions of New Jersey, Delaware, Pennsylvania and the Chesapeake
Bay region. Of the fifteen dwellings examined in this study, nine
exhibit the characteristics of four distinct traditional house

forms (figures 2 & 3).

The smallest form consists of one-room dwellings measuring
approximately sixteen to twenty feet square, similar to John
Hunt's "Great House" mentioned earlier.26 Four of the buildings
examined are of this type, with two dating from the pre-~
revolutionary period and two from shortly thereafter. An example
is the late eighteenth~ or early-nineteenth century log dwelling
illustrated in figures 4 & 5.°! This modest dwelling built by
Friday True, a free black, included a fireplace (now removed) in
the eastern gable-end and a closeted staircase in the adjacent
corner leading to an open loft. This building and similar
surviving eighteenth-century structures, together with evidence
gleaned from tax records and inventories, suggest that most people

lived in homes of a similar size.28 For example, while Israel
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Putnam was traveling through nearby Somerville, New Jersey, in
1794, he noted that the houses were all about twelve feet
29

square,

But not all of the region's one-room houses were con-
structed in log. According to the Upper Makefield tax list, only
a third of the dwellings in that township were of log construction
(figure 6).30 The material found wider use in secondary dwellings
and outbuildings, like William Allen's farm in nearby Amwell
Township which contained, in addition to a two-story stone
dwelling house and stone barn, "a good log Kitchen."3l Log also
served as a suitable material for tenant and laborer housing.

John Stevens, a cordwainer and tanner living in New York,
advertised a farm also in Amwell Township consisting of three-
hundred and fifty acres with "four good new log houses with
shingle roofs," probably for tenants or workers. They measured
twenty-five feet by twenty, twenty~-two by seventeen, eighteen by

32

twelve, and sixteen by eleven respectively. Laborers in the

iron foundries of Hunterdon County were also quartered in log
houses.33
Whether for dwellings, outbuildings, or workers' housing,
buildings constructed in log were not just temporary shelters.
The Friday True log house in Hopewell, for example, rests on a

durable stone foundation over a full cellar. Similarly, in 1751
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William Pidgeon advertised for sale a well-cultivated plantation
of six~hundred acres in Hunterdon County that included, in
addition to cleared wheat fields, meadow and timber stands, "a
good fram'd Barn, a Log-House of two Rooms, and a Stream running
before the Door sufficient to turn a Small Mill..." and all within
close proximity to the markets of Philadelphia, New Brunswick, and

34

Trenton.

A much larger percentage of timber-frame dwellings were
constructed elsewhere in the mid-Atlantic region than in the area
around Upper Makefield and Hopewell. Throughout southern New
Jersey and along the Inner Coastal Plain in Delaware, houses of
log or frame construction accounted for over three-quarters of all
the dwellings. According to the 1798 Federal Direct Tax, 81
percent of the dwellings in Mannington Township, Salem County,

35

were built of log or frame. In Lower Alloways Creek, Salem
County, a similar figure of 82 percent of the dwellings were of
wood construction, making log and timber the preferred material

36

for most of that area's taxable population. This is in marked
contrast to dwellings of log and frame construction in the
Piedmont Plateau around Upper Makefield and Hopewell, which
totaled just 47 percent of all the structures on Upper Makefield's

tax list. Instead, most of the region's dwellings were built of

stone.
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Differences in wealth helped distinguish owners of stone
houses from owners of log dwellings. About half of Upper
Mzkefield's population did not own houses, working instead as
laborers, singlemen, and tenants.37 These represented the poorest
of the poor. An owner of a house, therefore--even one made of
log--was economically better off, but generally he still ranked in
the poorer wealth deciles. Over half of all the log dwellings in
Upper Makefield, for example, were inhabited by men possessing
between one and twenty-nine acres of land and some of the lowest
land valuations (figure 7).38 In contrast, those men ranking in
the top two wealth deciles occupied stone dwellings. But when
charted graphically, landowners of medium wealth (5th, 6th, Tth, &
8th deciles) chose to build their houses equally of stone or wood,
suggesting that as they grew more prosperous, inhabitants actually
used both building materials interchangeably. Apparently the
cnoice of log or stone as a building material did not necessarily
involve ethnic preference or carry social status among the
inhabitants of the region. Instead, important distinctions in
wealth, status, and birth occurred not just in the building's

material, but in its appearance, durability, and overall form.

The 1764 one-room stone house of Job Phillips measured
eighteen feet by twenty-two, and was probably typical in size and
form of many durable one-room stone houses in Hopewell (figures 8

& 9). Generally, these structures included a large cooking
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fireplace located on the interior gable-end, next to a closeted
stair leading to the loft. The original interior finish of the
Phillips house included paneled doors, plastered walls, a chair
rail, and exposed, beaded joists (figures 10 & 11). When Phillips
died in 1822, his furniture included two beds, bedding and
bedsteads, a desk and bookcase, several chests, a candle stand,
tables, Windsor chairs, crockery, teaware, and a corner
cupboard.39 Refined foodstuffs, including wheat, rye, buckwheat,

and corn were stored in the chamber.

Phillips' dwelling, like others of its size, included a
cellar. A masonry foundation supported the chimney above, and the
entire cellar provided additional storage space especially for
perishable foods; Phillips' cellar contained such temperature-
sensitive items as pickled and smoked meats. He occupied a
substantial, well-constructed dwelling. The farm also included a
separate barn (now destroyed) that housed horses, cattle, hogs,
and sheep, as well as harnesses, farming equipment, and some of
the rough produce of the farm.ho But all the tasks associated
with the preparation of farm produce and the routines of domestic

life took place within the context of this one-room house.
Similar one-room dwellings included the John Van Cleve

house (figures 12 & 13), and the much altered early nineteenth-

century home of Henry Phillips, Jr. (figures 14 & 15). The latter
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contained a full basement, while the former differed only in its
absence of a cellar. Instead, wooden joists lay only several
inches above an earthen floor. Other than that, both buildings
contained similar masonry construction and roofing systems of
common rafters with half-dovetailed collar ties typical of most

buildings in the Delaware River Valley.

The second traditional house-type found in Hopewell
contained two rooms arranged side-to-side, consisting of a hall
for cooking and day-to-~day living, and a parlor for more formal
functions. The original section of the Wilson Hunt house of c.
1750 (figures 16, 17, & 18) measured twenty feet by forty feet and
included this two-room plan. The Hunt house, like that of Job
Phillips, was a well-crafted and substantial building of similar
masonry construction and finish, except for the addition of a
fully paneled fireplace wall in the hall (figure 19).b'l A house
divided into two distinct spaces helped separate and codify the
activities of everyday life that would have normally taken place
in a single room. Similarly arranged houses of two rooms were
also constructed in southern New Jersey about twenty years before
and, while built largely of brick, differed little in form and
function from those in Hopewell. The Samuel Stout, Jr. house of
1756 (figures 20 & 21), the Benjamin Pelton house (now destroyed),
and the Andrew Smith house all originated as hall-parlor

. L -
dwellings. 2 In addition, the early nineteenth-century frame
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dwelling of Theophilus Bainbridge (see figure 35) also contained a

hall and parlor.

While the first four of these houses contained the
traditional two-room plan on the main level, they were also built
into the sides of hills, allowing for a third inhabitable room in
the downhill end of the basement level. This did not apply to the
Theophilus Bainbridge house. While the two rooms helped to
separate the house into specialized spaces on the main floor, a
basement room allowed for even greater flexibility of use. The
lower rooms posessed exterior doors and windows, and were equiped
with cooking fireplaces. For all intents and purposes, these
hall/parlor dwellings actually functioned as three-room buildings.
Since the basement rooms served as kitchens, their isolated
location removed the tasks associated with cooking from the main
living quarters, and represented an early solution to the later
large~scale process of relegating the kitchen to a subordinate
space, dealt with at length in a later chapter. But in the case
of the Wilson Hunt house, the basement kitchen permitted the
upstairs hall to function as an entry, thus accounting for its

fashionable paneling and elevated appearance.
The third principal house-type in Hopewell alsc contained

two rooms, but this time with the spaces positioned front-to~back

rather than side-to-side. The framed house of Benjamin Merrell of
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c. 1765 (figures 22 & 23) utilized this two-room plan, and the
original stone section of the Abraham La Rowe/Adam Ege house of c.
1765 (figures 24 & 25) also followed this plan on the main floor.
Like some of its neighbors, this banked house also contained a
working kitchen in the basement level. Interestingly, while these
two dwellings utilized the same form, the La Rowe/Ege house did so
with stone and the Merrell house with wooden anchor-bent construc-
tion characteristic of Dutch building practices. In these two
cases, materials and building technology were incidental to

overall form.

The fourth traditional house-type found in eighteenth-
century Hopewell contained four rooms arranged two wide and two
deep. The brick home of Jeremiah Woolsey of 1765 measures forty
feet by thirty-two and utilizes this plan (figures 26, 27, & 28).
Unlike numerous surviving brick buildings in southern New Jersey,
the Woolsey house represents the only recorded eighteenth-century
brick dwelling in Hopewell. Brick or combinations of brick and
other materials accounted for less than 5 percent of the dwellings
recorded in the tax list for nearby Upper Makefield. An expensive
and labor-intensive material, brick was used infrequently in the
region and only by the wealthiest inhabitants. The brick home of
the President of the College of New Jersey (Princeton University)
built in 1756, and the brick-fronted home of the prosperous

Princeton tanner Job Stockton built in 1766, are two good regional
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examples. Similarly, in Salem County, New Jersey, the brick
dwellings decorated with patterned gable-ends were built only by a

small number of the wealthy elite.h3

The Woolsey house offered interesting solutions to the
problems of linking four rooms together. The two original front
doors provided access to the principal rooms and helped establish
symmetry on the facade. One door opened into the hall, the other
into the formal parlor. The two rooms in the back were linked
through interior doors and consisted of the original kitchen and a
small back chamber. In all these respects, the house resembled
the so called John Welling house (see figure 63). The arrangement
of upstairs chambers in the Woolsey house corresponded to the
rooms on the ground floor, and an inventory of the house listed
beds and stored goods in these spaces. Some of the items listed
downstairs included such luxury goods as a teastand, chest, case
of drawers, cupboard, tables, fourteen chairs, silver spoons,

looking glass, fireplace furniture, and ‘c,extiles.m+

Patterns of living in the Woolsey house, however, even with
a number of specialized rooms, continued to work in traditional
ways. Though the inventory does not specify the precise location
of things in the house, one can infer from the order in which the
list was made that many of the objects were kept only in the hall

and parlor, suggesting that most of the living took place within
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these front rooms. By the early nineteenth century when most
families had long-ago moved their sleeping quarters to the second
floor, the Woolsey's, in behavior characteristic of an earlier
time, still furnished the parlor-- their most lavish public room--

with the best bed, bedding, and furniture.us

Only by the 1750s did farmers and folk builders begin to
construct substantial, durable housing in Hopewell Township of
one, two, three, and four rooms. These dwellings helped
landowners define the world around them by meeting their economic,
social, and cultural priorities. The work necessary for
subsistance could take place within these houses, different spaces
could accommodate different needs, and outwardly they helped
distinguish social and economic classes. The kitchens,
especially, were an integral part of each dwelling. All the
buildings included in this study originally contained cooking
fireplaces or entire rooms devoted to the preparation of food
within the main body of the house. Thus, in every example, all
the activities associated with domestic life took place within the
main dwelling's four walls, and reflected an order of domestic

space modeled on age-old traditionms.
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Figure 2. Map of Primary Surveyed Buildings, Hopewell

Township, New Jersey. (1) Theophilus Bainbridge House;

' (2) Edmound Bainbridge House; (3) John G. Hunt House;

(4) Wilson Hunt House; (5) Abraham La Rowe/Adam Ege House;
(6) Benjamin Merrell House; (7) Henry Phillips, Sr. House;
(8) Henry Phillips, Jr. House; (9) Job Phillips House;

(10) John Stillwell House; (11) Colonel Joseph Stout House;
(12) Samuel Stout, Jr. House; (13) Friday True House;

(14) John Van Cleve House; (15) Jeremiah Woolsey House.
(Drawing, author)
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Figure 3. Map of Stoutsburg, 1829. The mep illustrates one
room, hall/parlor, hall/parlor/nitchien, and Georgian houses

in Hopewell Township, "¥ap of & section of the Franklin and
Georgetown Turnpixe, laid out by Andrew Howel Lsqurand [sic]
for General John Frelinghuyson, October 23, 1829." Drawn by
William Lythe. (Cocurtesy, Hopewell Fuseum)
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Figure 4. Exterior, Friday True House, c. 1505 with
additions. The log section is the earliest part of the
house. (Photo, author)
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Figure 5. Plan, Friday True House. Plan of the first floor.
The original cooking fireplace stood on the east gable end,
now removed. (Drawing, author)
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Figure 6. Frequency of Materials in Dwelling Houses for
Upper Makefield Township, Pennsylvania, c. 1796. Figures are
derived from the Upper Makefield Township tax ratable for c.
1796.
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1 %0

2 $1-%13

3 $14.872

4 $73-$132
5 $133-392
6 $393-$912

7  $913-$1,655

8 $1,656-$2,021

9  $2,022-$2,701

10 $2,702-$2,750

Figure 7.
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Figure 8. EIxterior, Job Phillips House. The original sione
house, left, dates to 176h. The frame section, partly
visible on the right, is c. 1830 and replaces an earlier
addition. (Photo, author)
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Figure 9. Plan, Job Phillips House. Plan of the first
floor. (Drawing, author)
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Figure 11. Interior, Job Phillips louse., View of the
eastern wall showing the dimensions of ithe original opening
that once led inte an earlier building, and its present size,
reduced to eccommodate the existing addition. (Photo,
courtesy Richard W. Hunter)
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Figure 13. Plan, John Van Cleve House. Reconstructed plan
of the first floor showing the original house, left, and the
three-sided kitchen wing (partly destroyed) on right. The
stairs and fireplace are extensively rebuilt. (Drawing,
author)
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Figure 14. Exterior, Henry Phillips, Jr. liouse, c. 1810,
with additions. The left three bays are stone, c. 1810; the
right three bays are frame c. 1830. (Photo, author)

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.




37

\Q\R\\::t \ n.\km \Q \QE&\.\&N
- N
[l e
/ S 9
x
TE
' a Q o
v
O@ *©
L]
/ 5 W
85
M K °
o o~
g A— a5
. LN
w ¥ + 0
W) S
13
o
Zz 9 el
0]
N A £
[ +
d Gy
7 o]
o
o
4 &
/ [«1
IHIIIIIIIIAIIN g 22124024114,
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fireplace and stairs in the Period One section are rebuilt.

author)

Figure 15.
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Figure 16. Exterior, Wilson Hunt House, ¢. 1735, with
additions. Period Two addition is obscured behind the c.
1870 frame wing. Period Three kitchen wing on right. The
original hcuse 1s banked into the sicde of the hill. (Photo,

author)
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Figure 17.

Detail, Wilson Hunt House.

central bays mark the Period One section.

basement kitchen is

The right four
Lntrance to the

is throuzh the door at lowver right.
(Drawing, author)
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Figure 18. Plan, Wilson Hunt House. Plan of the ground (top) and first floors.

After the first addition, c¢. 1780, the hall became an entrance passage.

ground floor kitchen was converted into a dining room following construction of
the riew kitchen (right), and a straight flight of stairs was built to the new
dining room. Not drawn are the oven shed, far right, and the nineteenth-century

frame addition, far left. (Drawing, author).
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Figure 19. Hall, Wilson Hunt house. View of the first floor
hall. Visitors entered directly into this space. With the
working kitchen in the basement, the raised paneling in the
hall symbolically infused this rcom with clevated status.
(Draving, author)
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Figure 20. Exterior, Samuel Stout, Jr. licuse, 1756, with
additions. The central bay was the original entrance (now
blocked). The entrance to the basement kitchen is at lower
right. (Photo, courtesy Percy Preston)
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Figure 22. Exterior, Benjamin ierrell House, c. 1755, with
additions. Period One section, right, originelly two rooms
deep and one story high. Period Two kitchen wing at left.,

Both sections enlarged vertically in 1805. (Photo, author)
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Figure 23. Plan, Benjamin Merrell House. Plan of the first
floor. Period One section consisted of a hall and parlor
positioned front to back. Both sections are framed with
anchor beams in the Dutch style. Anchor beams in the Period
One section rest atop a horizontal timber in the interior
bearing wall. (Drawing, author)
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Figure 24. FExterior, Abraham La Rowe/Adsm ige Eouse,

c. 1765, with additions as it appeared in the 1890s. Rignt
two hays of the main section denote the original house. The
left two bays and lean-to shed are c. 1700. The original
ground floor door was relocated from the right bay to the
left bay, bringing it closer to the center of the facade.
(Photo courtesy of brs. Richard Pottis).
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Figure 25. Plan, La Rowe/Ege House. Plan of the ground (top) and
first floors. The Period Two section, now destroyed stood in the
shaded patch at left. The original closeted stairs were removed
and a new flight constructed at center, opposite a new doorway.
(Drawing, author after Richard Potts)
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Figure 28. Plan, Jeremiah Vioolsey House. Plan of the first floor. The kitchen
fireplace {northeast room) was truncated to allow for a passageway and door to
the new kitchen wing. (Drawing, author after HABS, NJ-201)
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LAND, AGRICULTURE, AND WEALTH:

REASONS FOR THE FIRST DURABLE HOUSING

Ralph Ege, a late nineteenth~century historian of Hopewell
Township, offered a romantic yet insightful analysis of the
economic development of eighteenth-century Hopewell. He
identified a period between about 1735 and 1760 that the older
residents called the "golden years."

During this prosperous era, good dwellings and large,
substantial barns were substituted for the log cabins
and stables of the emigrants, and in some portions of
the State these 0ld house and farm buildings are still
to be found in good repair, reminding us of an age when
our colonialkgncestors built for durability rather than
for display.
Ege recounted a period of exceptional agricultural productivity in

which profits from farming produced the wealth necessary to build

new, durable housing.

Not surprisingly, issues involving land ownership,
agricultural production, and the rise of a market economy led to
the creation of the first durable housing in Hopewell. Deeds,
probate records, and the accounts of a complicated suit involving

disputed land claims in the township reveal that property owners

51
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invested in durable housing only after they held clear title to

their lands, which began only in the 1750s.

The land disputes centered around the claim of Daniel Coxe
as original owner of the 31,000-acre Hopewell tract. In 1731 Coxe
ejected fifty landholders and their families who had unwittingly
purchased bogus property titles from Thomas Revell, a land agent
working for the Proprietors of West Jersey, rather than from Coxe,
the lawful owner.u7 When Coxe advertised the reclaimed land for
sale in 1735, violence ensued. In July, a mob, presumably of
evicted farmers, attacked the residences of Duncan Oguillon and
John Collier. Coxe recently had put into their possession the
dwelling houses and plantations formerly belonging to evictees
John Parke and Thomas Smith. According to a newspaper account of
the incident, the mob:

...being all disguised, having their faces besmear'd
with Blacking, and Armed with Clubs, and Sticks in their
Hands, Did in an Insolent, Violent, and Riotous Manner,
break into and enter the said respective Dwelling
Houses, and did assault, Beat, and wound the said Duncan
Oguillon and John Collier, and other Persons then in the
said several Dwelling Houses, and then did with force &
Arms, violently amove [sic] and turn out of Possession,
Cursing, Swearing, and threatening in a most outrageous
Manner, that they would kill and Murder the said Dapiel
Coxe, Esq.; in Defiance of all Law and Government.

After a lengthy court battle tried in Burlington, Coxe won

his claim. An appeal kept the matter undecided until the early

1750s, when the courts again ruled in favor of Coxe's heirs. To
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end the matter, the heirs wrote new deeds for the tracts of land
already settled and improved by the vanquished defendants, in
effect forcing them to repurchase the land they had settled and

improved, or forfeit their title to the Coxe heirs.

The entire affair helped generate a period of social
instability as families, uncertain of their futures, refrained
from making substantial investments in housing. Entire households
were evicted, fathers could not guarantee an inheritance for their
sons, and lands quickly changed hands. The problem was not unique
to Hopewell. As late as 1765 one traveler noted that the chief
obstacale to New Jersey's growth was the uncertainty of land

ti'tles.l"9

During the ensuing shuffle for land, several of the
wealthier families in Hopewell, possessed of the necessary
resources to settle the Coxe claims, snatched up valuable bottom
lands from their less fortunate neighbors or kinfolk. As early as
1738, for example, Samuel Stout Sr. (1709-1781) entered into
discussions with Daniel Coxe for the purchase of part of a
plantation that was formerly in the possession of Stout's

50

brother-in-law Nehemiah Bonham. Stout eventually secured the
land and an adjoining parcel from the Coxe heirs in the 1750s, and
this tract became the site of the stone dwelling house of his son

Samuel Jr. (1730-1803) illustrated in figure 20. With clear
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titles to the land, wealthy landowners began to build durable

stone, frame, and brick dwellings.,

In an agricultural society, landownership constitutes
wealth, and the surviving tax ratables show that property owners
whose dwellings were included in this study belonged almost
universally to the economic elite-~that is, those individuals in
the top two wealth deciles assessed for $2.33 or more in the 1802
Hopewell tax. The family names to appear most frequently in this
wealth bracket include: Hunt (10); Stout (7); Hart (7); Blackwell
(5); Moore (5); Titus (5); Phillips (4); and Smith (4). These
families possessed 46 percent of the livestock, controlled a third
of the total value of land, and owned over half of the township
(table l).51 The same men to hold economic power maintained a
firm grasp on political power. They were freeholders, constables,
tax collectors, and sheriffs—-the officers and rulers of the

town.52

Marriage and kinship helped the leading families
consolidate and maintain their control over Hopewell and enabled
their grasp on valuable land to tighten over the course of the
eighteenth century. Again, Hopewell was not alone in this
respect. "The pride of being considered a large land-owner is the
only thing that rouses them," noted Theophile Cazenove of the

smaller landowners in New Jersey in 1794, “except for a few inland

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



‘uolssiwlad noypm pauqiyosd uononpoudal Jayung saumo JybuAdoo ayy o uoissiwiad yum paonpoiday

Table 1. Percent of Slaves, Livestock, Acres, and Land Value by Decile, Hopewell Township, New Jersey, 1802. Figures are
derived from the Hopewell Township tax ratable for 1802 (NJSA). Deciles are based on the total tax paid by each taxable inhabitant.

Slaves Livestock Acres Value all Land
Decile _Frequency Total Tax No. % No. % ____No. % $$ %
1 4 $0-.39 - - 9 3% 10 a% $70 1%
2 56 $.31-49 - - 96 4% 43 1% $520 1%
3 49 $.50-.52 - - 17 1% 3 3% $70 1%
4 47 $.53-.82 - - 98 4% 662 2% $3,495 7%
5 53 $.83-$1.12 2 4% 142 6% 2,608 7% $6,476 14%
6 50 $1.13-$i.47 - - 204 % 3373 9% $6,314 14%
7 49 $1.48-$1.86 1 2% 300 13% 4,758 13%  $6,721 14%
8 50 $1.87-$2.32 2 4% 363 15% 5726 16%  $7,219 16%
9 49 $233-$3.24 9 20% 483 21% 7,546 21%  $7,240 16%
10 sl $3.25-$9.09 32 0% 621 21% 10628 30% $7,110 16%
Total 498 46 100% 2,339 100% 35,357 100% $45,235 100%

1
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inhabitants, who have lived for a long time, from father to son,
on their farms."53 Even the Reverend John Witherspoon of nearby
Princeton acknowledged the importance of land ownership when he
tried to establish a national tax on property and dwellings in

1776.

Between 1780 and 1802, the total number of taxable
properties in Hopewell increased from 262 to 328 as larger tracts
of land were subdivided. The number of landless inhabitants
decreased from 52 percent of the taxable population to 29 percent.
The number of farms over 200 acres was reduced by half and the
number under 99 acres increased by 60 percent. By the beginning
of the nineteenth century, only 3 percent of Hopewell's available
acreage remained "unimproved," and 44 percent of the farms were

within the 100-200 acre range (table 2).54

While the total number of farm units increased over the
course of the eighteenth century, farm sizes decreased and came
under the ownership of a few wealthy property owners. As a
result, by 1802 over 60 percent of the township's taxable
population lived on less than seventy~five acres, and of these
almost half owned no land at all.55 Conversely, the top two
wealth deciles in Hopewell together controlled over one-half of

56

all the land in the township. Men like Samuel Stout, Sr.

assembled parcels of fertile bottom land and valuable pasture and

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



"uolssiwiad noyym payqiyosd uononpousdas Joyund saumo WBLAdoo sy Jo uoissiwiad yum paonpoidey

Table 2. Change in Frequency and Acreage of Farm Units Between 1780 and 1802, Hopewell Township, New Jersey. Figures are
derived from the Hopewell Township tax ratables for 1780 and 1802 (NJSA).

1780 Hopewell Township Tax Ratable 1802 Hopewell Township Tax Ratable

Farm Size Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of
(in Acres) No. Taxable Population Total Farm Units No. Taxable Population Total Farm Units
0 286 52% - 170 34% -
1-75 74 14% 28% 121 24% 37%
76-99 19 4% 1% 32 7% 10%
100-199 127 23% 49% 144 29% 44%
200-299 34 6% 13% 26 5% 8%
Over 300 8 1% 3% s 1% 1%
Total 548 498

Total Farm Units = 262 Total Farm Units = 328

LS
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timber land into estates covering hundreds of acres and invested
his wealth in buildings like the long, low-eved stone house

described by Ralph Ege but now des‘l;royed.s7

The primary crops produced on these large agricultural
estates included grains like corn, wheat, rye, oats, and ba.rley.s8
Flax and hay also accounted for a share of the produce, and

distilled cider from the apple crop was sold in hogs heads for

export to the urban markets.

Cities and ports like Trenton, Philadelphia, New Brunswick,
and New York provided the necessary markets for these products.
In 1764 John Lamburt's mill, within 2 miles of Pennington,
operated two stones: one for local flour production and the other
specifically to handle the merchant trade for these markets.59
The mills and plantation of Nathanial Ware, Esq., located six
miles above Trenton in 1750, included:
[2] Mill-house... of stone, 60 feet in Length, 24 in
Breadth, with an Overshot, two pair of stones; and a
Bolting Mill, well accustomed, and known to make as good
work as the best Mills in the Jerseys; it may always
command wheat enough, and is conveniently situate for
New York or Philadelphia Markets being less than 30
miles of good Wagon Road from Brunswick, and Boats
carrying fifty or68ixty casks may load at the Mill Door
for Philadelphia.

By the 1770s, Philadelphia had become the biggest exporter of

grain in the colonies. "Wheat is the grand article of the
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province,"”" exclaimed the anonymous author of American Husbandry in
w61

1775: "They sow immense quantities...

By 1765, skilled artisans were also producing luxury goods
for wealthy patrons in the Trenton, Hopewell, and Princeton areas.
Imported goods were also available at local stores to complement
items produced at home or locally. Several inventories in the
area listed such mass-produced products as imported Queensware,
and when Constantine Dougherty sold his store on the main road in
Pennington, "where the Principle of the Produce of the Country,
for sixty Miles back, comes to Market," the contents of his store
was a treasure trove of local products, luxurious imported
textiles, clothing, and consumer goods.62 By the mid-eighteenth
century, Hopewell's major landowners participated fully in an
active market economy with close links to the major urban centers

of the middle colonies.

Finally, probate records and estate inventories confirm the
prosperity of these planters, who partially invested in material
goods as tokens of their success. Job Phillips, John Van Cleve,
Samuel Stout, Jr., Wilson Hunt, and others owned such luxury items
as silver teaspoons, ceramic tea cups, and the other equipage for
genteel tea drinking, as well as looking glasses, desks and
boockcases, and eight-day clocks. These objects were all powerful

63

symbols of wealth and prosperity. For example, according to
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inventories recorded in nearby Chester County, Pennsylvania, just
L percent of the 1,565 inventories made between 1820 and 1829
listed a desk and bookcase. They appeared so infrequently in
probate records that between 1680 and 1849, the number of desks
and bookcases in any given year never exceeded 5 percent.
Similarly, eight-day clocks zppeared in less than 10 percent of

the estates inventoried in Chester County between 1810 and 1819.6u

Simply posessing large tracts of land, however, was not
enough for owners to participate in Hopwell's market economy.
Crops needed to be planted, cared for, and harvested. The labor
required to operate sizable farms was such that property owners
depended on a combination of slaves, hired-hands, and tenants to
work the land profitably. In addition to controlling over half
the land, the top two wealth deciles owned 87 percent of all the
slaves in Hopewell Township by 1802 (see table l).65 Indentured
or bound white servants also accounted for a small but important
part of the work force. Philip Titus of Hopewell gave notice of
the disappearance of his bondsman, "a high-Dutch servant man named
Jacob Rubb, about 5 feet 3 inches high...of a swarthy complexion,
straight black hair, and about 28 years of Age."66 As early as
1749 the traveler Peter Kalm reported a large number of servants
in New Jersey, and Theophile Cazenove often commented on the

numbers of Scottish, Irish, and German servants he found during

his travels through New Jersey in 1791+.67 Between 1704 and 1779
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newspaper advertisements reported 673 runaway servants; there were

-

only 189 runaway black slaves reported during the same period.08

One step above hound laborers were inmates and black
freemen: non-landowners who included laborers, farmers, artisans,
and widows. They often owned small houselots of ten acres or
less, and subsisted on a combination of farming and household
trades. Tenancy also played an important and necessary role in
the agricultural cycle and permitted market farming to occur in
the prosperous regions of Hopewell. The Hopewell tax lists
identified "householders" as non-landowners in possession of
someone else's property.69 By 1802 these householders included

T0

over a third of the taxable population.

Large landowners rented property to householders in order
to generate capital while ensuring the maintenance of their land.
Henry Baker, a Yeoman farmer from Hopewell, leased a plantation of
one hundred and three acres in Upper Makefield Township, Pennsyl-
vania, to William Davis for the term of one year in exchange for
half the grain and one forth of the produce from the orchard. By
the terms of the lease, Baker reserved for his own use the parlor,
chamber, and part of the cellar in the dwelling house as well as
one third of the garden. In addition, Davis agreed to take care

of the orchard, keep all fences in repair, make new ones (Baker to

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



62

provide the posts and rails), pay all taxes, consume all the hay
and straw and not to sell any of it, nor to cut firewood without
permission. Davis was to sow the winter grain, plant clover and
grass, till fourteen acres for oats and generally to "leave the
place in as good repair as it now is reasonable ware, tear, and

casualties which may happen by fire or otherwise only excepted."71

Just across the Hopewell line in neighboring Blawenburg,
Montgomery Township, New Jersey, Bernardus Van Zant let a two
hundred and twenty six acre farm to Aaron Updike for one year
beginning the first of April, 1812. 1In exchange for the profits
on the crops, Updike agreed to pay Van Zant two hundred dollars
and the property taxes on the farm as well as to sow a ton of
"plaster," keep two cows, three sheep, and collect all the
necessary firewood for Van Zant's mother, who lived on the east
side of the dwelling house. Updike received the use of the two
west rooms and part of the chamber, kitchen, and milk room
privileges together with full use of the outbuildings, barns, and
stables. The lease also specified a precise program of field
plantings to be followed by Updike in order to ensure proper crop
rotation. In this case, the agreement not only ensured the
welfare of Van Zant's elderly mother, but also helped safeguard

the productivity of the farm over the term of the lease.72

Tenant farming was an important and widely used tool
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throughout New Jersey. Absentee landlords like John and Richarad
Smith of Burlington leased a property along the Delaware River in
Hopewell to Daniel Severns in 1762. By 1764 Severns had been
replaced by a Joseph Morrell.73 When Cazenove made his journey
through New Jersey in 1794, he discovered that Philadelphia
residents Lewis Forman and John P. Durand owned absentee farms as
far north as Hanover in Morris County, New Jersey, which they
leased "for one half of the produce" provided they "furnish half
of the expenses; horses, cattle, implements, etc."Th In the Black
River area, Cazenove confirmed that many large landowners depended
on extra labor to realize the full productivity of their land.
For example, he noted that:

Mr. Wells, a farmer near here, has 400 acres contiguous

to his residence, and more than 1000 acres in the

neighborhood. Here you easily find farmers [who will

farm] for half the produce79f the land, and the farmer

furnishes the cattle, etec.
Ironically, while large numbers of tenants gave wealthy planters
the means by which to build the first durable housing in Hopewell,
tenancy by definition created transience and social instability.
This state may have contributed to the slow pace of durable
building that marked Hopewell in the first half of the eighteenth

century.

Equally important to large landowners were the number of

sons who could help maintain and till the land profitably. While
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in their youth, sons assisted their fathers as family members in
common. But once sons matured, married, and started families of
their own, fathers were forced to seek new sources of labor for
their own farms. The maturing generation, however, without money
or inherited land, was usually forced to settle and build houses
on part of the father's estate. But rather then deed the property
over, fathers continued to exercise a degree of control by

postponing gifts of farmland to their male children.

This practice resulted in part from the unprecedented
increase in life expectancy which colonists enjoyed in Hopewell
and other northern colonies during the eighteenth century. Long
life created not only a stable social order, but also a generation
of fathers who lived to see their sons mature, marry, and begin
families. A century before, sons might have postponed marriage
until they received their inheritance, or simply settled on parts
of their family farm knbwing that they would soon inherit the

property.76

When Jonathan Stout (1660-1723), one of the first
settlers, died at the relatively advanced age of sixty-three, his
will divided the estate according to the old system. He "allowed"
his son Benjamin Stout (age 32) and his wife of nine years the
tract of land, "which he now Dwells on containing two Hundred and
fifty acres." He also "allowed" to his son Jonathan Stout (age

22) and his wife another two parcels of land totaling four hundred

acres. For his youngest sons, David (age 17) and Samuel (age 1k4),
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the patriarch left "the plantation I now dwell on" to be divided
among them equally. The female children received personal effects

7

and the bulk of the movable estate, as was customary.

The equal distribution of land among male heirs, called
partible inheritance or gavelkind, existed in England prior to the
Norman conquest. It remained customary in a few regions,
especially in Kent, England, and gradually took root in the New
World as the traditional and legal means of distributing property.
It stood in marked contrast to the system throughout the rest of
England, which left all real property to the eldest male. The
latter system, called primogeniture, was originally established to
help support military service, but it also prevented the
dissolution of productive landed estates by channeling the
inheritance through a single heir. Patrick M'Robert noted the
problems that partible inheritance created as early as 1775, when
he commented that New Jersey farms had become so small by the
practice of dividing and sub-dividing them among descendants of
the original owners that they were no longer profitable, and many

T8

farmers were selling and moving away.

Beginning in the 1750s and coinciding with the building of
the first substantial, durable housing in Hopewell, second- and
third-generation sons like Samuel Stout, Sr.(1709-1781), who

enjoyed an extended life, continued to wait until death to make
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gifts of property to sons who had already married and settled on
family land. Stout Sr. began to assemble tracts of fertile
lowlands and valuable pasture and timber lands across the

township, until by 1774 he controlled over 1166 acres.79

One son,
Jonathan (1752-1818), married in 1775 and settled on his father's
tract of 500 acres known as the Belmont Farm near the Delaware
River. The other son, Samuel, Jr. (1730-1803), married Anna Van
Dyke (1733-1810) in 1754 and built his own stone hall-parlor house
(see figure 20) in 1756 on another tract of his father's land.8O
Jonathan lived on the Belmont Farm for six years before inheriting
it from his father. His older brother, Samuel, Jr., lived and
farmed his tract for twenty-five years before receiving clear
title to it at the age of fifty-one. Samuel, Jr., in turn

withheld title of the property from his two sons Ira and Andrew

until Samuel's death in 1803 at the age of seventy-three.

Without farmland to call their own, sons remained dependent
on their fathers. The practice of withholding legal title to the
land underscored the degree to which patriarchs protected their
own interests in old age while excercising a degree of economic
and familial control over their children. Sons worked the land to
their father's advantage and remained, in effect, tenants on their
estates. Such a practice also had the desired effect of delaying
the break-up of large plantations which patriarchs had taken a

lifetime to create. As early as 1698, Gabriel Thomas explained
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much when he wrote that at Burlington, New Jersey "There are many
Fair and Great Brick Houses on the outside of Town which the
Gentry have built there for their Countrey [sic] Houses."81
Hopewell's gentry were building country houses too. The formation
of large landed estates loosely based on the model of the English
country house, coupled with increased social stability, economic
prosperity, and a new confidence in the future, may have inspired
the builders of the first durable housing in Hopewell to create
handsome estates to be passed down from one generation to the

next.

Colonel Joseph Stout (1686-1T67) created perhaps the best
example of this kind of "generational estate."82 The eldest son
of pioneer Jonathan Stout and brother of Samuel Stout, Sr., Joseph
built an imposing two-and-a-half-story double-pile stone dwelling
with a central passage in 1752 (figures 29 & 30). 1Its
construction also corresponded with the general introduction of
the Georgian house-type into Hopewell. This form, based on
fashionable English designs and characterized by a central or side
stair passage flanked by a series of explicitly differentiated
domestic spaces all under a single unifying roof, symbolized a new
world view vhich embraced greater self-awareness and confidence in

rational thought.83

Common vernacular variations of the form
included a stair passage only one room deep and those located to

one side of the building.84
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Only a few homes of the Georgian form existed in Hopewell
prior to the Revolution. Stephen Burrows' Pennington home
contained four rooms to a floor and a passage running through the
whole.85 The John Stillwell house of c. 1765, although
extensively restored in this century, originally consisted of a
double-pile side-passage plan. Both the Edmound Burroughs house
and the Henry Phillips house are side passage-plan dwellings, but
date from the last quarter of the eighteenth century. Most
pre-revolutionary planters continued to occupy traditional house
forms. But Colonel Stout's house was one of the first of its kind
in the northeastern quarter of the Township, and it exhibited all

the elements of a fully-developed gentleman's country house.

The farm included a stone dwelling two stories high,
containing nine well-finished rooms, a cellar, a cellar kitchen,
six fireplaces, and a large entry through the center. The grounds
were dotted with a stone barn, an assortment of out-buildings, and
an orchard of grafted fruit trees, including peaches, pears, and
cherries. Stout could easily afford his new dwelling. When he
completed the house in 1752 he was the fifth wealthiest man in
Hopewell.86 He perhaps best captured the image of the advanced
agrarian farmer touched by the influences of Philadelphia. His
house represented one of those fashionable mansions in the

constellation of great country seats orbiting around the fringes
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of Penn's city. A map of Philadelphia and its environs produced
by Scull and Heap in 1752 plainly documents the distribution of

similar farms around Philadelphia.

Yet, even while the house was a model of the gentleman's
fashicnable country seat, complete with its own series of
specialized rooms and ordered domestic spaces, the family
continued to occupy it in traditional ways. For example, at the
time of the widow Ruth Stout's death in 1769, her inventory listed
such furnishings as were commonly found in inventories of a
half-century before, including "1l high back chairs" and "1 Great
Chair." The family behaved like the Woolseys in this respect.
While Colonel Stout's house outwardly projected prosperity,

87

inwardly it remained comfortably the same.

In a four-page will drafted in 1764, Colonel Stout
carefully planned for the final disposition of his estate. He
intended to divide the vast holdings between his three grandsons
(his eldest son Johnathan having predeceased him), leaving the
homestead plantation and dwelling house to the eldest grandchild,
Joseph Stout. When the Colonel died unexpectedly in 1767,
however, the executors were forced to apply for a court-appointed
guardian for the heirs, who were all still minors. Wilson Hunt,
maternal grandfather of the children, took control, renting the

homestead plantation first to William Chamberlain between 1768 and
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1771 at $50 per annum, and then to his own son, John P. Hunt for
at least six-and-one-half years until 1782, when young Joseph
Stout reached his majority. When he finally took possession of
the house and farm, Joseph tried to sell it, describing the
plantation as "very healthy and pleasant [that] would suit a

88

gentleman or a farmer..."

Other prosperous men chose to be identifiied with the
Georgian idiom. Job Stockton, a tanner in Princeton, built a
modest Georgian house of brick and frame in 1766. It was almost
an exact copy of the house built for the president of the College
of New Jersey (Princeton University) ten years earlier. The
wealthy planter George Morgan created a similar estate nearby.

In 1779 he began improving the outbuildings and grounds according
to the latest scientific principles. These improvements included
the apparent Georgianization of the house in the early 1780s as
suggested in Morgan's account book when he paid Philip Hartman for
one~-hundred and ten new sash lights to remodel the windows

(figure 31).89

But a Georgian house like Colonel Joseph Stout's marked the
exception, not the rule in Hopewell. Most of his neighbors in the
top two wealth deciles chose to occupy more traditional one-,
two-, or three-rcom homes. The farm of Wilson Hunt epitomized the

majority of prosperous landowners in Hopewell. His substantial
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stone hall/parlor dwelling (see figure 17) stood in the center of
a large tract of land near present-day Marshall's Corner. 1In
1753, when the County levied a special tax "for repairing the Gaol
and Court House and Killing wolves and panthers, Etc.", the
collectors assessed Wilson Hunt for ten shillings and nine pence:
the highest in the township.9O By 1778 he was the fourth largest
landholder in Hopewell with 400 acres of improved land, three

91

slaves, and 400 pounds Sterling on loan to debtors at interest.

Wealth placed Wilson Hunt in a small but extremely powerful
segment of Hopewell's population with important political and
familial ties to the other major landholders in the region. At
various times he served as overseer of the roads, town surveyor,
and freeholder. Through marriage of his sons and daughters to
families of similar wealth, Hunt established important business

and blood ties with other powerful families like the Stouts.92

At the time of his death in 1782, Hunt's inventoried estate
totaled nearly 3,300 pounds. Some of the items not specifically
willed to members of the family included a horse valued at 200
pounds and bonds totaling over 900 pounds. Even when taking into
account wartime inflation, the valuations demonstrated an
impressive level of accumulated wealth. The number of animals
Hunt owned at the time of his death made him one of the largest

livestock holders in the township and also helped distinguish him
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as a member of the rural elite (see table 1). His holdings
included seven cows, three heifers, two steer, a bull, nineteen
horses, ten hogs, two working oxen, eight calves, and thirty-five

93

sheep.

Like many of the large growers, Hunt relied on tenants to
realize the full potential of his acreage. At the time he drafted
his will in March 1781, two of his properties were under tenure: a
house and lot (less than ten acres) by Edmond Palmer, and a farm
tract lying "above the road" by Israel Burrows (or Burroughs).
Burrows, who first appeared in the 1778 tax list as a tenant
householder with two horses and a cow, was assessed in 1780 for
one cow and one four-horse team which he hired out for plowing.9h
Not just a self-sufficient homestead, the Hunt farmhouse stood at
the center of a thriving agricultural operation producing surplus
grains and livestock for regional markets. Its two rooms and

cellar kitchen afforded all the space nescessary for the family's

formal living and dirty work.

Contrary to the long-held belief that farmers tilled their
own land, evidence suggests that wealthy landowners used a variety
of avajlable labor, including slaves, indentured servants, hired-
hands, and tenant farmers, to cultivate their fields. The more
affluent planters leased property to landless renters, usually

with formal written agreements and often in exchange for cash or
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typically in exchange for a share of the produce. The first
durable farmhouses covered in this study belonged to men with
considerable political, economic, and agricultural power who,
through leases and retention of land titles, exercised a form of
control over the community that must have been unmistakable to
others in the area. The dwellings that planter's built were
traditional in form and material expressions of power and social

position,
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Figure 30. Plan, Colonel Joseph Stout House. Conjectural
plan of the first floor based on newspaper advertisements and
HABS drawings of the nineteenth-century replacement
structure. Fireplace positions are based on the painting of
the house. (Drawing, author after HABS NJ-289)
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BUILDING AND REBUILDING: THE TRANSFORMATION OF DOMESTIC SPACE

A period of architectural reorganization took place in
Hopewell Township largely after the Revolution. Folk builders
began to create newly differentiated spaces by altering, adding,
or completely re-building the dwellings of planters, largely in
response to changing economic and social needs. The result
signalled a fundamental shift in the traditional spatial
heirarchy. In a majority of cases these alterations occured in
the way of lateral additions made to the original structure, and
they took several forms.95 Lean-to sheds or entire rooms like
those added to the Wilson Hunt house (figure 32) were the most
typical of these accretions. The sheds were perhaps the simplest,
and vwere easily created by appending a lean-to onto either the
gable end or side of the house. They were constructed by resting
rafters onto a ridgepole anchored into the wall with iron

96

brackets. Typically these sheds functioned as store rooms or

protective coverings for vulnerable bake ovens.
Additions were also made by apppending whole rooms onto the

original dwelling, and these spaces generally corresponded in size

and finish to the traditional one-room house type. For example,

77
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the first addition to the Wilson Hunt house included a single
unheated bedroom measuring twenty feet square attached to the
vestern gable-end of the house and featured a separate staircase
and exterior door (figure 33). Save for the absence of a
fireplace, this addition resembled the one-room stone dwellings of
Job Phillips and John Van Cleve. It also relied on the hall to
function as an entrance passage, socially isolating the parlor,

kitchen, and bed chamber from visitors.

The second addition to the Wilson Hunt house consisted of a
new kitchen wing measuring twenty-one by twenty feet attached to
the eastern end of the house, and it also contained a separate
stair and exterior door. The original basement kitchen was
upgraded into a new dining room, and a new staircase was built to
the entrance passage above. These two lateral additions
transformed the Wilson Hunt house from a hall/parlor dwelling with
a basement kitchen into a five-room house stretching over eighty
feet in length. Eighteenth-century builders in Hopewell adopted
the traditional twenty by twenty foot one-room plan house as the

97

spacial unit of choice in new construction.

In other words, both builders and occupants conceived of
and organized their domestic space in terms of discrete rooms, and
rather than divide their houses into smaller units with parti-

tions, owners chose to expand outwardly. The John Bainbridge
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house, now destroyed, perhaps most graphically illustrates how
builders strung together the one-room unit, even well into the
nineteenth century (figure 34). More importantly, while
traditional hall and hall/parlor plan houses continued to be built
in Hopewell through the revolution, the act of expanding them
meant that they no longer symbolized the ideal type. Most owners
found more specialized rooms desirable, and enlarged their homes
accordingly, when circumstances and resources permitted.98 As
John Witherspoon observed, Hopewell's farmers tended to invest

their surplus wealth and display their status in more outwardly

visible things like buildings and land.

While a few of these later additions created new spaces for
sleeping, as in the case of the first addition to the Wilson Hunt
house, the vast majority were built expressly for cooking or
dining, or for servant housing. Indeed, the process of accretion
successfully set off the kitchen‘or dining room in every house
surveyed. Clearly it reflected a priority amoung eighteenth-
century planters. By separating cooking activites, owners removed
the dirty work and smells from the undifferentiated spaces of the
original dwelling into smaller dependencies. Other activities
associated with the household kitchen, including food storage,
fiber processing, and especially dining also were removed or set
apart from their traditional setting in the all-purpose hall. The

widespread introduction of the socially elevated dining room into
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homes during the third quarter of the eighteenth century,
coincided with the general introduction of the kitchen wing. Not
only were separate dining and kitchen facilities derived from new
attitudes toward the preparation, service, and consumption of
food, but they also helped build greater distinctions between

99

servant and master. Inventories and probate records from the
Henry Phillips, Sr. house, Wilson Hunt house, George Woolsey
house, and Edmound Burroughs house indicate that slaves lived in

the kitchen garret or chamber.

Traditionally, kitchens served as the places where the raw
materials of the farm were processed either for consumption or
sale. Owners of one-room plan dwellings took care of kitchen
related activities in the all-purpose hall. Those living in two-,
three-, or four-room plan houses usually organized their space in
such a way as to keep kitchen activities away from the more formal
spaces reserved either for dining, socializing, or sleeping.
Newspaper advertisements and travelers' accounts reinforce the
notion that both owners and builders conceived of the kitchen as a
separate and distinct unit, even when it was an integral part of
the house. These sources describe kitchens variously as
free-standing structures, dependencies attached to the main

dwelling, or rooms fashioned in a material different from the rest

of the house,
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For example, Andrew Smith of Hopewell owned "a good stone
dwelling-house...and a large kitchen adjoining one end said
house."lOO Isaac Henen's Hopewell farm included "a good two story
dwelling-house, kitchen, barn, tanyard, and out-house." When
Henry Margerum sold a part of the late Garret Johnson's tract it
contained a frame house, "lately repaired, with a cellar, a
lean-to, with two rooms on a floor, a kitchen and draw-well near."
William Allen sold at public vendue two tracts in 1771, the first
containing "one stone dwelling-house 2 stories high, with a cellar
under the whole, and a good log kitchen."lol Even Elbridge Gerry
of Massachusetts noted that the houses in New Jersey were built
partly of stone, partly of wood, sometimes of logs, but always

102

"perfectly neat.” In every example, the kitchen is referred to

as a desirable and distinct unit.

As Gerry noted, eighteenth-century folk builders
constructed their kitchen wings from a variety of materials and
with differing methods, but in Hopewell stone was a preferred
material. The Theophilus Bainbridge house (figures 35 & 36), the
Wilson Hunt house, the Samuel Stout, Jr. house, the John Van Cleve
house, the John Stillwell house (figures 37 & 38), the Henry
Phillips, Sr. house (figures 39, 40, & 41), the La Rowe/Ege house,
and the Johannas Opdyke/Daniel Hunt house (figures 42 & 43) all
possessed stone dining or kitchen wings by the turn of the

nineteenth century.
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The frequency with which these appendages were constructed
in stone, sometimes next to frame dwellings, as in the case of the
Theophilus Bainbridge house, John Stillwell house, Henry Phillips,
Sr. house, and the Opdyke/Hunt house, suggests that builders
viewed the material as particularly well-suited for a space that
received the lion's share of use. For example, the busy tavern
belonging to Rut Johnson of Hopewell had a large frame house with
five rooms on a floor, with a cellar underneath and a 'large stone

kitchen."lo3

Not surprisingly, stone was also used as a durable
material for several out-buildings. When John Price advertised
his estate in 1772, he owned not only a stone dwelling house and
stone kitchen, but also a distillery, "over which a new stone
house is erected."lol+ Similarly, John Lambert maintained a
sizable plantation and milling operation, but only his weaving

105

shop was made of stone.

While 82 percent of the top wealth decile in nearby Upper
Makefield, Pennsylvania resided in stone dwellings, we have seen
that masonry homes were not exclusively the domain of the rich.
Stone possessed insulating properties which made buildings
constructed of the material ideal for cold storage, and its
durable and fire-resistant qualities, which found wide application
in mills, shops, and distilleries, were equally ideal for the wear

and tear expected of any busy kitchen. Moreover, as the
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commercialization of agriculture became increasingly important,
kitchens took on new significance as the centers of produc-
tion.106 Hopewell's new kitchen wings included substantial
cooking fireplaces and bake ovens set either in the back of the
hearth or in line with it. Both the Woolsey house and Van Cleve
house kitchens had built-in sinks and drains. Henry Phillips
Sr.'s kitchen contained a plethera of pots, dough trays, bake
irons, and cooking equipment as well as reels, wheels, and
hatchels, quantities of woolen yarn, flax, whitening pots,
cider-making equipment, spinning wheels, casks of pickled pork and

hog's lard, lumber, tools, a grindstone, and smoked meat.107

As a
space designed for heavy use, the stone kitchen wing functioned as
a dependency to the larger dwelling, helped in farm production,

and served utilitarian needs.

After 1783, Hopewell's folk builders gradually isolated the
kitchen from the rest of the house in three ways. First, builders
would simply attach a new kitchen onto an original dwelling. For
example, when John Van Cleve expanded his one-room house in the
late eighteenth century, the masons merely butted a new three-
sided room of about the same size to the gable-end of the original
structure and knocked out a new connecting door (figure 44%). This
strategy was the easiest and most frequently adopted in Hopewell,
108

occurring in six of the fifteen houses included in this study.

In the case of the Samuel Stout, Jr. house, builders constructed a
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new stone dining room onto the west gable and built a new interior
entrance porch (figure 45)., The former hall became a kitchen, and
the whole house functioned as a two-room house with a socially

neutral kitchen in the center (see figure 21).

Second, folk builders would isolate the kitchen by building
a new house, usually larger in size, adjacent to the original
dwelling, as in the case of the frame addition to Henry Phillips,
Jr.'s original stone house (figure 46). Families then typically
downgraded the original building into the kitchen and shifted
their formal living into the new "big house." In these cases, the
new dvelling also almost invariably included a separate entrance
passage in the Georgian form. The Job Phillips house followed a
similar pattern, and when builders added a new framed addition
onto the gable end of the log dwelling of Friday True, they
disguised its one-room plan behind a balanced "Georgian" exterior
(figure 47). 1In the latter case, while the new exterior nodded to
the increasing acceptance of the Georgian plan in Hopewell, the
interior space retained the familiar one-room plan. In all these
cases, the final form of the dwelling resembled that of a big

house attached to a less important service wing.
Third, and in a variation of the first two options,

builders first attached a new kitchen wing onto an original house,

then sometime later demolished the original building leaving the
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kitchen wing intact, and built a new Georgian-style house in place
of the old. The final result outwardly resembled the second
statagy except that, rather than being the original house, the
stone kitchen wing was itself an earlier addition.lo9 Conclusive
evidence of this process of building, demolition, and rebuilding
is often difficult to find and vague at best in the houses
examined for this study, but it nevertheless exists. Today the
Henry Phillips, Sr., house (see figures 40 & 4l), for example,
consists of a small two-story stone kitchen wing attached to a
larger frame block built in the Georgian form. The kitchen wing,
however, is comprised of only three walls butted against the main
building. One might assume that the stone kitchen was added to
the frame building, but where the two sections meet, the frame
portion is constructed to fit against the stone kitchen, not the
other way around. This would suggest that the kitchen was an
addition onto a building that preceded the present frame block.
There is no conclusive proof, and the flooring nails used in both
sections suggest that the kitchen and main house were actually

built at the same time.

However, evidence gathered at other buildings tends to
support the first theory. At the Edmound Burroughs farm, in 1789
Burroughs surveyed off a parcel of land from his father's estate
and built the two story Anglo-American framed Georgian block next

to an earlier and much smaller Dutch-framed kitchen wing, which
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was apparently moved to the site (figures 48 & h9).llo The

Theophilus Bainbridge house consists of an early nineteenth~
century frame hall/parlor house attached to a three-sided stone
kitchen wing that may be of an earlier date. The same holds true
for the John Stillwell house, where the three-sided stone kitchen
wing was added onto an earlier house, or built at the same time as
the frame block, or appended sometime later. 1In addition to these
buildings, the later Georigan block of the Job Phillips house
apparently replaced an earlier addition, demolished to make way

for the new wing.

The clearest and earliest evidence of this metamorphosis
actually appears outside Hopewell in the Opdyke/Hunt house just
over the Township border in Lawrenceville, and in the John Wallace
House in Somerville (figure 50 & 51). The Opdyke/Hunt house,
known as Glencairn (see figures 42 & 43), includes a kitchen wing
of three walls that once attached to an earlier Dutch-framed
dwelling. This building was replaced in the early 1760s with the
present frame block, and timbers from the original structure were
reused in the floor of the kitchen wing.lll At the Wallace house,
builders added a Dutch-framed kitchen wing onto the first
building, then reused the dressed and decorated joists from the
original structure to build the new Dutch-framed Georgian block

next to the kitchen between 1775 and 1777 (figure 52). Evidence

of the door that once led from the kitchen into the original
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structure survives in the form of a fragment of a threshold that
marks the location of the opening, now blocked by the frame of the
newer building (figure 53). The process of rebuilding usually
left the service wing intact, but it also created a larger and
socially superior main block for the farmer and his family.
Furthermore, the fact that owners chose to save their kitchens
when replacing their main dwellings demonstrates the relative
importance these rooms enjoyed, even when dominated by newer

construction.

The Abraham La Rowe/Adam Ege House of c. 1768 best
illustrates the pattern of building, demolition, and rebuilding,
especially in the Georgian idiom. The dwelling stands in the side
of a hill, giving the northern elevation the appearance of a
one-story house and the southern elevation that of a two-story
building (see figure 24). Sometime in the 1780s, builders
attached a small frame wing onto the western gable. Archaeo-
logical evidence found on the site suggests that this new wing
served as a kitchen or place for preparing food and produce
(figure Sh).lle This room then permitted the old hall to become
more of a dining area. Around the turn of the nineteenth century
the owners demolished the frame wing and replaced it with a new
stone addition effectively doubling the size of the original

house. It also created a neatly balanced southern elevation,

similar in appearance to the increasingly popular Georgian form
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(see figure 24k). To bring the old hall more into keeping with its
new status, the owners removed the original closeted stairs and
built a new flight on the other side of the room nearer the center
of the house and directly in front of a new main entry (figure
55). They then built a new stone kitchen shed onto the eastern

gable end.

Through a process of building and rebuilding with the
traditional one-room module, the Eges experimented with, then
successfully transformed their traditional eighteenth-century
home, first into a combination big house/little house, then into a
full-blown Georgian building. In this final form it possesses a
nearly balanced facade, central staircase, and several differen-
tiated spaces. The old hall continues to function as the main
entry through which visitors pass, but it is now socially neutral.
As Henry Glassie noted in his landmark study of folk housing, the
skins of houses are something people are willing to change as long
as the spaces they must utilize and occupy remain the same
within.113 The traditional system of housing worked for most
Hopewell farmers, butvtheir underlying conservativism, while it
did not keep these homeowners from experimentation and gradual
change, served to regulate the process within a traditional, local

11k

framework.

An emerging mindset--one that created distinctions and
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separations often attributed to the Georgian world view--gently
nudged homeowners and folk builders to enlarge structures through
a local process of accretion, and to create dwellings with
distinctly articulated spaces that included prominent service
wings. The resulting form of a big house attached to a little
house was the product of fundamental shifts in the traditional
spatial hierachy of these dwellings. By first removing the
kitchen from the heart of the house and into attached
dependencies, owners achieved two things: they freed space for the
introduction of a dining room and isolated the smells, dirt, and
servant's activities associated with the processing of food
produce. By investing time and resources in the creation of
kitchen wings, owners also demonstrated the degree to which they

used the preparation and service of food as a symbol of status.

Kitchen appendages gave both physical and symbolic
expression to the increased spatial stratification of Hopewell's
farmhouses. They functioned as the actual and figurative link
between the raw, untamed world of the barnyard and fields, and the
refined, cultured world of the parlor and chamber.115 Not only
did the kitchen wing meet utilitarian needs, but it worked like a
fence gate: an elaborate barrier that set off and isolated the
farm family in the socially superior inner rooms of the big house,
while at the same time linking them to the fields that were their

source of wealth. In this sense, some of the earliest versions of
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the new kitchen posessed the attributes of the hall, by taking
over the functions of the all-purpose room and allowing wealthy
planters to assign new importance to old spaces. Eventually
owners rearranged their homes to create formal entrance passages,
or demolished them completely--all except the kitchen--to build

new Georgian dwellings with an intergal entrance and passage.

Not surprisingly, the wealthiest families with the most
productive farms were the first to expand their homes in this
fashion, though they did so only late in the eighteenth century
and by using a module of building equal to the traditional
one-room house. Like his vast acres, herds of livestock, and
expensive furnishings, kitchen wings helped distinguish the
prosperous farmer from his neighbor. Thus the one-room plan
house, through a series of adaptations and novel applications, was
made to serve new and more specialized purposes. The results
generally resembled the ordered massing, symmetrical facades, and
spatial hierarchy of the Georgian idiom. But the evolution of
Hopewell's buildings owed continued allegiance to local systems of
spatial order based on the one-room form. As the domestic spaces
of post-revolutionary Hopewell's traditional dwellings were
redefined, the buildings underwent a profound physical

transformation.
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Figure 32.
1880.

Exterior, Wilson Hunt House as it appeared c.
liote the frame lean-to shed constructed onto the
gable-end of the kitchen wing sometime prior to 1828.
(Photo, courtesy Hopewell Valley MHistorical Society

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



92

-
1 -
D
— D
-
=

B D
/ii)
-
=D

10

Figure 33. Wilson Hunt House construction phases. Period
One, c. 1735-40; Period Two, c¢. 1780; Period Three, c. 1795.
(Drawing, author)
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Figure 34. Exterior, John Bainbridse House, c. 175G, with
additions (now destroyed). The central section is the oldest
and utilizes Dutch anchor-beam framing. (Photo, courtesy
Karl Neiderer)
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Figure 35. Exterior, Theophilus Bainbridge liouse, c. 1810,
with additions. The three-sided stone kitchen wing abuts the
early nineteenth-century frame block ané may be contempo-
raneous or part of an earlier dwelling. (Photo, author)
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Figure 36. Plan, Theophilus Bainbridge House. Plan for the first floor. The early
(Drawing,

nineteenth-century frame block was constructed using the hall/parlor form.
author)
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Pigure 37. Exterior, John Stillwell iiouse, c¢. 1505. Periocd
One section is right and stone kitchen wing, partially
obscured beneath later frame additions, is left. The
three-sided kitchen wing is either contenporaneous with the
main block or a later addition. The kitchen was raised
vertically in the nineteenth-century. (Photo, author)
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Figure 38. Plan and framing detail, John Stillwell House.
Substantially rebuilt, the current floor plan is believed to
replicate the original. The detail of the corner framing
(top) resembles typical shoulder post and rafter construction
of Anglo-American origin. (Drawing, author after John Grant)
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Figure 39.
earlier.

Exterior, lenry Phillips, 3r. House, c¢. 1790 or
The three-sided stone kitchen wing (left) is either
an addition to an earlier house, or contemporary with the
frame block, right. (Photo, author)
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Figure 40, Exterior, Henry Phillips, Sr. House &
appeared c¢. 1890. Ncte only one chimney on the f
(Photo, courtesy Mr. and Mrs. Herber:t Birum)
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Figure 41. Plan, Henry Phillips, Sr. House. Plan of the first floor. The

three-walled kitchen wing is butted against the frame block.

(Drawing, author)

001



‘uolssiwiad noyum pagiyosd uononpoidal Jayun Jaumo ybuAdoo ayj Jo uoissiwiad yum paonpoiday

= =

]

T TTTCCREY

i

TIIY

J

[ T -

L :‘\\\\\\\

\
N

ASSITIRRNERT RSN

Figure 43. Plan, "Glencairn.” Plan of the first floor.
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Figure 44. Detail, John Van Cleve House. Detail of the
original south geble showing the first roof line of the
kitchen addition, later enlarged vertically. (Photo, author)
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Figure 45. Exterior of dining room addition, Samuel Stout,
Jr. House. View of the dining room wing added c. 1803. The
original roof line of this addition was lower than the main
roof, later enlarged vertically. (Photo, courtesy Percy
Preston)
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Figure 46. Exterior, Job Phillips louse. The frame section,
right, of c. 1830 replaced an earlier addition. The original
stone house was downgraded into the service wing. (Photo,
author)
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Figure L7. Exterior, Friday True House. After completing
the frame section, right, the original log structure was
covered in weatherboard and used as the kitchen wing. The
balanced facade of the frame section suggests multiple rooms,
but conceals a one-room space. (Photo, author)
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Figure 48. Exterior, Edmound Burroughs House, c¢. 1790. %he
Dutch-framed kitchen wing, right, was an addition to another
structure moved to this site and incorporated into the new
dwelling. (Photo, author)
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Figure 49. Plan, Burroughs House.
Both the main block and kitchen wing are constructed on a
mutual foundation, though they are built of two distinct
framing systems. (Drawing, author after the New Jersey Barn

Company )
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Figure 50. Exterior, John Wallace louse, c. 1770.
demolished the original structure, leaving the Kitchen wing

intact, and built the existing center-passage Llock adjacent
to the kitchen. (Photo, author)

Wallace
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Figure 51.
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Figure 52. Detail, reused joists in the
basement.

Wallace lHouse

The quarter-round beading and sizable dimensions
suggest this and other timbers like it came from an earlier
structure, perhaps the original building. (Photo, author)
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Figure 53. Detail, fragment of a door threshold in the
Wallace House. This marked the locatiion of a door tnat once
led into the original structure, now replaced by the present
Georgian block. (Photo, author)
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Figure 5k. Garret, La Rowe/Eze House. View of the west
gable end of the Period One section, showing evidence of the

abutment cf the now demclished Period Two wing. (Photo,
author)
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Figure 55. Basement kitchen and stair, La Rowe/Ege llouse.
View of the original bvasement kitchen looking west to the new
central stair. The Period Thre= addition is visible through
doorway. (Photo, author)

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



TOWARD A COMMON BUILDING STOCK

During the next few decades, the "cow and calf" of William
Cobbett's description became the locally preferred building-type
among the elite. Usually consisting of a big house in the
Georgian idiom attached to a small kitchen wing, it emerged as the
area's formal expression of an efficient, modern farmhouse and as
part of a general reorganization of domestic space that took
different forms in different regions across the nation.ll6
Spawned from traditional eighteenth-century folk house forms, and
gradually adapted to changing social and economic norms, by the
beginning of the nineteenth century builders erected the
combination big house/little house at the same time and as an
integral unit. Such was the case when John G. Hunt rejected the
home of his father with its many accretions to build a new
dwelling in 1817 (figures 56 & 57) using the “cow and calf" form.
By the 1820s other major landholders like the Stouts even
abandoned their former hall-parlor houses in preference for the

new idiom, erecting new dwellings between 1810 and 1830.11'r

The big house/little house won especially widespread

acceptance at a time when farmers began re-consolidating lands

115
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into larger, more productive plantations. By the early decades of
the nineteenth century, most of Hopewell's large tracts of land
had been subdivided into small and largely unproductive parcels.
Beginning in the 1830s, however, new farmers like Benjamin S. Hill
combined the shrunken homesteads of Wilson Hunt and several others
to create a single economically productive peach farm. Rising
prices and increasingly frenzied land transactions such as Hill's
characterized much of the early nineteenth century as planters
created new farms large enough to produce surplus crops again.
Some of these new farms were in turn purchased by even greater
landowners like Michael Vreeland of nearby Rocky Hill, who
operated three sizable farms simultaneously. By 1860 Vreeland
controlled over three hundred acres, and possessed a combined
appraised value of $35,000. His personal estate was estimated at
an additional $24,000, making him one of the wealthiest planters
in adjacent Montgomery Township, New Jersey.118 In Hopewell and
all over the mid-Atlantic region, newly prosperous farmers began
remodeling or reconstructing their farmhouses in the big
house/little house form; another major rebuilding of the

architectural landscape began to take place.

New agricultural magazines and architectural pattern books
encouraged a more scientific approach to farming that included a
call for efficient houses. These journals advocated dwellings

covered in elaborate architectural detailing that were in fact
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thinly veiled versions of the now ubiquitous Georgian dwelling.
The Georgian plan swiftly became the most widely published house
form in nineteenth-century architectural publications.llg As late
as 1852 William Brown illustrated a Georgian house with attached

kitchen wing in The Carpenter's Assistant (figure 58).120 It is

no wonder, then, that in 1862 James Anderson, a powerful
landholder in nearby Hamilton Township, Mercer County, drafted a
set of specifications for a new dwelling house to be constructed
by Charles Nutt that fully embraced the new house form. The

contract noted:

The house is to consist of three parts, the Main house,
the Kitchen, and a lean-to attached to the Kitchen. The
Main house is to be 36 ft front by 18 ft deep and 20 ft
high. The first story is to be 9 ft. high, the second
story T ft. 9 in. and the Remainder in the attic. The
Kitchen part is to be 18 X 18 ft. and two stories high.
The first story to be seven and one half feet high and
the second seven feet, all in the clear. The lean-to is
to be in the rear of the Kitchen. It is tnge one story
high and eleven feet out by eighteen wide.

The document goes on to specify all aspects of construction,
including details on moldings and windows. In every matter of

finish, the kitchen wing was deliberately downgraded as a symbolic

indication of its lesser status.

In the 1870s, some of the most progressive farmers, like
David Voorhees in nearby Blawenburg, who was a member of the
Princeton Agricultural Association, ardent supporter of the county

fairs, and advocate of advanced agricultural techniques, continued
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to maintain formal Georgian-type houses as powerful symbols of

efficiency and prosperity (figure 59).121

During the eighteenth century a few distinet traditional
house forms introduced by settlers in the region underwent a
gradual change as folk builders and owners experimented with
architectural hybrids to meet their changing social and economic
needs. Eventually these local evolutionary forces combined to
create a new set of house forms that successfully blended
Hopewell's original building stock into a single dominant rural
architectural design. The little diversity that existed in the
eighteenth century all but disappeared, leaving a landscape
dominated by a single major building form consisting of a large
main block and attached kitchen wing. The Georgian plan house
with its separate entrance passage and stair, once the domain of
the few, successfully satisfied planter's evolving attitudes about
public and private space, form and function, and, together with
the attached kitchen wing, came to symbolize the power of the

agrarian elite.
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Figure 56. Ixterior, John G. Hunt House, c. 1817. A big
house/little house combination constructed at the same time.
(Photo, author)

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



‘uoissiwgad 1noypum pauqiyosd uononpolidas Jayung “Jaumo 1ybuAdoo ayy Jo uoissiwiad yum pasonpoldey

ﬂ\g«_; 'I: ENEE

U
CANIE i

NSNS

/L

IJE__JLJ'\ J

Figure 57. Plan, John G. Hunt House. Plan of the first
floor. The entrance stair passage provides controlled access
to the dining room, left, parlor, top, and service wing,
right. The kitchen wing includes specialized closets, and
direct access to basement storage rooms. (Drawing, author)
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Figure 58. TFacade and plan, Seth Sweeter House, Worcester,
Massachusetts,

Nineteenth-century agricultural treatises and
builders' journals advocated %ne big house/little house form.
(Photos, Brown, The Carpenter's

Ao

Assistant)
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Figure 59. David C. Voorhees Farm, c. 1880. "Residence of
Davia C. Voorhees, Blawenburg, Somerset Co., N.J." The
Voorhees farm, located just across the ilopewell vorder in
neighboring !ontgomery Township, represented the best of the
area farms. Voorhees practiced advanced farming techniques
and was active in local agricultural societies. (Photo,
Snell, History of Hunterdon and Scmerset Counties, liew
Jersey)
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German and Dutch families arrived during the initial stages of
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regions. See Gerald F. De Jong, "Dutch Immigrants in New Jersey
Before World War I," New Jersey History 94 (Summer/Autumn 1976):
69-88. The apparent increase in the number of small Dutch-framed
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Dutch-Style Cupboards of New York and New Jersey, 1650-1800 (New
York: The Metropolitan Museum of Art, 1991) and Peter O. Wacker,
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(spring 1978): 948-957.
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"How Dutch were the Dutch of New Netherland?" New York History 62
(January 1981): 43-60. Furthermore, Thomas Purvis points out that
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those in New York, but differed significantly from settlers in
Pennsylvania. See Thomas L. Purvis, "The European Origins of New
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Isles" will include peoples of English, Welsh, Scots, Scots-Irish,
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13. Purvis: 24, table 4.
1k. For example, the John Welling House in Pennington, NJ.

See Clifford W. Zink, "Dutch Framed Houses in New York and New
Jersey," Winterthur Portfolio 22 (Winter 1987): 265-29L.
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15. Features considered indicative of ethnic building
traditions include, for the Dutch: anchor-beam framing, gambrel
roofs, and decorative details; for the Germans: a kitchen/parlor
floorplan with a central chimney, banked buildings, cellar
kitchens with exterior entrances, vaulted or insulated storage
rooms, and German framing; and for the English: hall/parlor,
hall/parlor/bedroom, and stair-passage floorplans, corner
fireplaces, and Georgian decorative details. TFor detailed
discussions of these ethnic building types see: Dell Upton, ed.,
America's Architectural Roots: Ethnic Groups That Built America
(Washington, DC: The Preservation Press, 1986); Edward A.
Chappell, "Acculturation in the Shenandoah Valley: Rhenish Houses
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locations. See Chappell, "Shenandoah Valley," 36. Examples of
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from the Hudson River to Chester County, PA, in areas settled by
the Dutch, English, and Sotts-~Irish, as well as by the Germans.
For illustrations of similar buildings see: Rosalie F. Bailey,
Pre-Revolutionary Dutch House and Families in Northern New Jersey
and Southern New York, (New York: William Morrow and Company,
1936); William B. Bassett, Historic American Buildings Survey of
New Jersey (Newark: The New Jersey Historical Society, 197T);
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County, NJ Board of Chosen Freeholders, 1976); Harold Donaldson
Eberlein, The Manors and Historic Homes of the Hudson Valley
(Philadelphia: J. B. Lippencott Company, 1924); Eberlein, bNanors
and Historic Homes of Long Island and Staten Island (Philadelphia:
J. B. Lippincott Company, 1928); Helen Wilkinson Reynolds, Dutch
House in the Hudson Valley Before 1776 (New York: Payson and
Clarke, Ltd., 1929); Myron S. Teller, The Early Stone House of
Ulster County, New York (Ulster County Historical Society, n.d.).

16. Percents are calculated from the 1722 Hunterdon County
Tax Ratable, reprinted in Hale, 13-15.
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17. The importance of the grain economy is explained in
James T. Lemon, The Best Poor Man's Country: A Georgraphical Study
of Early Southeastern Pennsylvania (New York: W.W. Norton and
Company, Inc., 1972), 88-89.

18. Hunterdon County Tax Ratable, 1722, Total acres =
16,829; taxable inhabitants = 105; 42 landholders (4C%) with farms
over 200 acres controlled 11,087 acres (66%), while 63 landholders
(60%) with farms under 200 acres controlled only 5,T42 acres

(34%).

19. Complaint against Daniel Coxe, 1731, reprinted in Hale,
10-11.

20. James Vanhorn vs Thomas Smith, 1733, Judiciary Supreme
Court Judgments, 1705-1800, NJSA.

21. While several houses in Hopewell possess spurious
datestones from the first quarter of the eighteenth century
(Andrew Smith house, "1712"; Merrill house, "1T13"), the existing
buildings almost certainly date from a later time. The Hopewell
Township Historic Sites Survey estimates approximately fifty
dwellings surviving from eighteenth century in the Township. The
actual number is probably significantly less.

22. Quoted in Constance M. Greiff, Mary W. Gibbons, and
Elizabeth G. C. Menzies, Princeton Architecture: A Pictorial
History of Town and Campus (Princeton, NJ: The Princeton
University Press, 1967), 7. For additional information on early
earthfast dwellings see Cary Carson et al., "Impermanent
Architecture in the Southern American Colonies," Winterthur
Portfolio 16 (Summer/Autumn 1981): 135-196.

23. John Witherspoon quoted in Thomas Jefferson's
Autobiography in Lee Soltow and Kenneth Keller, "New Jersey
Wealth-holding and the Republican Congressional Viectory of 1800,"
New Jersey History 100 (Spring/Summer 1982): 4O-41.

2k, Tax ratables for Hopewell Township survive for: 1778;
1779; January and May, 1780; 1781; 1785; and 1802. All are
calculated in pounds except the latter, which is calculated in
dollars and is the closest in date to the c. 1796 tax list from
Upper Makefield Township. For the purposes of comparison, the
author's statistical study is based on the 1802 ratable.
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Direct Tax. Several manuscript schedules for the tax survive for
counties in Delaware and Pennsylvania, but in New Jersey, only the
direct tax for Hanover Township, Horris County (schedules A & B);
Middletown Township, Monmouth County (schedules A & B); Lower
Alloways Creek (schedules A & B), lMannington (schedule A only),
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27. Job Phillips house, John Van Cleve house, Friday True
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28. Riesenweber, "Order in Domestic Space,” 31. See note
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29. Israel Putnam. "A Journey to Marietta in 1794," New
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erected by Regner von Aist at Penn's Neck in 1714 was made of log.
The Lutheran congregation there hired Henric von Numan and Abraham
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May for a parsonage." Quoted in Peter O. Wacker and Roger T.
Trindell, "The Log llouse in New Jersey: Origins and Diffusion,"
Keystone Folklore Quarterly 13 (Winter 1968): 252. Hopewell
boasted a log school. See Ege, 242. According to Wacker and
Trindell, nevwspaper references indicated that log structures
clustered along the Delaware River Valley with at least six
located together in the area between liopewell and Amwell Townships
in the hills between the Piedmont and the Highlands. The Friday
True house is located in this area.

31. Documents Relating to the Colonial History of the State
of New Jersey, Newspaper Extracts, lst ser., vol 8 (Various
Places: State of New Jersey/New Jersey Historical Society,
1894-1917), 414 (hereafter cited as Extracts).

32, Extracts, lst ser., vol. 2, 248.

33. Wacker, "Log House," 259, 262.

34, Extracts, lst ser., vol. 3, 68.

35. Bernard L. Herman, New Jersey Preservation Plan

(Newark: Center for Historic Architecture and Engineering,
University of Delaware, 1987), 122.

36. Riesenweber, "Order in Domestic Space," 163

37. The c. 1796 Upper Makefield Tax Ratable documents 124
landholders, 48 inmates, and 1 tenant subject to tax. However,
the 1800 United States Census reports a total of 269 white males
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within the Several Districts of the United States (Philadelphia:
Childs and Swaine, 1801), Pennsylvania Schedule.
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about 20% owned more than 100 acres. In contrast, almost 50% of
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39. Inventory of Job Phillips, 1822 (3211), Hunterdon
County Probate, NJSA

40, Job Phillips Inventory.

41, While the paneled wall in the hall survives, the
fireplace wall in the parlor was covered over long ago and other
traces of original finish concealed or obliterated, so many
differences in the degree of elaboration between rooms is now
lost. The original wall finish consisted of paint and plaster
applied directly to the stone. Donald Woodward, interview with
author, Hopewell, New Jersey, 1989.

42, Ege, 145. Ege described the Benjamin Pelton House as
"a long and low old colonial structure, very substantially built
of stone, having one door and three windows in front, and dormer
windows in the roof," and a basement or cellar kitchen in the
rear. Pelton, who was assessed four shillings and two pence in
the 1753 Hopewell Township tax (reproduced in Hale, 16-18), ranked
19 in the top 20 taxpayers that year. At the time of his death in
1775 his inventoried estate totaled over 300 pounds. Andrew Smith
ranked 10. Both belonged to the wealthest 10% of the population.

L3, Riesenweber, "Order in Domestic Space," 31, 3n.
Similar four room houses built by nearby wealthy landholders
include: Mayberry Hill (c. 1750; remodeled c. 1790), and possibly
Morven (c. 1756; rebuilt c. 1790), both in Princeton, New Jersey.

4k, Inventory of Mary Woolsey, 1809 (2394), Hunterdon
County Probate, NJSA.

45, Mary Woolsey Inventory; Inventory of Jeremiah Woolsey,
1801 (1993), Funterdon County Probate, NJSA. For a similar
phenomeron see Kevin M. Sweeney, "Furniture and the Domestic
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Reed, Thomas Reed, Ralph Smith, Richard Smith, Thomas Smith,
Jonathan Stout, Joseph Stout, Ephraim Titus, John Titus, Thomas
Winder, and George Woolsey. See Hale, 11.

48. Extracts, lst ser., vol. 1, 431. This represents the
earliest documented land riot in this part of New Jersey. The
resulting uncertainty of landownership initiated a period of
instability in the community that was not unique to Hopewell.
Similar occurrences in Iast Jersey erupted in violence as mobs
took action over writs of trespass and ejectment issued by the
Proprietors and large landowners. Violence continued into the
1750s, In the cited example, physical violence beset the new
occupants, who symbolized the power of large landholders and acted
as surrogates of the despised Coxe. Interestingly, the local
farmers reacted to Coxe in the only way available, by attacking
the new occupants and the houses in which they dwelled.

Buildings, as symbols of power in colonial America, were often the
targets of mob violence. See Wacker, Land and People, 350-355 and
Gary B. Nash, The Urban Crucible: Social Change, Political
Consciousness, and the Origins of the American Revolution,
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1979), 35-36, 35, 7T,
296-297, 305, 307.

4L9. Robert Rogers, A Concise Account of North America
(London: J. Millan, 1765), TT7.

50. Coxe Estate to Samuel Stout, Sr., 1740, Colonial
Conveyences, book M, page 474 (hereafter expressed CC M:4T4),
Hunterdon County Registry, NJSA. Bonham, who married Stout's
sister Anna (b. 170k), was one of the settlers ejected by Coxe.

51. According to the 1802 Hopewell Township tax, the top
20% of the population owned 1110 (48%) of the 2339 head of
livestock in Hopewell.

52. For additional information see Gedney.
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Wickersham Kelsey (Haverford: The Pennsylvania History Press,

1964), 16.
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Ratables.

55. Calculated from the 1802 Hopewell Township Tax Ratable.

56. In adjacent Upper Makefield Township, the top two
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and 369 acres. The value of their land was the highest, ranging
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60. Extracts, lst ser., vol. 2, 680.

61. Quoted in Lemon, 15k.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



133
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Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 1973), 68.
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Jersey Agricultural Society, 1971), 17.
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69. The Oxford Universal Dictionary on Historical
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until 175k.
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norms that for many years it was compared to the nearby Baptist
Meeting House in scale and prominence. A persistent story in the
region tries to explain its uncommon grandeur as Stout's desire to
out-do the meeting house, which members voted to construct on a
site other than the one Stout had selected. The tale demonstrates
the difficulties with which traditional residents tried to
understand this non-traditional house. Not surprisingly, Stout
belonged in the upper wealth brackets. A year after completing
the structure, he was assessed six shillings five pence, the fifth
highest assessment behind Wilson Hunt, Daniel Coxe, Samuel Stout,
and David Stout respectively. The same surnames dominate the tax
lists, as extended families spread and multiplied across Hopewell.
When Stout died in 1766 his inventory totaled over 620 pounds.
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also Sweeney. Job Stockton, a wealthy tanner living in a
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parlor,

88. Extracts, 2d ser., vol. 5, 391.
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15-18.

91. 1778 Hopewell Township Tax Ratable, NJSA.
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95. Every eighteenth-century building included in this
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96. These bake ovens protruded through the wall of the
house and required covering. The Hunt house and Ege house had
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western gable end of Merrell's homestead allowed the work and
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other domestic environment while the former kitchen space was
upgraded; as late as within the memory of the present owner of the
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98. See Julie Riesenweber, "'Hle May Furnish His House':
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and kitchen see: Upton, "Vernacular Domestic Architecture," 104,
and Thomas Hubka, "The New England Farmhouse Ell: Fact and Symbol
of Nineteenth-Century Farm Improvement," in Perspectives in
Vernacular Architecture, Vol. 2, ed. Canille Wwells, (Columbia:
University of Missouri Press, 1w00), 162, 16L-165, and Hubka, Big
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107. Will of Henry Phillips, Sr.
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109. I am indebted to Richard W. Hunter of Hunter Research
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110. Will of Joseph Burroughs, 1797 (1825), Hunterdon
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(CC W:l); Hoff to Burroughs, 1750 (CC W:3); Burroughs to
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and the remainder of the building to be entirely completed on or
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15.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



139

1l2. The present owners, when repairing tne floor,
discovered the remains of crockery, bones, and general refuse
associated with kitchens. They alsc uncovered coins dating from
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eds., Common Places, 339, 34t, 355-3Gl1.
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