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Ole white preachers used to talk wid cley tongues widdout sayin’
nothin’ but Jesus told us slaves to talk wid our hearts.
-- Nancy Williams of Petersburg in
The Negro in Virginia






ABSTRACT

Petersburg has long been recognized as having
a special place in African American history. The First
(African) Baptist Church, on Harrison Street, and
Gillfeld Baptist Church, on Perry and Gill streets, were
organizecl cluring the last quarter of the eighteen’ch
century. By the end of the century the area’s free black
population represente& an anomaly in Southern society,
and Petersl:urg, for reasons still Leing explorecl, appears
to have been one of the most attractive locations for
their settlement.

During the first half of the nineteenth century,
on average, a third of the total African American
population of Petersburg consisted of free blacks. They,
along with the city’s white population, enjoyed a
relatively prosperous periocl. On the eve of the Civil
War, Petersburg had the largest number of “free persons
of color” of any Southern city.

Even after the Civil War the black population
continued to climb, as the white popula’cion declined.
Moreover, black Lusinesses, as well as cultural and social
organizations, thrived. Black home-ownership increased
l)y 300% cluring the last quarter of the nineteenth
century, while white home-ownership was stagnant.

During the twentieth century black society in
Pe’cers]aurg was 1arge1y dominated By the churches.
Gillfeld's meml)ersl'ﬁp included many of the city’s most
successful, and prosperous, African Americans.
Signiﬁcant among the city's black population were also
the undertakers, one of the more prestigious caHings.

It is against this backdrop that this study
Legins to explore Petersburg’s African American
graveyar&s and cemeteries, focusing on four still extant
today: People's, Blandford, Little Church, and East
View (which includes Wilkerson Memorial). Excluded
from consideration are the several graveyar&s which have
been lost to development activities.

This stucly has been undertaken as a result of

funaing proviclecl ]:)y the Virginia Department of
Historic Resources and the City of Petersl)urg. The
research goals included the collection of historical
information concerning the extant cemeteries, with
particular attention on People’s Cemetery, now owned
by the City. In addition, People’s was completely
mappecl and surveye&, with all extant markers and plots
l)eing incorporatecl onto a map of the cemetery. As a
result of this work we identified 114 family plots
containing at least 290 graves, as V{eﬂ as an additional
440 graves without any form of plot designation. Using
an ear]ier, incomplete survey of the cemetery, as well as
maps preparecl &uring several episocles of road wiclening,
we were able to add over a hundred additional family‘
names to the inventory.

The historic research not only focused on
issues of ownership and the evolution of the property,
Lu‘t also on tke role that African American lo&ges,
societies, and organizations (both secret and fraternal)
playecl in ensuring the proper burial of Peters}:urg's
African American community. This, in turn, led to our
exploration of 1o&ge stones as a particular type of
funeral marker not previously surveyecl in the literature.

Associated with these investigations at
People's, this study also explored several of the
seemingly vacant areas (one of which was Leing
considered for cemetery access parlaing I)y the City),
using a penetrometer to determine if graves were
present. We found that a number of graves were
present, even in areas with no outward appearance of
burials {i.e., lacleing markers or even sunken
depressions).

Incorporated into the research at People’s was
the preparation of a preliminary preservation plan for
the cemetery. This information focuses on issues of
access, routine maintenance, and historic “restoration”
efforts appropriate for the property.

Although less detailed, research at Blandford's



black section, Little Church Cemetery, and East View
Cemetery provicled not only historic overviews and
sketch maps, but also allowed a much broader range of
grave markers and burial practices used })y the African
American community to be examined. As a resul’c, the
study provides new information on the range and sfyles
used lay Alrican Americans in the Peterskurg area and
compares them to other areas of the South.

This research ultimately revealed that these
cemeteries, taken toge’cher, are clearly eligible for
inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places as
a multiple property nomination. Part of this project,
therefore, involved the clevelopment of a draft mul’ciple
property nomination.

Finaﬂy, the Peters})urg research clear]y reveals
the significance of this topic and higmights issues
appropriate for wider investigation or more detailed
research. These are provi:led as recommendations to the
Virginia Department of Historic Resources for
additional research and preservation activities.

i
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INTRODUCTION

Project Background and Goals

In February 1998 the Virginia Department of
Historic Resources (DHR) solicited proposals from local
governments for a broad range of historic survey and
planning activities. The resulting projects would be
clevelope& as cost-shares between the DHR and local
government. Tl'xrough competitive evaluation, a

proposal from the City of Petersburg to

In discussions with both the City of Peterskurg
(where the project was being handled by Ms. Suzanne
Savery, Museum Manager for the City) and DHR
(where the projec’c’s technical contracting officer was
Ms. Margaret Peters), we found that there were actually
multiple goals‘ The City recognizecl the need to better
manage People's Cemetery. This meant that they
needed to have a more complete history of the cemetery;

survey and evaluate African American

cemeteries was among those selected.

One of the identified cemeteries,
People’s Memorial, had been 1ong
recognized as one of the largest African
American cemeteries in Virginia. Now
owned by the City of Petersburg, efforts
were L)eing made to ensure mot only its
preservation, but in some manner, its
restoration. This interest grew gracluau ,
Leing spearheaclecl lay not only the local
community, but also the City's Mayor,
Roslyn Dance (Figure 1). Consequently,
the City was particularly interested in
o]ataining outside preservation assistance.
Moreover, DHR recognize& that combined
with Pe’cersl)urg’s other black cemeteries,
this project had the potential for creating a
significant Multiple Property Nomination
to the National Register of Historic Places.

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

This  would help recognize, and
commemorate, the importance place of these cemeteries

in black life.

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

that they needed assistance cletermining how to best
preserve, operate, and manage the cemetery; that ’chey
needed information on where they might construct a
parlzing lot for those using the cemetery; and finall s
that they needed a better handle on who was buried at
Peoples and, if possible, where all of the documented
burials were located. The Department of Historic
Resources viewed the project from a broader perspective.
Tl’ley were interested in better understan&ing the
signi{icance and needs of African American cemeteries
across Virginia and saw this project as an opportunity to
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deve]op and test techniques and research strategies
toward the goal of a wicler, more inclusive project. A
draft Multiple Property Nomination would help
establish a context for African American cemeteries at
least in the Southside r:egion1 and might point out
issues applical)le across the state.

We immecliately recognizecl that this project
was I)eing thought about as provicling many things to
many different groups. In preservation, as in any
&iscipline, this format has the potential to cause many
pro}alems as individual constituencies feel unsatisfied or
left out. On the other hand, such projects also provic}.e
exceptional opportunities. Being loosely structured, they
offer the maximum potential to &evelop research
questions, and pursue the research in whatever direction
it might go. Researchers are not constrained J:)y the need
to procluce largely bureaucratic paperworlz. Such projects
are, simply put, very exciting.

As a result, Chicora Foundation and Historic

Preservation Consultants combined experiences and
expertise, success£uﬂy proposing on the project in

September 1998.

By the end of Sep’:ember we had been notified
that DHR intended to award the Pe’cers]:ourg project to
our team ancl, l)y micl-Oc’cober, an agreement for the
work had been processe& and signec}.. Having already
made one visit to Peters]aurg, both to view the
cemeteries and also to attend a pre-})icl conference, a
second visit was scheduled after the award of the project
to review contract specifications and attend meetings
with the DHR in Richmond. This second trip, from
Septeml)er 30 t}nrough October 4, 1998, also included
a brief layover in Petersburg, during which we began the
on-going process of research.

Althougl:\ the exact nature of the project would
continue to evolve over the next several months there
were two major goals consistently advanced t}xroughout

! The Southside is typicany considered the region
between the James River and the North Carolina line and
between the Blue Ridge foothills and the Nansemond River
and Dismal Swamp. It takes in at least 18 counties, including
the vicinity of Peters]ourg and Dinwiddie County.

2

our research.

The first, and certainly primary goal, was to
collect the information necessary to clevelop a draft
multiple property documentation form for African
American cemeteries in Peters]:urg‘.z This form
organizes the themes, trends, and patterns of history
that are shared };y the resources into one or more
historic contexts.® In adclition, the form also outlines the
property types that represent those historic contexts.

The multiple property documentation form is
not intended to be a nomination in its own rigl'xt, but
rather to provicle a basis for the evaluation of National
Register eligibility for similar types of sites. As such, the
multiple property documentation form may be used
immecliately, to nominate and régister thematically-
related historic properties that are submitted at t}le same
time, or it may be used to establish the registration
requirements for future nominations.

For the Petersburg sites, we envisioned (along
with the DHR) that the draft multiple property
documentation form would help do both. It would
provicle an immediate boost to the nomination of several
of Peterslaurg’s African American cemeteries, but it
would also serve as s foundation for nominations of
additional African American properties througl-xout
Virginia. It would help in the evaluation of individual
properties lay comparing them with resources with
similar physical attributes and historic contexts or
associations.

The project would pro&uce only a draft of this
document since it was recognizecl that there may be
other historic contexts — other tl'lemes, trencls, an&
patterns obvious elsewhere in the state — that were not

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

3 Historic contexts are the patterns or trends in
histoty })y which properties or sites are understood and their
meaning is made clear. It is a written narrative that describes

the unifying thematic framework. The context also helps to

support the relevance or importance of the properties.
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present in Peters]aurg.

Those familiar with the National Register of
Historic Places will no doubt wonder about this
approach since the conventional wisdom is that
cemeteries — such as those in Petersl:urg — are often
not considered eligﬂ)le properties. In fact, National
Register Bulletin 16A, How to Complete the National
Register Registration Form, notes that ordinarily
cemeteries (as well as properties achieving signiﬁcance
within the last 50 years) are not eligible for inclusion on
the National Register. For a cemetery to be eligible it
must fall within one or more exceptions, known as
Criteria Considerations.

We felt, very early on, that the Petersburg
cemeteries would easily meet several of these exceptions
or Criteria Considerations. Most clearly, we felt that the
cemeteries would fall under Criterion Consideration D:
a cemetery is eligilole if it derives its primary significance
from graves of persons of transcendent importance,
from age, from distinctive clesign features, or from
association with historic events.* In par’cicular, we
Lelievecl, a{'ter only a httle research, that Petersl)urg’s
African American cemeteries contained distinctive
c],esign features and also were associated with significant
historical events.

We also felt that a case could be made that the
cemeteries were also significant under Criterion D,
typicaﬂy used for the nomination of archaeological
properties that contain significant research potential.
The application of this criterion does not require, or
imply, that the site is subject to excavation or removal.
It simply means that if such activities ever occur (as
they have twice in the past at People's) , this aspect of
the site’s significance should be considered.

The information t}xougl'xt to be necessary to
accomplish this first goal was known at a general level to
include primary and secon&ary historical research
associated with the cemeteries in Petersburg. This
included title searches, review of pul)lished ma’cerial, and

4 For additional information, see National Register
Bulletin 41, Guidelines for Evaluating and Registering
Cemeteries and Burial Places.

the collection of oral his‘cory, all critical for the
development of a historic context. But, we also
recognizecl that additional contexts might include issues
such as the importance of fraternal and benevolent
loclges and associates, the origin and clevelopment of
burial insurance, African American burial and funerary
customs, the place of the African American church in
the social falmc of urban hfe, the role of free persons of
color in Peters})urg, the development of what might be
described as folk art markers, and the aclop’cion of broad
cemetery trends and traditions })y African Americans.

A second goal was more closely related to the
immediate and specific needs of the City of Petersburg
and  involved provicling assistance in the
management, preservation, and operation of
People’s Cemetery. This took the form of several
tasks, inclucling the pro&uc’cion ofa map showing all of
the known graves in People’s Cemetery, the preparation
of a complete inventory of stones and markers in
People’s Cemetery, a penetrometer survey of several
locations to help the City better understand the clensity
of remains in the cemetery, and some preliminary
recommendations regar&ing essential preservation
efforts at the cemetery.

Although this goal seems far less “theoretical”
than discussions of historic context, significance, and
criteria considerations, the issues involved in &eveloping
cemetery preservation plans are no less cornplex or time
consuming. Moreover, because tl—xey involve issues
associated with the ) day—to-&ay operation and
maintenance of cemeteries, they can generate
considerable interest and even &isagreement. As a result,
we recognizecl that just as we were chargecl with
developing a draft multiple property documentation
form, s0 too would the preservation plan be only a draft
— an initial effort at cleveloping a cohesive preservation
pllilosophy for a site which had received only minimal
maintenance and care for the last 50 or more years.

Our third visit to Peters}aurg was made from
December 12 through 18, 1998, during which time the
feld investigations of the various cemeteries were
conducted and a great deal of the oral histories and on-
site historic research was collected. At the conclusion of
this visit, on December 18, an on-site meeting was beld
with representatives of the City of Peters}:urg, inclucling

3
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the City Manager, David Canada, and others.’ During
this meeting we quiclzly presented an overview of our
finchngs thus far, inclucling information on the historic
background on the cemeteries, their current con&itions,
and recommendations we intended to offer regarcling
preservation efforts at People’s Cemetery (Figure 2).

A fourth visit to Petersl:urg was scheduled
from January 25 through January 29, 1999. The focus

of this work was to complete the necessary on-site

progress up to that point and also to solicit any
additional information that individuals might have
concerning the cemeteries in Petersburg.

About 25 individuals attended this meeting.
Although some additional information came to hgh‘c,
including the existence of a hand written history of
People’s Cemetery by Captain Thomas Brown (in the
possession of his grand-daughter, Thomasine Burke),
more of those attencli_ng were interested in JL':inc],ing out
if there had been any
success in loca’cing a

Figure 2. Meeting at People’s Cemetery

(
Wellford, Dr. Larry Tooml)s).

from L to R: Ms. Suzanne Savery, Mr. Leonard
Muse, Dr. Michael Trinlzley, Mr. David Canaxla, Ms. Christine Joyce, Mx. Langclo

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

these concerns, since it

was clear to us that it
was unh]:zely a map or
complete record book
ever existed for People’s
Cemetery, which has
been used for over 150
years. We explainecl that
while we were compihng
all of the extant
information concerning

historic research and interviews. In addition, a pu}slic
meeting was held in the evening of Tuesclay, January 26
at one of the oldest African American churches,
Gillfseld Baptist Church. This meeting was designecl to

provicle the local community with an overview of the

5 Besides Mr. Canada, the meeting included Ms.
Suzanne T. Savery, Museums Manager; Mr. Leonard A.
Muse, Director of Planning and Community Development;
Mr. Landon C. Wellford, Preservation Planner; Dr. Larry C.
Toombs, Superintendent, Buﬂdings, Grounds, Park, and
Cemeteries; and Ms. Christine Joyce, Curator, Blandford
Cemetery Museum.
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the location of various
£amily plots, there was
no way to ascertain who was buried in the vast majority
of unmarked plots.

In addition, a number of families wanted to
know what the city's policy would be on additional
burials at People’s Cemetery. Specific questions
included not only where individuals were Luried, or
where famﬂy plots were located, but also how ‘chey were
to go about making arrangements to use plo’cs they
owned, or how they were to obtain replacement deeds for
plots. Although we were in a position to make
recommendations regarcling a number of preservation
issues, we pointecl out that these were administrative
concerns Leyond both the scope of our project and also
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our authorii‘y.

There was also considerable concern expressecl
over what was petceive& as a lack of interest in People’s
Cemetery on the part of the City, which they saw as
translating into a lack of care and appropriate
maintenance. Here we indicated that we were able to
make preservation and maintenance recommendations
to the City, although clearly we did. not have the
authority to demand that they be implementecl.

In other words, the pulalic hearing made it
clear that the black community in Peters}:mrg, while
possessing rela’cively little information concerning
specifics of burial locations, is tremen&ously concerned
that People’s Cemetery be cared for and that some
provisions be made to ensure that families have
appropriate burial spots. These concerns are
incorporate& into our recommendations.

The remainder of our time involved in this
project focused on couecting, weec]ing, and syntl:\esizing
the vast literature involved with African American burial
practices, fraternal and benevolent organizations, and
cemetery practices. This work involved a broad range of
searches, taking us to a number of different lilbraries,
often seeking rather obscure pulahcations.

This report summarizes the different facets of
this research, provicling detailed documentation of the
various cemeteries, an outline of the historic context,
information on the mapping and inventory of People’s
Cemetery, recommendations for the preservation of
People’'s Cemetery, and a draft Multiple Property
Documentation Form. This publication should provide
an excellent initial overview for others undertaleing
research on African American burial practices in
Virginia's Southside area.

Research Strategy and Questions

The previous discussion provicles some general
indication of the research questions we sought to
address (}.uring this work and outlines two major goals of
the project: the development of a draft Multiple
Property Documentation Form and the development of
information on the current condition of People’s
Cemetery (including a map and inventory).

Although there has been considerable research
in African American burial practices, there has been
relatively little examination of black urban Virginia
cemeteries. Most of the focus has been on rural
cemeteries, often associated with coastal South

Carolina, Georgia, or Florida.

Moreover, we found that much of the literature
on African American burial practices migh’c be
characterized as fixated on proving African connections.
Historians such as Vlach (1978) have sought to find
these connections throughout the African American
cemetery. For example Vlach sees hand made concrete
markers as a “neat intersection between commercial
headstones and scattered clusters of burial offerings”
associated with thh African and nineteenth century
American traditions (Vlach 1978:145).

There seems to be no end of African
traditions. Nigh, for example, suggests that hand made
markers are examples of “recoded traditions;” that
rnu]tiple grave markers (“redundant identification”) are
fon'ns of respect for the “new ancestor;” that mementos
at graves are examples of the Kongo tomb decorations;
that furry rugs provide examples of direct Yoruba
traditions ; and that shells and shiny oLjects may all be
traced back to the Yoruba traditions associated with
water (Nigh 1997).

Axchaeologists have likewise sough‘c to find
evidence of African religioixs practices in nineteenth and
even twentieth century cemeteries. Connor, for
example, argues that African slaves Lrough’c a world view
and burial practices quite distinct from Euro-Americans
and these beliefs are still visible in black graveyar&s
tln'ougl'x the use of specific plants, the use of plates
(which she relates to a Nigerian tradition), and the
scattering of grave goods. She even argues that the
modern use of styro’foam decorations follows well

defined African traditions (Connor 1989).

Overlooked By these efforts are similar (or in
some cases, identical) practices in white cemeteries,
leaving unaddressed the issue of origin. Did African
traditions affect white burial practices, did white
practices affect African-American, or might both have
been inclepen&enﬂy &evelopecl from different traditions?
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Not all historians or archaeologists, of course,
have sought to find little pieces of Africa in graveyarc],s.
Examining the Charleston, South Carolina, King
Cemetery, Jones and his coﬂeagues tend to describe it as
a distinctive “Sea Coast African American type,”
without extencling the paraﬂels too far (Jones et al.
1996:70). Cemetery historian Barbara Rotundo is even
more critical, noting that most items found in African
American cemeteries are well within the Anglo-
American tradition and none have what might be
described as a particularly strong “African stamp.” She
suggests that, “as a reaction to the long-time white
denial of any black culture, scholars toc]ay are often too
apt to make sweeping statements” concerning African

connections (Rotundo 1997:103).

While African connections may be present, we
feel that a middle grounc}. is more suitable and, like
Rotundo, believe that moderation is appropriate.
Moreover, to focus on positecl African connections, to
the exclusion of other research issues and topics, might
suggest that were it not for those perceive(l connections,
black cemeteries would be unworthy of stu&y. We do not
believe this to be the case. In fact, as our Petersburg
study demonstrates, there is far more occurring in most
African American cemeteries than many researchers
have previously recognize&.

We believe that a more fundamentany useful
theoretical perspective is provi&ecl ]Dy cultural
geographers who have viewed cemeteries as &eliberately
shape& and highly organize& cultural 1anclscapes
(Francaviglia 1971). To this can be added an
anthropological perspective, which allows a more holistic
perspective. When studied inclivi&uaﬂy, such as the case
when any one of Peterskurg’s African  American
cemeteries is examined in isola.tion, the cemetery may
offer clues about the belief systems of the living. The
strength of these clues, of course, clepen&s on the clarity
of the cemetery, c],eptl'x of the resea.rch, and the
unclerstancling of associated historical events.

When several cemeteries are studied
coﬂectively, as in Petersburg, they are more hlzely to
provicle clues regarding social conditions and perhaps
even idealizations of larger patterns. How far these
observations can be taken of course clepencls on the
sample size. At present, our examination includes only
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Petersburg, supplementecl })y personal observations and
professional experiences, other si‘ce-speciﬁc work in
Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia,
and also the benefit of some other goo& studies.

By way of comparison, our investigation of
African American cemeteries is far less extensive than
Gregory Jeane’s sample used to create his model of
Upland South Cemeteries (Jeane 1969). By 1987 his
stu&y included two Virginia counties — Isle of Wight
to the southeast of Peterslourg and Hanover to the
north (Jeane 1987). N evertheless, we believe that the
Peters}surg research provic}.es an important new focus in
the examination and recordation of African American

cemeteries, at least in the Southside area.

Our survey of the various cemeteries sougl—xt to
document not only features that seemed unique to the
African American community, but also to examine how
blacks adopted, and adapted, traditional (i.e., white)
cemetery movements or expressions. This involved the
examination of how cemeteries such as People's
incorporated the rural cemetery movement, how there
was a gra&ual transition to concepts associated with the
lawn-par]:z cemetery, al’chougl'x there seems never to have
been anything approaching complete acceptance, and
how finaﬂy the memorial park movement has blended
with more traditional customs.

In Petersburg, at least, we also recognize that
even this process of a&option and a&aptation is 1i]ze1y far
more complex than it miglqt at first seem. As is well
understood, the dominant elite in Petersburg’s historic
African American community were mulattoes. It seems
likely that these individuals were not only aware of
prevaﬂing white customs and attitudes through their
education but also through their close connections with
the white community. It may be not so much that
beliefs and attitudes were copie& as it was that the elite
of the African American community were actively
participating in similar cultural activities and events. Of
course, this leaves una&&resse& the role of blaclzs in
lower socio-economic brackets. Were they copying and
aclopting white behavior or perhaps the patterns of the

Ialaclz Lrothers?

As this research progressed we found that one
signiﬁcan’c issue was the &evelopmen‘c of folk
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are critical and which should be implemente&
immediately.

The Natural Setting of Petersl)urg

By 1850 Virginia officially recognized, for
statistical purposes, four “grand divisions”: the
ti&ewater, piedmont, vaﬂey, and trans-Aﬂegheny. As
migl'xt be expectecl, geographical, geological, and p}nysical
differences in these divisions have had profouncl effects
on Virginia's history. As mentioned earlier, the project
area also falls into the region known as the “Southside,”
one of nine generalizecl areas of Virginia. Situated
between the James River to the north and the North
Carolina line to the south, the western limits are the
Blue Ridge foothiﬂs, while the eastern hmit are the
Nansemond River and the Dismal Swamp.® Depending
on how the lines are drawn, the Southside includes at
least 18 counties, inclu&ing Dinwiddie, Prince George,

and the City of Petersburg (Elliott 1983).

Petersburg is situated in (Lut aclminis‘cratively
inclependent of) Dinwiddie County, in southeastern
Virginia.” It, along with cities such as Alexandria,
Fre&ericlzsl)urg, and Richmon&, is situated on the Fall
Line, a narrow zone of rapic]s that are found at the
point where the rivers pass from the resistant granites of
the Piedmont to the more easily eroded sands and clays
of the Coastal Plain. It was along the Fall Line that not
only were inland water vessels stoppecl lyy the falls, but
that these falls furnished power for mills, promoting
industrial clevelopment. As a consequence Peters})urg's
history is intima'tely tied first to tobacco and later to
miﬂing and shipping.

Petersburg is situated on the south bank of the

¢ The Southside has its origin in Prince George
County, which was formed in 1703 from the portion of
Charles City County (one of the eight original shires or
counties created in 1634) situated on the south side of the
James River. One of its characteristics was a slower settlement
and Jevelopment than the area to the north of the
Appomattox River.

7 Virginia is composed of 130 political subdivisions,
including 96 counties and 34 independent cities.

Appomattox River, just downriver from the rapids that
mark the division between coastal plain and pie&mont
(Figure 3). The city originated on a relatively flat
terrace bordered lay Brickhouse Run to the west and
ano’cher smaﬂ clrainage, Lieutenant Run, to t}le east.
Elevations droppecl as you left the higher, inland part of
the city and moved north toward the riverfront. N earl)y
Pocahontas was situated on the ﬂoo&plain of the
Appomattox, while Blandford, like Petersburg, was built
a little further inland, on a terrace. As a result,
Pe‘cersl)urg incorporates considerable topographie relief
and elevations range from less than 50 feet above mean
sea level (AMSL) to over 150 feet AMSL. Only 2

miles to the west elevations range up to 200 feet

AMSL.

To the east is the Tidewater region — a level
plain of alluvial soil. Elevations range from about sea
level, along the Atlantic coast, to upwarcls OJE 300 {eet,
at the Fall Line. Although characterized in simple
terms, closer inspection reveals the Tidewater to be far
more complex and diversified. For example, on the
eastern shore of the Chesapealee Bay the topography is
very ﬂat, while the western shore is far more varied an
roHing. In fact, David Hackett Fischer observes that

* when cleared and cultivated this western shore “took on

a quiet, pastoral Leauty' that reminded homesick
colonists of southern and western England” (Fischer

1989:248).

To the west of the Tidewater region is the
Piedmont, the 1argest physiographic province in
Virginia. It is a relatively low, roning pla’ceau with
elevations ranging up to about 2,000 feet at the
foothills of the Blue Ridge, previously known as the
'trans—Allegheny‘

Early on differences were observed in Virginia's
vegetation, based largely on clrainage. Pines seemed to
quiclzly give way to oaks and hickories as one moved
inlan&, toward the fall line, where deciduous hardwood
forests dominated the setting (Morgan 1998:31).

Just as Petersl:urg takes on characteristics of
hoth the adjacent Tidewater and Piedmont regions, it is
also situated between two different climates. The climate
of the southeastern Coastal Plain is moderated I:vy the
Atlantic Ocean, having fewer hot and cold days, less

9
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snowfall, and a longer growing season than is typical for
the rest of the state. In general, however, the region's
climate may be described as having hot summers and
mild winters, characteristic of a continental climate.
The growing season varies from about 200 to 210 days
in the Tidewater to about 180 clays in the lower reaches
of the Piedmont. Rainfall over much of the region is
around 50 inches, easily supporting a range of both

subsistence and cash crops.

In terms of its natural setting, however, the
one thing that stands out in the descriptions of many
eighteen’ch and nineteenth century visitors is the
“grubbiness” of Petersburg. For example, Suzanne
Lebsock notes the 1786 complaints of Josiah Flagg
(“This is the most c].irty place I ever saw”), and also
observes that the town's growth was largely unplanne&,
resulting in mean&ering, narrow streets and 1arge
number of wooden houses (Lebsock 1984:1-3). It was
only with the nineteenth century that things began to
cl'xange. Streets began to be pavecl about 1813, the
1815 fire promoted “urban renewal,” gas lights were
introduced in 1851, and by 1857 there were new
waterworks. All of these wurban improvements
ameliorated the unhealthiness of the area. Nevertheless,
the city was considered £air1y lackluster even in the
1820s, when Samuel Mordecai commented on the

town's condition:

the roads in ruts — the fields
uncultivated — the houses tum}sling
clown, groups of free negroes,
mulattoes and  whites lounging
around a grog shop — the town half
depopulated (quoted in Lebsock
1984:9).

Curation

The map of People’s Cemetery resulting from
this work has been prepare& on mylar and has been
curated at the Virginia Department of Historic
Resources, with copies provi&ecl to the City of
Peters]:urg. The inventory of People's Cemetery is
incorporatecl into this study, which is printecl on
permanent paper. Likewise, the sketch maps of the
other cemeteries in Petersburg are incorpora’ce& into
this stuc].y, although copies are also curated with the
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Photographic materials for this work were
proclucecl with color print film. Although inherent}y
unstable, color prints often provide the most useful
renditions of cemetery markers under less than ideal
conditions. Copies of critical photographs have been
incorporated into this stucly as black and white prints,
ensuring their 1ong—term usefulness. The remainder are
incorporate& in files retained by Chicora Foundation.
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Historical Overview of Petersburg's
African American Communigx

This is not intended to be a comprehensive
account of African-American his’cory in Peterslaurg.
Other writers, Luther Porter Jackson, Lucious Edwards,
Jr., and William D. Henderson, have documented the
subject well up until about 1900. A thorough
exploration of Petersburg's twentieth century
A:Erican—A.merican history has yet to be made.! Qur
purpose in this summary is to note the aspects of local
his’cory that relate to cemeteries.

From its earliest colonial settlement, the
Peters})urg area was home to free Whites, enslaved
blacks, and a separate class, "free persons of color,"
whose liberties were sul:ject to white control. Because
such control cou.lcl not Le escape&, even in the Nor’ch,
urban areas with rela’cively open wage labor and
entrepreneurial opportunities drew many free blacks.
During the first quarter of the nineteenth century, the
number of free persons of color in Petersburg increased
clramaticaﬂy with  both immigrants and new
manumissions and self-purchase. The census of 1810
found 310 free persons of color. By 1830, there were
2,032 free blacks alongside 3,440 whites and 2,850
slaves (Bushey et al. 1994: 22-24).

They found employmen‘c alongsicle slaves in
Peters}aurg's rapicﬂy—growing tobacco {actories, the
women typica.ﬂy stermning2 and the men twisting.3 For

! A similar situation is found in Norfollz, where
Bogger's (1997) research stops at 1860.

2 Stemming is the process of stripping the entire
midrib or stem from the leaf.

3 Foﬂowing stemming the delicate strip tobacco was
fashioned into a twist. These twists then went into a press
where t}xey were "prizecl," or compactecl in order to evenly

example, in 1831 the Leslie and Brydon factory labor
force included 21 free "boys," 52 slaves, and 23 free
women, all of whom were stemmers. A sort of truce
cleveloped among the white and black worleing classes
and their employers. Cotton mills, driven ]:)y water and
steam power, were staffed Ly White la]oor, while blacks
held most jol}s in tobacco fac’cories, which were
unmechanized. By 1860, about one-quarter of tobacco
factory workers were free blacks (Jackson 1942: 74,
92-94). ‘

Other free people established themselves as
craftsmen, ’craclespeople, entrepreneurs, and property
owners. Many among the African-Americans who
accumulated real estate were blaclesmiths, laarbers,
carpenters; mechanics, preachers, shoemakers, boatmen
and restaurateurs. Fewer were twisters and stemmers.
By 1860 about one-third of Petersburg's 811 free
Negro families (compose& of 3,225 in&ivi&uals) owned
property. More free Negroes were women than men,
and about half the heads of families were women. By
1860, 70 such women were stemmers, 65 were laborers,
and only 39 were washerwomen, the cliché image of free
black women workers. Like men, the more ambitious
free women of color found ways to acquire real estate
(Jackson 1942). Unlike men, however, they were not
among the individuals or mutual benefit group trustees
who acquirecl land for cemeteries in the nineteenth
century.

Petersburg was a majority-black city in 1870,
with 10,206 blacks and 9,342, whites, and an important
city to Virginia's black life. During the 1870,
African-American rehgions and fraternal organizations
routinely held their annual meetings at Petersburg.
With white conservatives holding power in both local
and state government, African-Americans were forming
a separate society. By the early 1870s, the powerful
African-American churches, Gillfield Baptist, First

distribute the moisture.
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AFRICAN AMERICAN CEMETERIES OF PETERSBURG

(Harrison Street) Baptist, Third Baptist, St. Stephens
PE, and Oak Street AMEZ, had become independent
of white conferences and played a signiﬁcant role in
community Jife.

The Peters})urg community was often
prosperous by comparison with African-Americans
elsewhere. Although tobacco plan‘cs were closed for
several months of each year, they did offer Wage-labor
opportunities. In 1870 there were approximately 20
tobacco factories in Peterslmrg. After the economic
crash of the early 1870s, ‘chey were among the local
industries that recovered, even booming in the 1880s

(Henderson 1977: 95, 115, 147).

Peters})urg's tobacco inclustry pealzecl in the
early 1880s, then began to decline as American tastes
shifted away from dark tobacco to }Jright-leaf and
cigarettes. Nonetheless, Watson and McGill, a maker
of plug and twist tobacco for export, continued to
expand into the 1890s, and the Cameron and Brothers'
Tobacco Company employed 800 in 1893. In the
mid-1890s Dunlop Tobacco Company was employing
nearly 700 black men and women. In 1908 five large
tobacco factories employed 5,000 people making plug
tobacco for export, included Watson & McGill, John H.
Maclin & Son, and Dunlop. There were also four cigar
factories with 2,000 hands {Anonymous n.d.).

After the departure of the textile in&ustry and
decline of flour miﬂing, industries such as tol:acco,
peanut £actories, foundries and machine shops,
trunlz-and-l)ag manufacturing, Dupont's Hopewen
plant, rai]roacls, and even Fort Lee, supportecl the
general economy until after World War 1. Most
occupations were raciaﬂy segrega’ce&, and there was still
a color line within the tobacco inclustry. Cigarette
makers were becoming mechanized, but stemming and
twisting were more e&icien’tly done I:ty hand (Per&ue
1994: 339). White labor was chosen for
machine-driven Worle, and Aﬁ'ican-Americans for
manual tasks. In 1917 Petersburg's cigarette factories
employed 700 white women and girls, 500 white men
and boys; cigar makers employed 300 white women and
girls. In the plants devoted to dark tobacco in smoking,
plug, twist and leaf form were 1,000 Negro men and
boys and 500 women and girls. In addition, a large
number of black men were employed as laborers in

warehouses and freight yards (Hodges 1917).

American tastes abandoned Petersburg's dark
tobacco for lighter tobacco and cigarettes, but dark
tobacco in plugs, whose procluction was dominated }oy
Alrican-American labor, was still valuable on the export
market. Fire-cured dark tobacco took another blow
after World War I, as Europeans switched to flue-cured
larigh’c leaf tobacco, but plug makers &evelopecl new
export markets in Asia, saving the stemmeries and their
jol) opportunities for another generation of
African-Americans in Petersburg.

Dunlap Plug and Twist Tobacco Company,
after Leing taken over Ly Maclin-Zimmer-McGiﬂ,
prosperecl through the Depression vylth exports of plug
and twist tobacco. Seidenburg & Company, which
opened a stemmery on Harrison Street by about 1910,
also survived the crash. Accorcling to city directories,
this plant, which became a branch of the American
Cigar Company about 1920, and then the Petersburg
Division of American Suppliers , remained an employer
until 1949. The export market had been killed by
World War II, but in 1942 the US government bought
the plan’c‘s entire pro&uction as a trade item for workers
in the South Seas. Only in the 1950s did a cash
economy replace this Pacific marke’c, and demand
declined for the first time. In 1950 American
Suppliers was converted to the American Tobacco
Company's Lright-leaf department. Employment at the
old Dunlop-McGill plant dwindled down from 200 in
1950 until the operations were finally pl'xased out in the
late 1960s (Henderson 1980).

Funeral and Burial Customs

American slavery separatecl Africans from their
traditional societies, but it did not erase all their
spiritual values. The plantation situation put great
numbers of black slaves toge’cher, in limited contact with
whites. A distinct African-American culture was forgecl
as slaves drew upon their diverse ]oackgroun&s, retaining
elements of African tradition as they established
communal and :Eamily life in the new setting (Faust
1991: 4-5). For a group granted little dignity by the
surrounding society, the funeral cleveloped into a
prominent religious ritual and social event, provichng a
rare opportunity to aclznowledge a member of the

13
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African-American community. The central position of
the funeral in an individual's life has been seen as an
African tradition that persistecl after conversions to
Cluristianity, and to some modern observers it even
appears that the funeral was "the climax of life"
(Roediger 1981). Although this is an overstatement, it
was unques’cionably important that when life was
finished, the laocly not be clisposecl of like a dead animal,
but the "book should be closed with clignity" (W ade
1964: 170-171). ’

A similar view is proviclecl Ly Angelilea Krizger-
Kahloula (1989:38) who notes that a study of African
groups on the Ivory Coast found that “to be forgotten
is far worse than death.” Consequently, it may be that
much of the funeral, the grave marleer, and even the
grave decorations are intended to ensure that a relative
or friend is not forgo’cten.

By the middle of the nineteenth century, black
people in some cities had access to hvery hearses and
carriages. In 1852, a Sunday afternoon funeral in
Richmond involved a "decent hearse of the usual s’cyle,
drawn by two horses” and more closed coaches leading
the procession of walkers. At the cemetery, a reporter
observed ﬁﬂy mourners and a single white man, who
remained separate from them in the capacity of observer

(Olmsted 1996 [1861]: 35-36).

Slave and free-black funerals, like all
gatherings of blacks, were closely observed ]:ay whites
fearing that such gatl'xerings could become occasions for
subversive plot’cing. As 1ong as it was kep’c within
Lounds, many white Southerners condoned the slave
funeral, because for whites, too, a proper funeral was an
important community ritual. The whites extended their
community feeling to a few favorite slaves, whom they
occasionaﬂy honored with funerals and gravestones
equivalent to those place& on white graves (Roecliger
1981; of. Kriiger-Kahloula 1989 for a different

perspective on whites commemorating blacks ).

A rare funeral notice for a slave was pul)lished
in Petersburg in 1857: "The Funeral of Sarah Smith
(colored) will take place this morning at the residence of
her owner, T. P. Watson, Blandford. The friends of
her late mother and those of her father are invited to
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attend." Un’fortunately, as with notices for white
funerals, the interment location was not statecl.

Regardless of the extent of Africanisms
retained in slave and free black funeral rites during the
antebellum periocl, clisposition of the l)ocly was
supervise& Ly whites. Plantation burials were typicany
ina graveyar& set aside for slaves (Whether the master or
the community chose its location prol')a}::ly varied).
Many free blacks and urban slaves, even churchgoers,
were laid in a potter's field, clispose& of at the least cost
to the pu]ohc. Therefore, acquisition of a suitable burial
ground was a priority of mutual assistance organizations
from their beginnings in the late eighteenth century.

Petersburg obituaries for the nineteenth
century supply no information about burial places, and
little about funerals. One, however, did attract
significant coverage: that of Richard Slaughter, who
died at the age of about 75, a "well-known colored
citizen and musician . . . a champion fifer for 60 years

.a life-long Petersl:urg resident and formerly the
slave of E. G. Hinton." The remains were "escorted
[from the c}mrch] to the cemetery }ay a 1arge concourse
of colored people on foot and in vehicles . . . the band
named after him prececled the procession, c].iscoursing
solemn music and with instruments drapecl [rnalzing] a
strﬂzing and impressive effect.” The attendance and
coverage reveal Slaughter's status, especiaﬂy consi&ering
the fact that the occasion took place in mid-winter.

Slaughter's Brass Band was a commercial
venture. Benevolent societies also organizecl bands to
provicle music for their members' funeral processions.
In the early 1870s, Baker's Band played for Odd
Fellows functions, and pro})alaly funerals as weﬂ, and the
Cable Band (part of BIBC), Ideal Band (NIBS) and
Young Men's Band (YMIBA) were well-respected well

* Peters}:mrg Daily Express, Septem])er 12,1857.

SPetersburg Index and Appeal, January 22,1875 and
January 23, 1875.
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into the twentieth century.é

By the 1880s, fraternal orders, notably
Masons and Odd Fellows, had Legun inserting funeral
notices when members cliecl, summoning other members
to the funeral. Benefit club members also proviclecl a
respectaMe turnout for their members' funerals. Two
hundred members of YMIBA escorted the Lody of
* Thomas Harcly from First Baptist Church to East View
Cemetery in April 1925. A photo of the floral tributes
on the grave of James Major Colson (d. 1909), member
of the Beneficial Society and a founder of the YMCA
in Petersbuxg, shows wreaths bound with sashes prin‘cecl
"YMCA."

After funeral ceremonies are cornple’ce, the
grave can provicle little indication about how large the
procession was, how fervent the eulogies, or even the
status of tl'xe &ecease&. Nevertl'xeless, sometimes
community stan&ing is proven Ly an impressive marker
such as that of the Reverend Henry Williams in Little
Church Cemetery, or by smaller stones Learing society
names or emblems of loAge memhership. Found on
many of Petersl)urg's African-American graves, these
markers testify to the importance that fraternal and
benevolent societies placetl on mutual reliance,
community, and remembrance.

The Role of Benevolent Societies

Private fraternal organizations have a long
tradition in America. With memberships traditionally
based on ethnic and cultural affini’cy, their purposes
have ranged from socializing to religious outreach to
educational philanthropies and charitable support.
Secret ritual societies have played an important part in
the spectrum of fraternal organizations, and the blend

® Petersburg Daily Courier, March 21, 1871.
Interviews, Mr. Pernell Simms, December 16, 1998 and
Mrs. Mary Lee Berry, January 28, 1999. See below for

beneficial group acronyms.

? Ca. 1880s newspaper clippings in an undated
scrapbook, Major William Henry Johnson Papers, Special
Collections, }o}mston Memorial Lil)rary, Virginia State
University (VSU). Petersl:zutg Progress-Ina’ex, April 8, 1925.
Colson family papers, Special Collections, VSU.

of mysticism with mutual assistance provecl especiaﬂy
attractive cluring the nineteenth century. Working
classes, white and Haclz, were par'ticularly interested in
provicling themselves a respecta]ole funeral or
gravemarlzer. This became a primary role of benevolent
organizations. As early as 1783, free blacks in New
Orleans organizetl the Perseverance Benevolence and
Mutual Aid Association, and the Brown Fellowship
Society of Charleston was established in 1790
(Wikramanayake 1973: 81-86). Also in 1790, the
Free African Society, forerunner of the African
Methodist Episcopal (AME) Church, appliecl fora grant
of land in Philadelphia's potter's field to be set aside as
a burial ground for Negroes (Browning 1937).

The plantation experience was the crucible for
African-American culture, but citiés made possi}::le the
benevolent societies and strong churches that helpea
create an African-American community (Goldfield
1991: 146-147). By the early 1850s the large free
black community in Washingten, DC, was sustaining
churches, schools, and mutual assistance organizations
(sick relief and burial societies), some groups inclucling
both free and slaves among their members (Olmstecl
1996: 29-30). Before the Civil War many such groups
were found in the north and in areas with large free
black populations; nearly all the 1atge towns in
antebellum Virginia had benevolent financial societies,
many of them the owners of cemeteries (Browning
1937). No other region of the county had such a
concentration of 1o&ges and other mutual aid
organizations as the Middle Atlantic South, notably the
cities of southeastern Virginia (Walker 1985: 103).

The first decades of the nineteenth century,
not coinciclentaﬂy a perioa of religious awal:zening, was
a time of organize& benevolence. Influenced l)y the
same philosophies that affected whites, the free black
community viewed mutual cooperation as the tool for
improving social problems, and sel{-help as the vehicle
for individual advancement. Civic-minded Llacles,
however, could not enter white circles of inﬂuence, and
were further tied to their own community by the
unwiﬂingness of white-managecl associations to serve
colored people. Regarcﬂess of wealth or education, for
blacks to participate in civic and community
improvement there was no choice but to organize

in&epenclently of whites. Therefore, the free black
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community created its own societies to care for the sick
or impoverished and manage burials (Bellows 1993:
68-69).

Whites did not oLject to charitable efforts that
tkey did not consider threats to the established order.
On the other hand, after state laws in 1831 forbade the
education of blacks, whether free or slaves , schools were
driven un&ergrouncl. Private benevolent societies were

crucial to their continuation.®

The first documented African-American
mutual assistance group in Petersburg was the
Benevolent Society of Free Men of Color. In 1818 the
group's five trustees were schoolmaster ]ol'm T.
Raymoncl; Uriah Tyner, Llacksmi’ch; Major Elel)eclz, a
mechanic [slaiﬂecl Luilc].er]; James Colson, a barber; and
John Stewart. The organization was set up so that "as
often as any one or more of the said Trustees shall die
or cease to be a member, then the remaining trustees
shall nominate one or more persons to £ll such place
(proviclecl the person shall have been at least one year a
member and be 21) in order to keep up the number of
five trustees forever."” Despite the process, the group
eventuaﬂy became defunct.

Another group, the Beneficial Society of Free
Men of Color, may have grown out of the Benevolent
Society, or as a separate endeavor. Its records have
been lost, but a broadside copy survives of a revised
constitution adopted in 1852, which sets an initiation
fee of $10 and monthly dues of 25¢. Every member
was entitled to "a square in the place of interment”
(pro)aa]aly the first tract of People's Cemetery) wherein
to l)ury himself, his wife, and sil;lings or children who
were under the age of 21. Other benefits were to be
drawn from the Treasurer's Account: 1ump sums of $5
. to $15 to survivors; weelzly payments of $1.50 to sick
members or $1 monthly to members' widows. Every
member was expectecl to attend every member’s

® For example, as early as 1820 John T. Raymond
was operating a school in Peters}:urg, mention of which later

disappears (Jackson 1942:20).

9 Hustings Court, Deed Book 5, pg. 306 (recited in
Jackson 1942:162).
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The cash structure of such an organization
could only be supportecl }ay a steacly membership of
healthy, employe(l individuals. Most lociges paicl burial
funds raised Ly assessments on members at the time of
a J.eath or iuness. Therefore, when too few mem]oers
were weﬂ-employecl to support the funds, benefits were
reduced, tal:zing mem}:)ership incentives on a downward
spiral. The practice of assessing small dues to fund
large promises may have caused the coﬂapse of an earlier
Beneficial Society (the 1852 group set out a revised
constitution, not a whoﬂy new charter) and the
Benevolent Society. Comparisons to women's beneficial
groups would be valuable, especiaﬂy because of the large
proportion of worlzing women among the heads of free
black families (Jackson 1942); but no records of
women's associations have been found. In any case,
mutual-benefit groups could not survive substantial
unemployment among their members.

Benevolent and fraternal orders were also a
signiﬁcant part of white community life in antebellum
Petersburg. The Benevolent Mechanics' Association
was organized in 1825 to serve the interests of working
men and their families (Lebsock 1984:214). Blandford
Loclge #3, Ancient Free and Acceptecl Masons, first
met in 1755; Petersburg Lodge #15 was formed in
1786; and in 1809 the Petersburg Union Royal Arch
Chapter #1, affiliated with the Masons, was chartered.
At least by 1816 the Blandford Lodge Committee on
Charity was assisting to support children of deceased
members. Lodges also funded funerals for impoverished
members. Interestingly, after paying for a member's
funeral in 1825, Blandford Lodge was reimbursed by
the city's Overseers of the Poor, an option unavailable
to black organizations. Sometime before 1827 the
Peterslmrg 1o<1ges ]Jought a plo’c (known as the Masonic
Plot) in Blandford Cemetery. After a decline in the
1830s and 40s, reflecting a national anti-Masonic
sentiment, the white Petersburg lodges regained their
popularity (Brown 1957: 119, 149-150, 211-212,

10 Constitution, Rules and Regu/ations of the
Beneﬁcial Society of Free Men o][ Color, o)[ the City of Petersburg
and State o)( Virginia, as revised on the 2nd a’ay of August A.D.
1852 (Special Collections, VSU).
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294).

The purpose of African-American benevolent
organizations was mutual assistance, but like similar
white groups — temperance societies, labor unions,
even fraternal life insurance firms — some incorporatecl
secret or mystical rites into their programs, and their
members were aware of, if not fam%liar with, Masonic
rites. North American Masonic Iﬂodges generauy
excluded blacks, but in 1775 Prince Hall and 15 other
colored men were initiated in Boston. In 1784 Hall
{ounded African Lodge No. 459, the first of the black
1odges. For a number of years these were xecognized By
the G‘rancl Loclge of Englancl, lau‘c the connection was
eventually lost (Fox 1997: 377-379). African Lodge
attempte& to associate with white American Masons,
but in 1827 the Grand Lodge of Massachusetts refused
to recognize them. Black Masons created an
indepen&ent Grand Lodge, continued to establish new
lodges, and in the 1840s l)egan to aclopt the name
Prince Hall Masonry. The Order of the Eastern Star
among the Colored People (OES), an affiliated
women's group (vn’ch men in the highest ranlzs), was

organized somewhat later (Schmidt 1980: 99).

African Americans also became Odd Fellows.
The first American Negro Lodge was recognized by the
Grand Lodge of England in 1842, whereupon the white
American lodges withdrew to form the Independent
Order of Odd Fellows. The black branch retained the
name of its English parent, the Grand United Order of
Odd Fellows. (QGUUOF). The women's branch of the
order was organize& as the Sojourna Household of Ruth
(Ferguson 1937:191).

White Petersburg in 1857 boasted two
Masonic 1oclges, with a total of 160 meml)ers; two Odd
Fellows lo&ges, with 240 members; a 200-member
chapter of the Sons of Tempexance; t}le International
Order of Red Men, with 200 members; about 100
members each in the St. Andrews and St. Patricks
societies; and a society of the city's Germans being
organizecl. ' Even auowing for overlapping
mem]aerships, the numbers are impressive.

" Petersburg The Daily Express, September 18,
1957.

It cannot be guesse& how many African
Asmericans were involved in their separate array of
friencﬂy societies and fraternal orclers, ignore& hy white
publica’cions of the clay. Given the levels of church
memberslﬁp and education among Peters]ourg's free
people of color, it would seem 1i‘lzely for them to have
supported a Masonic or Odd Fellows Lodge. However,
it was white Masons who laid the cornerstone for the
new Gillfield Baptist Church in 1859 (this may have
been because Gillfield, like all black churches, was under
white supervision at the time, and not because there
were no black Masons). The ceremony of prayers,

‘music from Slaughter's Brass Band, and speeches was

attended by a large crowd, church members and others,
"including a large number of ladies and gentlemen™? —
that is, white people.

Because Peters})urg's white newspapers and
gazetteers pai& scant attention to black social and
community activities until the 1870s, we have not
learned when the city's branches of national orders were
organized. By 1870 there were three African-American
Odd Fellows lodges - Noah Lodge #1367, St. Joseph
Lodge #1382, and United Sons of the Morning Lodge
#1384 — which shared a hall on Lombard Street.
Sheba Lodge #17, Ancient York/Ancient Free and
Accepted Masons, was well-established by 1871. In
1873 the Door of Virtue Tabernacle #80 of the
General Grand Accepted Order of Brothers and Sisters
and Charity was organized.”® The 1880-81 city
directory lists three fraternal hall Luﬂ&ings: Masonic
(Oak Street), Odd Fellows (Lombard Street) and
Temperance (Qalz Street).

Some orders stressed pomp and regalia more
than others. An article about a procession held })y the
Host of Israel described a procession of uniformed
members, carrying a replica of the Ark of the Covenant
and preceded by Slaughter's Brass Band. A participant
declared "that thing excels the Odd Fellows, Masons

12 Petershurg Daily Express, August 11, 1859.

13Pete:rs]71.n:g Daily Courier, October 31, 1870,
January 23, 1871, March 21, 1871; Petersburg Index and
Appeal, August 19, 1873, October 24, 1873.
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and all of them."M

The mid-1870s was a high point of
fratemalism for whites as well as African Americans,
meml)erships swelling as worlzing classes jo'med the
elites. Peters]aurg's National Register Courthouse
District includes several white fraternal Luﬂdings: Odd
Fellows, Knights of Pythias, and Mechanic's Hall.’®
The Great Council of Improvecl Order of Red Men
expected its largest council ever in 1875 when it met in
Virginia for the first time.”® In an era without
government benefits or even health insurance, lo&ges
offered financial aid to ill members and death benefits
to their survivors, small sums that preven’cecl starvation
or homelessness. Between 1880 and 1900 hundreds of
secret beneficial societies oﬁering fenowship, cl’xeap
insurance and initiatory ritual were established. For
many of these, the secret rituals were the glue that kep’c
their mos‘dy—male members together (Carnes 1989:
9-11). For others, membership was an important
aspect of social networl:zing. Officers were generaﬂy
selected from the leaders of church and community, and
ambitious people found lo&ge membership an aid to
advancement in business and public life (Taylor 1926:
65).

Several temperance organizations formed
during the 1840s incorporated mystical rites into their
meetings. Among them were the Sons of Temperance,
which had active c]:xapters, both black and white, in
1870s Peters}ourg. Another was the quasi-integra’ced
(top ranks were all White) In&epen&ent Order of Good
Samaritans and the Daughters of Samaria. In 1870
the order had 12,000 members in Virginia — six lodges
in Petersburg alone (Ferguson 1937: 185-186; Carnes
1989: 6-7). The Good Samaritans flourished,

representing some one hundred 1o&ges statewide when

¥ Petersburg Index and Appeal, March 27, 1877.

15 “Petersburg Courthouse Historic District,”

VDHR File No. 123-103, National Register nomination,
1990.
16 Peters]:)urg Index and Appza/, Apnl 6, 1875.
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the annual meeting was held in Petersburg in 1876.""

Other in&epen&en’c branches of all-white 1oc1ges
were formed after the Civil War. In 1869, the Knights
of Pythias souncﬂy rejectec1 the charter application of a
Negro Knights lodge in Richmond. A separate
organization, the Colored Knights of Pythias, was
organized as a fraternal benefit society (Ferguson 1931:
191).  Likewise, white Elks would not admit
African«Americans, so the Improve& Benevolent and
Protective Order of Elks of the World (BPOEW) was
organized in 1898. The IBPOEW remained a
substantial order well after the general decline in
fraternalism had begun (Ferguson 1931: 190-192).
Peterslaurg's first Elks loclge was said to have been
established Ly the turn of the century; Royal Loclges
#72 and #77, and Majestic Temple #109, were active
at Jeast into the 1960s. The Royal Social Clubs, #43
Girls and #44 Boys, active in twentieth-century
P eters]:»urg are also ’chought to have been affiliated with
the Elks."®

Mutual aicl societies, fraternal loclges, church
groups and burial associations l'lelpe& to create the first
major black financial institutions. Especiaﬂy after the
coﬂapse of the Freedman's Savings and Trust Company
in 1874, blacks mistrusted established banks. Mutual
aid organizations Legan to create alternatives, the most
rapicﬂy successful being those that combined mystic
fraternalism with finance (Lincoln and Mamiya 1990:
244.245). -

The Grand Foﬁnta'm of the True Reformers,

a joint—stock mutual insurance association composecl of
male and female members, was organized in Richmond
in 1881, and incorporated in 1883."° Principal officers

' Petersburg Daily Courier, August 9, 1870,
October 12, 1870; Petersburg Index and Appeal, December
29, 1874, December 13, 1876.

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

¥ By 1900 the joining fee for those 14-45 was
$4.50 with monthly dues of 35 to 50¢ and an 80¢ annual
tax. Death benefits ranged from $75 to $125. There were
also “Rosebud Fountains” for children under 14, with a death
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were Grand Wor’chy Master Rev. William W. Browne of
Richmond and Grand Wor’chy Mistress Eliza Allen of
Petersburg (DuBois 1907: 101). Among the earliest
lodges (Fountains) was Petersburg's Fidelity Fountain
#40.%° By the tumn of the century, the savings bank of
the Grand Fountain had more than 10,000 clepositors
and over 100 employees in its main office (Rabinowitz
1996: 211). From four Fountains in 1881, the True
Reformers grew to 2,678 Ioclges with over 50,000
members in 1907 (DuBois 1907: 101). In 1900 the
Silver Key and Cir. #26 were active in Petersl)urg, with
the Chie_f Leing James Allen, living on Oak Street.*
The True Reformers organization coﬂapsecl shortly after
the failure of its bank in 1910 (Meier 1964: 137).

Prol)al)ly the best-known of the new benevolent
societies was the International Order of St. Luke. This
organization Legan in Baltimore and achievecl only
moderate success before 1899 when executive secretary
Maggie Walker of Richmond took over the affairs. St.
Luke's meml:ership increased exponen’tiaﬂy, and Walker
soon organizecl the St. Luke's Penny Savings Bank. As
late as 1935, the Or&er stiH hacl 53,000 meml:ers
(Perdue 1994: 323).

The National Ideal Beneficial Society (NIBS),
formauy organize& in Richmond in 1912 (Per&ue
1994: 326), was active as early as 1910, when NIBS
was cited on stones in Petersbuzg cemeteries.
Peters]ourg supporterl at least three NIBS loclges:
Magnolia #116, Blooming Zion #275, and Charity
#502. At least one of these lodges was associated with
Wilkerson Funeral Home, where the first meetings were
held?  After the death of Maggie Waﬂaer, NIBS
assumed the obligations of the Supreme Council of St.
Luke, and in 1937 had 500 lodges with 40,000

benefit of $25.40 or $37.00 (Richmond The Reformer
January 27, 1900).

DPetersburg Index and Appeal, August 19, 1873.
2 Richmond The Re)[ormer, January 27, 1900.
% Interview, Mrs. Mary Lee Berry, January 28,

1999. As early as 1900, Wilkerson was advertising a hall to

rent for such societies (see Figure 15).

members (Perdue 1994: 326).

The crest of mystic fraternalism's populari‘cy
lasted until about the turn of the century (Carnes 1989:
2-3). In 1904 there were at least 64 Prince Hall
Masonic lodges in Virginia, with 2,111 members, and
235 O&d ‘F‘eHows 1o&ges, Witl’l a}@ou’c 9,000 members
(DuBois 1907: 109, 121). During the 1920s
institutional fraternalism Legan to lose strength
(although beneficial societies remained powetful in
Petersburg; according to the city directory in 1920
there were ten beneficial insurance companies, seven of
them for whites), then cluﬁng the Great Depression
many national orders shrank or went }:)anlzrupt. In
1937 the total mem]}ership in the 60+ national N egro
societies was estimated at 2.5 miniqn, but by 1940 the
keyc}ay of ritual fraternalism had clearly ended (Carnes
1989: 152; Ferguson 1937: 184, 197); vet NIBS
continued placing markers well after 1950. The current
Bell Atlantic Yellow Pages list only Elks Majestic
Temple #109 with a permanent address.

Alongside national  fraternal  orders,
Pe’cers]ourg’s black community supportecl a number of
local }Jeneﬁcial associations. Providence Beneficial,
among the groups that have been connected to People's
Cemetery, was organized sometime after the Civil
War®®  Minerva Spratley's obituary in 1879
commented that she was a member of "a number of the
colored benevolent societies of the city, and her funeral

will doubtless be largely attended."**

A speciai edition of the Ina'ex—{lppea/ provi&es
a snapshot of fraternal organizations at the end of
1887. Among established African-American societies
were Masons: Pocahontas Loclge #7 and Friencﬂy
Loclge #21, which shared Masonic Hall on Lombard
Street; Virginia Lodge #9, Abraham/Abram Lodge
#10, Jerusalem Lodge #16, and Sheba Lodge #17, all
using Masonic Hall on Oak Street, which was also

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

existence of Providence as of 1898.

2 February 21, 1879 clipping in Obituaries
Scraphook (Petersburg Public Library).
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home to Keystone Royal Arch Chapter and St. Mark's
Commandery Knights Templar; and Eureka Lodge
#15. Odd Fellows Hall on Lombard Street was
headquarters to several lodges: Noah #1367, St.
Joseph's #1382, Abraham #1533, as well as the
offiliated Household of Ruth (women) and United Sons
of the Morning. Two chapters of the Knights of
Pythias were active, Auxiliary Lodge (which met at the
white-owned Ramsdell Hall and may have been a branch
of the white Pythian Knights) and Excelsior Lodge
#43, which used Coleman's Hall on Sycamore Street.
Coleman's Hall was the meeting place of quite a few
groups: women's organizations including Sisters of
David, Sisters of Esther, Sisters of Samuel, and Sisters
of }O}J; two chapters of the Order of St. Luke
(Petersburg Council #55 and Mt. Lebanon #10); and
Crystal Fountain #43 of the Order of True
Reformers.®® There was also a Good Samaritan Hall on
South Jefferson Street, which had moved to Gill Street,
next to Brown's Funeral Home, by 1935 The
Masonic-affiliated Mosaic Templars Hall at 211
Halifax Street is said to have been built in the late
nineteenth century (Bushey et al. 1094: 46).

The 1880s, a decade of expanding industrial
employment and wages, are considered to have been the
high point in black cultural life in Peters}ourg, but the
interest in benevolent and fraternal organizations lasted
several more decades. In 1898 there were at least
twenty-two mutual benefit societies, alongsicle numerous
secret and fraternal lodges (Weare 1973: 11). The
Young Men's Industrial Beneficial Association
(YMIBA), organized in 1894, had its own building by
1911 (shared with the Young Women's Industrial
Beneficial Club (YWIBA or WIBC) at 434 Federal
Street; and in 1925 was described }Jy the Progress-1 ndex
as "one of our most formi&alnle, influential and useful
local ox:ganizations."27 ] A.nother 1oca1 society, the

Blandford Industrial Benefit Club (BIBC), had a

% Petersburg Index and Appeal's Annual and
Resume o](Euents, January 1888.

*Petershurg City Directory 1935.

Petersburg Progress-Index, April 1, 1911, Apsil
15, 1925, April 17, 1925.
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building (now gone) at the corner of Bank Street and
Crater Road. It is not known when the Young Men's
Silver Leaf Industrial Club (YMSLIC) cleveloped; the
women's Silver Leaf Club (SLIC) was active by the
1920'3.28

Most if not all of these organizations are
inactive to&ay, their Buﬂdings demolished or converted
to other uses. The most tangiMe reminders of the clubs
are the individual memorials they placecl on the graves
of their members. An important reason for supporting
large funerals was to ensure that friends would not be
forgotten (veiterating the idea that “to be £orgotten is
worse than death”), but the individual 1oc1ge stones have
become significant memorials to the clubs themselves.

Peters])urg Cemeteries

Burial of the dead in the ground is an ancient
custom in both Africa and Europe, and came to the
New World with the earliest settlers. Whether in town
or on the plantation, most corpses were interred, and
the locations of an untold number of burial sites have
been forgotten. The earliest extant cemetery in
Pe’cersburg is Blandford Churc}lyarcl, known to have
been in use by 1702. Well-situated on the outskirts of
the growing town, Blandford Cemetery became the
principal place of interment for white residents of

Peters])urg.

Perhaps even older, and used ]:Jy many of the
town's white citizens, was one situated “around High
and Market streets” (Figure 4. This cemetery was
apparently moved in the early nineteenth century to
make way for the city’s expansion. Another early
graveyar&, shown on an 1809 map of p(—:i:e):sln.u‘g,30 was
situated on the north side of Marshall between Walnut
and Adams — essen’ciaﬂy in the Laclzyarcl of what is
today the Petersburg library. Nothing is left to mark the

% Petersburg Progress-Index, March 1, 1925.
Interview, Mrs. Mary Lee Berry, January 28, 1999,

* Petersburg Daily Index, February 6, 1866.

% Lots South of Wasllington Street . . . Surveye&
for Rol)er‘c Boﬂing Ly ]ames Hargrave‘
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spot. Another white cemetery, at times calle& Bethel,
was situated southwest of the Jfairgzrouncls and saw the
burial of 500-600 Confederate soldiers.® This cemetery
was apparently built over during the early 1970s (see
discussion Lelow). The “Old Burying Ground” on
Sycamore Street, opposite Poplar Lawn, by 1858 was
abandoned and the City Council decided to convert it to
an oat field, later seﬂing lots for clevelopment.32

Although the cause is far from clear, it is
curious that Petershurg seems to be one of the few cities
without urban or in-town churchyarcl cemeteries.
Instead, there appear to have been public and private
cemeteries both in the city and on the outskirts.
FoHowing a trend sprea&ing throughout Europe and
North America, the town of Peters]:)urg purchasec]. the
Blandford tract for use as a pul:)lic }Jurying ground in

1819.

Adjacent to Blandford Cemetery, St. ]oseph's
and B'rith Achim, for the use of Catholics and Jews
respec’cively, were both established in the nineteenth
century. These cemeteries are often considered part of
Blanc}.forcl, but they are separate tracts not included in
the National Register listing for Blanclforcl, and were
not researched for this project.

Plots in Blandford were available for white
citizens, but paupers and in&igent strangers who died in
Peters}:)urg would be taken to a "potters {ielcl," where
they were interred with little ceremony, at the lowest
cost to the pul:)lic treasury. Several such burial groun&s
were probably used in Petersburg. They may have been
segregatecl }Jy race, and it is lileely thata Iarge proportion
of urban slaves were buried in a potters feld.

In addition to public graveyards (Blandford and
pottexrs {‘ielcls), in various areas of the city were private
burial grouncls which are generaﬂy undocumented. Two
are shown on the 1877 Beers Map, one for the Wyatt
family (on Portersville Street) and one owned l)y AG.
Mcllwaine (west of Sycamore). Beers does not show a
cemetery on the Mingea lot (a})out the site of to&ay's

3 Petersburg The Daily Index, May 22, 1869.
* Petersburg Daily Index, February 16, 1866.
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Blandford Manor on South Crater Roa&) where a single
head and footstone, without legi}yle inscription, was
photographed for a ca. 1958 news article about the "old
rectory on Blandford Hil 138

African American cemeteries were treated no
better — and 1ikely far worse — than white graveyarcls.
One of the earliest is uncloul:tedly the “colored Lurying
grouncl" on Walnut Street, given to Peters]aurg in 1794
by the father of Robert B. Bolling. By 1856 the City
found it “unnecessary” and the land was converted to

purposes better suited to that improving and populous
portion of the ci’cy".‘?"]r In other words, it was c},evelope&.

Many of Peters]ourg's free blacks settled in the
Pocahontas area, found employmept in txacle, service,
and lal)oring occupations, and Legan to acquire
property. Sandy Beach Church was established before
1800, and at an éarly date a burial grouncl was in use on
Pocahontas. It is not certain whether it was l)egun
t}lroug}) the church or other organization.
Independently held by black people, and not by the city,
the cemetery was acknowle&ge& but not protected.

As early as 1856 this property, owned by G.W.
West, had been abandoned and sold at auction to
Pannill and Coﬂier, only to be quicldy purchasecl loy the
city.35 It seems that almost immediately the city Legan
excavating the property and using it as §ll dirt in various
street repair projects. It wasn't until 1869 that this was
noticed l)y anyone who either found it offensive or who
was in a position to be vocal. The horror of the site was
reportea% and a year later, after appargntly no action
Lad })een taleen, a councilman, Mr. Doggett, warned
that, “when we cease to respect the dead, we cease to

3 0ld Rectory Interesting Place,” in Petersburg
ProgresancJex (n.d., ca. Fel:ruary 1958, copy in D.L. Lauter
files, Prince George County).

4 Petersburg The Southside Dai/y Democrat,
November 12, 1856.

% Petersburg The Southside Daily Democrat,
December 19, 1856.

% Petersburg The Daily Express, February 15,
1869.
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respect ourselves”.*” A year later the newspaper reported
that sand was still heing hauled from the abandoned
graveyar& cluring the construction of the new iron lariclge
and no action had been taken to either stop the
desecration or rel)ury the expose& bones.® Years later,
Thomas Brown declared that Pocahontas Ceme’cery had
been clug up as a health nuisance and the remains used
to fill Low Street or Tinpot A.Uey, just west of
Petersburg's Old Town Section.’ Regardless of the
precise intents or activities, there is no visible trace of
the cemetery today.

To provide an alternative to potters field or
private backyard burial, in 1818 trustees of the
Benevolent SOciety of Free Men of Color paid $100 for
a small parcel in the section of Pe’tersburg known as
Blandford to become a burial groun&. Their half-acre
plot, a portion of the estate of Nicholas Voss, has not
been located with certainty. The deed describes it as
surrounded by Voss's land on three sides, with a 30'
street to the north.** Because bones were unearthed
during the construction (ca. 1920) of Blandford
Elemen’cary School on East Bank Street, this has been
said to be the Benevolent Society lot (Bushey et al.
1994: 42). However, according to Mary Berry, several
older residents believe that these bones representecl
another small graveyard whose name has been 1ost, and
not a heavily used plot such as the Benevolent Society's
would have been*!

The Benevolent Society's 1818 purchase was
made while the City of Peters}aurg was purchasing four
acres at old Blandford Churchyarcl asa pulalic laurying
ground for whites (arrangements began 1817, sale

complete 1819). The free men of color did for their

3 Petersburg The Daily Courier, February 2, 1870.
* Petersburg The Daily Courier, March 14, 1871.

¥ Thomas Brown, unpubhshe& letter to the editor
of the Petersburg Progress-Index, March 17, 1941.

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

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

own community what the government did for its
citizens, both purchases influenced Ly the combination
ofa rising economy with awa]szening pubhc/ religious zeal
that rebuilt Petersl)urg after the great fire of 1815, and
saw the expanding congregations of Gillfield Baptist,
First Baptist, and Union Methodist (Oak Street
AME?Z) churches.

During the 1830s, when restrictions on free
blacks were Leing enacted in several states (Virginia was
especiauy vigorous, reacting to Nat Turner's rel:enion;
see, for example, Guild 1996), cities l)egan to formally
segregate their public burying grounds (Goldfield 1991:
150-151). Petersburg was no exception: in 1837 a
City Ordinance forbade the burial of blacks in
Blandford Cemetery. New restrictions at Blandford,
the limited land area at Pocahontas; and the a]ssence of
churchyard cemeteries all contributed to the need for a
larger cemetery for the free black community. In 1840,
a group of 28 men paid $200 for a one-acre tract, the
first deeded parcel of today's Peoples Memorial
Cemetery. In 1865 the cemetery was enlarged, again by
the purc]nase of land by a group of African American
men. Because records have been lost, and later writers
relied on oral tradition, the story of the organizational
management of People’s Cemetery has been lost. The
1840 tract was probably the "place of interment"
mentioned in the Beneficial Society's 1852
constitution. This group and its successors were the

"Olcl Beneficial® and "Bene{icial Boarcl" cited in

twentieth century records.

Althouéh $200/acre in the first quarter of the
nineteenth century was closer to market price than a
gift, 125 years later Thomas Brown stated that "some
of the noble white men under Col. McRae (Captain
Richard McRae of the Petersl:surg Volunteers in the
War of 1812) had given to the slaves and free Negroes
the two strips of 1ancl, namely the Old Beneficial and
the Beneficial Board . . ." that form the northern
portion of People’s Cemetery (Brown 1942). Soon
after, he wrote of "the existence [of] the old Beneficial

Board that was next to a piece of ground that was set
aside by a Mr. Bolling. This land was called a free
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Negro's Lurying ground."42 Brown added to the
confusion of records about Peters})urg's cemeteries, but
there may be some truth to the notion that there had
been a free cemetery at the north side of People's.
Abutting the earliest part of People’s, Little Church
Cemetery was alreacly a burial groun& when the Mingea
heirs sold the plot to undertaker James Wilkerson in
1882. The Mingeas, a prominent white family, had
owned the land for cleca(les, but nothing is known of the
burial plot: who was }Juriecl there, or when. Slaves of
‘the Mingeas or free blacks may have been buried there;
the Mingeas may even have had a cooperative
arrangement with other whites (McRae or Bolling) to
allow use of the cemetery.

Peters]ourg's other extant historic cemetery,
East View/Wilkerson Memorial, was in use Ly 1866.
Little is known of the early history of this burial
grouncl, which was acquire& ]ay the Wilkerson interests
in 1911 but not annexed from Prince George County
into Petersburg until the 1940s. Adjacent to the
in-town cemeteries, East View was no less convenient

for city dwellers }ay Being outside the city line.

The City of Petersl:\urg enlarged Blandford
Cemetery in the early 1840s, and in 1850, noting the
"propriety of providing a burying ground for persons of
color Ly the city," authorized a section to be separatecl
by a fence from the white section*® and used for African
American burials. This providecl one more option for
Petersburg's black families when they selected a grave
site.

Petersburg's separate cemeteries — the
People’s complex, Little Church, East View, and the
Blandford complex — are connected geographica.ﬂ ,
with several boundaries ]aeing blurred over time. They
are also knitted togethex }Jy family relationships within
the black community, as many of the city's
1ong-esta1)1ishecl families have members buried in two or

more cemeteries. Geographic and family ties, even

** Thomas H. Brown, letter to Petersburg City
Council, April 1943.

*  'Blandford Cemetery” National Register

nomination, VDNR, 1991
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similar grave markers, create a unity among the
properties that should not be overlooked when stuclying
them separately.

Several other cemeteries have disappeared from
Petersburg's lanclscape. Accorcling to the Beers Map of
1877, two graveyar&s were in the West End, near the
city poorhouse and charity hospital. The City Home
remained occupiecl into the 1930s, when one of the
residents, a retired minister, was supervising burials
there (Perdue 1976: 211). The cemeteries later fell
into disuse and were obliterated with the construction of
nearl)y Pecan Acres in ’che early 1970s. Some of the
Confederate soldiers were moved to Blandford; the
unmarked burials of indigents and the unknown,
whether black or White, were proLa]::ly covere& over.**
On Jones Street, a plot called the "Matthew Thomas
Cemetery" had vanished by the time Thomas Brown
wrote his History of the Peap]e’s Memorial Cemetery
(Brown 1942). There may have been a burial ground
on St. Andrews Street, the road that runs up to the
west side of People’s, which was separate from the
People’s complex but also under Thomas Brown's
management &uring the early twentieth century.q's

There are few contemporary clescripfcions of
antebellum African American cemeteries, and those
that can be found are often tainted Ly racism. A white
reporter observed a funeral in Richmond in 1852:
Beyond the white cemetery, a "neat, rural place,
well-filled with monuments and evergreens,” was a
"desolate” place - the black hillside cemetery. The grave
was already clug, next to that of an apparently unrelated
child who was interred the same &ay. Once the pine
coffin had been lowered and earth pilecl up into a raised
mound over it, one of the men broke two small branches
from a near]:)y beech tree and placecl them upright at the
head and foot (Olmsted 1996 [1861]: 35-36).

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

*Interview, Mr. Leonard A. Muse, December 18,
1998.

* Interview, Mrs. Mary L. Berry, January 28,
1999.
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cemeteries were "poorly kept", with few markers and
"those mostly humble" (quoted in Wade 1964:
170-171).  Regardless of the perspective of white
onlookers, slaves and free persons of color conducted
their funerals and maintained their graveyarcls in
accordance with their own spiritual beliefs, and with as
much care as circumstances permitte&, often malzing

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

Landscaping, fencing, and markers bearing the
name of the deceased are conventional grave care
customs that vary accor&ing to time, place, econormics,
and spiritual values. One of the notable, if not unique,
ways in which Petershurg's black community
traclitionauy demonstrated remembrance was Ly placing
small "lodge stones" to commemorate membership in a
fraternal or mutual-assistance organization.

As early as 1873 and as late as 1948, grave
markers in Petersburg's African American cemeteries
bear Masonic emblems. Al’chough fraternal and
beneficial organizations were as active in the 1870s and
1880s as in the 1920s and 1930s, the greatest number
of lo&ge stones bear twentieth century dates. While
many stones from the earlier periocl may have been lost
over time, it seems that the custom of provicling small
mem}::ership markers was more popular in the latter era.

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

IBPOEW Royal Lo&ge #77/YMIBA; IBP OEW
Majestic Temple #109/NIBS Blooming Zion #275;
IBPOEW Majestic Temple #109/YWIBA; IBPOEW
Royal Lo&ge #T7/TFL Inc./MIBA.

The habit continued well into the twentieth
century. ES & LC, responsible for a good many
markers between 1920 and 1949, was probably related
to the Order of Eastern Star. Rosetta Tent #433 is a
later group; its first stones date to 1950. Other
organizations await researcl'l, such as Star Chamber

#5352.

Despite the presence of mutual-aid
organizations, other charitable acts may have been more
personal. In 1932 undertaker Thomas Brown buried
Nannie McNeil and her baby at People’s Cemetery,
charging his $15.90 fee to "Friends at factory"
(People’s Cemetery Records Reel One). Mid-1920s
gravemarkers in People’s Cemetery were placed by
co-workers in Seiclen]:urg Stemmery Room No. 1 and
No. 2; a stone from 1941 is inscribed American
Suppliers Stemmery No. 1 (the successor to
Seidenburg). Seidenburg/American Suppliers was a
major employer of African Americans, apparently in
large enough numbers to support some sort of in-house
mutual-benefit group. The workplaces of other
employment-related memorial stones have not been
identified: at Little Church is a 1933 marker "from the
Employees of C. S. H." and at East View is a marker
from "Employees 1898-1945, C. S. H.", and one for
Holly Hunter (1949) "from her co-workers."

Undertaking

During the nineteenth century, the occupation
of undertaker became professionalize&, with traditional
"layers out of the dead" (often women) being displaced
as other tradespeople expan&e& into the business of
managing funerals. Carpen‘cers and cabinetmakers who
made coffins and 1ivery—s’cal)1e keepers who suppliecl
horses and coaches grew more involved with the funeral
business, joined lay Larl:er-surgeons and chemists trained
in em})alming. This chore was better performed in a
specializec]. setting, so embalmers pre£errec1 to remove
the lvocly from home for the work. Evolving into
funeral directors, they provi&ecl viewing rooms and
on-site chapels instead of returning the Lody home for
the watch and funeral (Habenstein and Lamers 1955;
Mitford 1998: 147-149; Quigley 1996: 52-53).
Other funeral parlors and mortuaries grew out of burial
associations tln'ough which poor people Lought burial
plans, paying an undertaker a few cents weekly, to
assure themselves of decent burial (Lincoln and Mamiya

1990: 246).

Petersl)urg's early undertakers arrived in their
profession ‘cl'ntcugh the normal routes. The city

directory of 1859 includes four undertakers (all white),
with advertisements for two: James T. Morris (furniture
dealer; "coffins of every description always on hand.
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And particular attention paicl to the duties of an
Unc].ertalzer") and John Morrison ("Cabinet Maker,
Uphols’teter & General Fumishing. Undertaker, Agent
for Fisk's Metallic Caskets.")

In the Mac]z community too, some professions
were associated with funerals and burial. At least by
1858 Richard Kennard, a free man of color, was
operating a hack (horse and carriage for hire) business
in Petersburg (Jackson 1942: 20). Involvement in
funerals was pro}oably one reason he joinecl nine other
men in the purchase of cemetery land in 1865.
Another of the purcl'xasers, Thomas Scott, established
a funeral home business (he is listed in the 1870
Census as a 49-year-old undertaker). Although
antebellum gazetteers seem to include only white
citizens, the city directory for 1873 lists two black
unclertalzers, Philip Ro}ainson, and HIH, Parker &
Wilkinson [probably Winzerson] .

A successful African-American undertaker or
funeral director could earn a comfortable living in a
trade mosﬂy free from white interference. Not
surprisingly, the trade was intensively competitive in
Petersburg. While the white businesses were fairly
stable with two funeral directors for decades, the black
field was volatile. By 1877 John M. Hill & Co. had
joined the ranks of the city's undertakers. After a
decade of turnover and changes, in 1888 there were
four undertakers hea&quartered on Harrison, Oak and
Halifax streets: Green & Crowclen, Philip Robinson,
Thomas Scott, and I M. Wiﬂzerson, now a sole
proprietor.46

Several other funeral directors operatecl more
or less successfuﬂy during the next clecacles, most of
them along Halifax, Qak and South streets. Among
them were Armistead Green (1841-1893), grocer and
un&ertalzer, perl’xaps associated with Green and
Crowden; Christopher B. Stevens, builder and
coffinmaker; R. A. Jones (1893 City Directory); J. A.
C. Stevens (1899 Directory). About 1910 William

Frederick ]ackson came into the business as a funeral

B This situation seems to have been similar in
Richmond where, in 1900, at least five un&ertaking firms
were advertising (Richmond The Reformer, January 27, 1900).
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director-embalmer who was probauy associated with the
"William Jackson Beneficial Club" (cited in Brown
1942) and Jackson Cemetery (the south part of the
People's complex, and the only burial pla.ce not Being
managed by Wilkerson in 1910). Jackson's business
disappears from the listings by 1914, but may have been
connected with Jaclzson Memorial Funeral Home,
established in the 1930s. Between about 1914 and
1925 J. M. Epps/Epps & Epps operated a funeral
home; David T. Paige was in business briefly around
1920. City directories reveal no information about
Albert Avant, the proprietor of another early funeral
home (Bushey et al. 1994: 45), or Wilcox Jones, of
Community Funeral Directors (perhaps an out-of-town
Jt‘irm) who directed at least one funeral in 1925 7 The
concerns presenﬂy in business are Wilkerson, William
N. Bland & Sons (established 1952), and Tucker's
Funeral Home. T}xe olc].est of them, Wiﬂzerson, has
endured with several generations of family management,
and the company still retains ownership of Little
Church and East View cemeteries.

Besides Wilkerson, the longest-lasting of the
early under’talzing businesses was that established l)y
Thomas Scott, a member of an antebellum free £ami1y
that pro&ucecl a number of carpenters and builders. In
1893 the elderly Scott took an assistant, Thomas H.
Brown. Very shortly Brown took over the Business, and
was listed as an undertaker in the 1897 City Directory.
By 1899 he was running an advertisement in the city
business &irec’cory, an approach taken Ly neither of his
direct competitors.  Soon undertaker James M.
Wilkerson too had advertisements in the local black

press, stressing "fine caskets; embalming neatly done."®

A 1900 advertisement (Figure 5) also reminded the
public that he had a “Hall to rent for Societies, Suppers
and Concerts.”* Groups such as NIBS found a home
in Wilkerson's hall.

Captain Thomas H. Brown (1864-1952) is

“ Pe’cerslaurg Progress-]ncjex, April 8, 1925.

“ 1903 newspaper clippings in W.H. Johnson
Scrapbook, Special Collections, VSU.

“ Peters]:)urg National Pilot, Fel)ruary 1, 1900.



AFRICAN AMERICAN CEMETERIES OF PETERSBURG

the most vivid character in the history
of the city's unclertaleing
establishments. A Peterslmrg native,
he went to work as a }Joy in the
tobacco in&ustry and at the age of 18
joined the Knights of King Solomon;
found emplyment in a drug
store/pharmacy, then, proLal:ly having
learned something of
embalming, was hired Ly Thomas
Scott; and even’cuaﬂy took over not
only Scott's business but also People’s
1899 he was

instrumental in organizing an Elks

Cemetery. In

lodge; in 1900 he was commissioned a
deputy of the RWG Council of
Virginia, International Order of St.
Luke (Brown 1945).

granclclaughter's

memories, and his own

Brown's

auto}:iographical sketch, are unclear
about some of his progessional
activities. He may have prac’ciced as
an undertaker in Alexandria for a
while; he may have operatecl a J.rug
store in North Carolina. For several
years after 1909, he does not appear in
Peters]aurg City Directories, so the
only competition to James Wilkerson
was offered Ly William Frederick
In. 1914, the year Brown

returned to Petersl:uxg, Iacleson's

]ackson.
business Aisappeats from the lis’cings.

At some point, Brown moved

his funeral home from Thomas Scott's

cl'xemicél .

..

j m RBRIDN,

- -' i‘
QS\‘"

( LLQ Y «ml./l

.-n'-o-..

WA

FUNERAL BIRECTUB

EMBALMER,

Cor. South Avenue (Ln,(i
Harrison Street,
Hacks furnished for Marrtiages, Fun-

erals,” Entertunments, etc.
Hall to rent for Societies, bﬁfﬂ-&@gh
+ and Concerts.
Dee-16-12, ’ o "

Figure 5. Advertisement for .M. Wilkerson from 1900.

old location on Halifax Street to a new Luilcling next to
Gillfield Baptist Church. He later established a branch
of the business in Hopewell, and in 1916 organized the
Beneficial Society, a

burial-insurance association. Despite his lack of formal

Hopeweﬂ Benevolent

schooling, Thomas H. Brown was a procligious writer,
publishing newspapers targetecl toward the black
community (Brown 1942), and writing epistles to
editors, politicians and club members nearly until his

death.®

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

%0 Thomas H. Brown, “An Open Letter to the
Public,” undated newspaper clipping ca. 1942.

27



K1ajoured 'sxaﬂot{ 1] Aq” adeospue[ oY} jo uonewtIo}
2y} 3oy} st (edeosFuel [ernx 2y} ueyy Ioyyer ‘edeosPu'eI
ueqIngns pue ULqIn Sy} UO S0P 3t se Su;sn:m}) sgs&leue
$,9UBO[g Ul SWAY} [BX}USO © ‘3OB] U] °S}0] JUSIJIP
jo eoueUGUIRWL pUE JUSIYSI[aqWIa dY3} Pajoafje
ssorjoead 95073 MOy pUT — SILBPWIRD Y} JO saoroead
ssoutsnq Sugé'tret{o oy} ounuEXs 0} eﬁ;ssod os[e St 3t Swm
owres 3y} 3y ‘suoryersued Sugxaﬂgp Ac[ Pe;sxdzs;u; axe
Swojsno pue ‘S}aglaq ’se’{&;s ur saSum.Io A0 241950 0}
e[c{gssod ST 31 ‘A[;tuanbesuoo "A19j0WI00 SUIES oy} urym
Paa,exdxe;ug pue Pea,uesaxd suSgsaP AISS300NIS [B10A3S
29s nok ‘pestsu] -PeuggsePsx ﬁ[/vo_z;vww[a sPunoxg oy}
a1e J{IGIQH “aues oy} Ae3s os[e 1{9({:} ‘aﬁu'er.[o salIa}aWIad
UonW 194240 ‘ISA0IOT ‘suoreISULg SupFeeoons jo
“suégsap pue ‘stee} 'sador,[" U} 4314 03 SN Supnon'e ‘APn;s
o3 uado edeospuez [euop,cleoxa ue sapmo:cd Ara30wr00
oYt et sezrugooa1  ‘aues( o1 ‘eu'eols

'(PaPPe s;sex{dms 1:1661 SUEOIS)

useyyod gquizosip v soy  opsowt
: upoLPWY 2y 3 "PINIMD [eHOjEw
pue ‘sd;r{suop,elaz [eoos  ‘suwzou
| 'sop;[&ezéomap ‘saorjoead
ssoutsnq ‘ASoIom{oe; ueOLIAUIy
jo sjpoadse  Auew P9[pe1 sao'eId
[eranq @saupy ’;uelue[:p,es }o sorINIUSd
221y} JO sadm{ pue seg'[aaé'e.m, oyt jo
ynsex oY |, 'AH'euo;:yeu Payriuspt usaq
aaey se:)e[d [erng 9[1(45-1199&01113
puesnoy} paipuny ouo se Auew
sy 'sao’e{d [eLnq pue Swojsno [eung
uBOLIBUIY JO A;gszaxup jseA B ST ATy

:sgset{;w{s © 10§ edox{ SI9Jj0 nq !(oresow ® 31 s[[e° er{)
UOISNyuod Y} sozrugooal ‘urry ax03eq auesf o ‘aueo[g
"$3LI9IIUWRD  [PTOISUITIOD (A[aAgsnone jou L[Snor{qre)
A[s&m[ jo uommjose oY} uo paseq sadfy Azsjeusd
jo AéoIodAJ, pouep AImzo:}gun s10wW ® ysyqeisd O}
(1661) oueO[g s3[IRYR) PlAR(] ST yons sIoYyne JO SHO[

oy axe sasodind ino I0} [nyesn x0T s&m{za d

-ad4y Axejoureny ynog Ptreldn
oYy jo spuswdpe sejerodIooul 9119790 qusxe:}ed
2} JO SUO 35T o ‘MO[2q PISSTOSIP ST s® ‘st 0 ajuds
uy -seorjoeid [BHnq UEOHSUIY UBDLFY Su;zue}ae:mt{o
10} [yesn Alzp[no;qred st 10N A1e30mU00 ueqin
ue jou AIIEQP st ‘es1e joaloxd oy} Ul punoj LISnozme

‘frerouwrary ymog Pu*e[dn ou3 ’ssaIPreéeH

14

'saldumxa ueqin
10§ ayeudoadde Anenba aIe SUONRAISSO PUB SUOISSNOSIp STY
JO SUIOS ‘s9L03UIRD [BINL WO PaSNOO] oY YANOYYY 2

,SelI93ead AHeo;cL{:; jsowr
[® o sPuno.IS 8uy{1nc{ E:mc{sxe;ed juexe oY} ‘suoniuygep
asay} Susn) 'sPtmoxE Sup{mci IoIEes 10§ pesn St Wd}
ISP ST} S[FYm ‘13 pUe Amyueo frusateuI Su'_taci oo} oy
Y ‘SPJE:{BABIS pue semajaIe) USIMId] t{smﬁuqsrP o3 xe}az&
(9°8861) Pes,sSueqs opeud se yons szoymny

(Z06°QL61 aueeo 2Py eae[s oy} eIA yjnos
oY} OjuI peonpoIUl Usaq aary Aewr syren; [eHng oy jo
swos eﬁ;ssod ST §1 10U} SHUSUITIOD UAAS S *SSLI9}OWIAD
UPOLISUTY  UBOLY YA ISA0-SS0I0  S[qRISPISUOD
sem 519y} ‘2100 YSHU]-Y0jo0g © YA USHO ‘soLrajourad
oYM Yim  pajeroosse &In,uenba;z} jsowr L{Snor.me
ey} saj0u Iy Zs~(deaa{dn pue o780 Sy ur A[ptemud uoos)
£yord jo ymo ® pue '(wsqenPgAgpur_ jo wnajosds peoiq
®) UoIeI003p (panowox Anenu'ew s;we[d 18Y30 [[e Y
‘zepao se yons satoads aanounsip) uonjejeden ‘(seroe 7
uey} ss3] ‘H'euxs) 9718 ’(dos,u';t{) OIS :SONSIIS}ORIRYD dAL
uo paseq (1861 ‘6961 sues| os[e 2s) ad£y Kxeqouany
yinog Pue[dﬂ oy} Sulsp o} uo se08 oues(

-owaYds I'euon'ez;ueézo
fue ej,eoqduzoo 0} parom A;;szeAgP oy} ‘ewrmy jo
spogxed Suo[ 10§ Peguvqoun poureuIat UAHO | SILIS}AUISD
o edeosPuvI oy L{EHOT.P'{E ’Apuanbasuoo “punoy oq

' ued sen[ea pue seorjoexd [ewnq o ofuez Areu;'[)m'en,xe ue

Feu3 9SIaAIp .&Heogutp,e oS a1om sP.m(eA'ezS ueoHSUIy jeY}
Pau}e{dxa nq ‘esn aanpoR js0W JO Po;xed pue 9zIs pasn
oya (9961 2011 ) ID1[ILS SpEOSP © I9A0 DU J Larer] jo
SHOJJe 9} 930U300F 0} UO juam 3] (56%:8761 suea()
“qn,ugn(ciel © suIdas sseooxd oy} ¥ey} ac'!eosPueI Krogotursd
ueoHRUIY U} éup{_};sse[o premoy auop useq sey 333
os ’4'9’:{; patueuIIod sues( A.zoSezD QL6T Y

Jusux OIGAGG 9‘.}9’(119:) }O M@WGAO }91"18 V

*SoLI9}aIaD uosa[o'e[ pue ‘Poog ‘aouapmoz& ‘Iegog}auag
jo uoneprjosuco e ‘Kaeyourey [erowR Y s‘a[doed
jo 1o8euewr 9113( se Pazméooex AHexeueé sem umoig
‘s1eak mop ' Uy HIOT W S.mqsm;ad 03 pauiniel
UMOLg oW} Sy} NOqE papud ScIog 8u§FuaJ,ugledns
dgt{szeumo-uou suosiaM  TIH] W Psn_nbae ay
yorga ‘frajouuaTy mat A IsEY gurdeurwt os[e sem 34 GOHT
Ac[ f(s‘aldoad jo jred) souspwoi] jo mQPua;u;:adns

MHIAITAO DIIOLSIH
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clesigners, and cemetery managers and owners was
intricately related to the marleeting and management of

the institution” (Sloane 1991:7).

Sloane uses several hundred pages to develop
his evolutionary scheme of cemetery clevelopment and
we will dramaticaﬂy syn‘claesize those discussions for this
overview (see, for example, Table 2). He observes that
the earliest burial customs were unorganizecl, often in
isolated places. Through time the family burial plot is
used by additional 1r'a.mﬂies, prolaal)ly through
intermarriage. It evolves from a few graves to perhaps

several dozen (see also Jeane 1969:40).

Church graveyarcls followed European
practices, providing a place for the burial of city-
dwellers. As authors such as Ariés (1974) emphasize,
parisl’xioners l'xope& for a safe, and comfortable, closeness
to heaven and eternal salvation l)y being buried close to
the saints on sacred grouncl. Social stratification quiclzly
&evelope&, with the wealthiest Leing buried within the
claurch, while those of modest means made do with
outside plots.

Care, as well as planning, was minimal, so that
not only were the groun&s often “torn up,” but graves
weaved across the landscape (see, for example, Trinkley
and Hacker 1998). Few pathways existed, the ground
being far too valuable for burials to be wasted.
Ornamentation and vegetation were scarce, for the same
reason. The church graveyard presented a bleak
reminder of the cold, harsh grip of the grave. It wasn't
until the mid to late nineteenth century that well-
intentioned caretakers Legan to gather up markers,
resetting them in neat straight lines, estalalishing paths
over burials, and in general “beautifying” these
graveyards.

Sloane observes that the close proximity of
these church graveyarcls to town residences and
commerce helped maintain contact between the 1iving
and the dead. But it also made it far easier for the living
to justify clisplacing the dead and ol)litera’cing the
graveyar& as the need for city expansion became critical.
This might be subsumed under the warning that
“familiarity breeds contempt.” As has been previously
discussed this is exa.ctly the situation at several of
Petersl:urg's cemeteries.

Potter’s fielcls, the term applied to any burial
place for the incligentsa, were rarely found prior to
nineteenth century. Prior to that time plots were
typically set aside for “strangers,” who typically would
not have the means to pay for their grave (Sloane

1991:24-25).

African Americans were particularly susceptible
to 1osing their burial places, especiaﬂy since these
burying grouncls were often little more than potter’s
fields. One of the greatest pro}:)lems in tracing the
history of these graveyarcls is that none existed for very
long. They were typicaﬂy used and then discarde&, being
built over. In a society that was dominated ]oy racism
and concern with maintaining the white power
structure, African Americans, who had a hard enough
time owning land in the first place, were usuany denied
the rig}ﬂ: to })ury in family plots. Sloane observes that
this effort to strip familial and community relationships
actuaﬂy encouragecl blacks “to clevelop and protect the
areas in which they could express their sense of family

and community” (Sloane 1991:15).

Through time the urban graveyarcl began to
engencler considerable concern. One account proclaimecl
that, “the living here breathe on all sides an atmosp}lere
impregnatecl with the odor of the dead. . . . Typl'ms fever
in its aggrava’cecl form has attacked them with the most
destructive ravages.” At another location the situation
was no better, the soil }:)eing “saturated with human
putrescence.” Elsewhere the accounts of bodies being
&ug up and carted away for their bones, or simply Leing
strewn around the graveyard, were common (Coﬂison

1841:143).

As overcrowcling of typical church cemeteries
became more clearly recognized and as concerns over
the “reservoir” of disease that church cemeteries
presente& to the urban population mounted, there was
a clamor to close city graveyar&s and move Lurying
grounds outside the city limits. In New Haven,
Connecticut this led to the creation of a private
association of lot holders “joining together to save the

53 The term comes from Matthew xxvii,7 and
describes a burial place, “the potter’s field,” purchased with
the 30 pieces of silver thrown down by Judas.
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£oo’cing. In adclition, the cemetery managers Legan to
recognize that not all families would maintain
appropriate decorum in the decoration of their lots, nor
would maintenance be equal.

There was no clear answer for the issue of
taste, especially since virtuaﬂy all of the rural cemetery
organizations had made some provision assuring lot-
holders of their free rein.** The issue of maintenance
was somewhat easier to address. Although no board
desired to be responsible for the care and maintenance
of monuments (there were simply too many different
styles and materials), there were trusts established to
help care for lots’ appearances. The movement, however,
was slow, and most cemeteries did not establish funds

until the 1870s or 1880s.

Blanche Linden-Ward (1990) suggests that
fences are one of the hallmarks of the rural cemetery
movement. Owning the plot and assured of its
preservation (a situation which was never present in the
church cemetery), fencing sucl&enly became an option.
She also sees it as part of a far—reaching trend in
privatization and emphasizes that it was a matter of
taste, not necessity (i.e., there were, Ly this time, no
cattle or pigs freely ranging in rural <:eme’ceries).55

The builcling of fences at Mount Aubum
increased annually from 1840, reaching a peak in
1853, then dropping off markedly from 1858 through
the 1860s. During the prime, dealers sought to create
a market Ly aclvertising a wide range of £unerary
furniture, inclu&ing tree guar&s, treﬂises, planter urns,
settees, statues, and hitching posts. All of this, of
course, encouragecl family plots to become increasingly
cluttered and overwhelmecl, fitting in nicely with the
Victorian middle class's effort to achieve i&entity and

5 Actuaﬂy there were some restrictions. For
example, at Mount Auburn owners had “the right to erect on
their lots £ences, monuments and stones of appropriate
character. Wooded fences and gravestones of slate [were] not

allowed” (see Liden-Ward 1990:36).

* Historian Stanley French (1975) suggests that
funerary enclosures were “syml)olic of the national trait of
possessive individualism”.
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individual sensibility (Grier 1988).

Through time, as the rural cemeteries became
more cluttere&, less rural, and more ostentatious, a
back-lash clevelopecl. One critic was the horticulturalist
Andrew J. Downing, often described as America’s
“arbiter of taste” from the 1840s until his death in
1856. While an ardent supporter of the rural and
picturesque movement, he was a vicious critic of the
pomposity found in many rural cemeteries. Moreover,
he found them far too gayly decorated, not in lzeeping
with the need for contemplation central to the idea of a
Romantic cemetery as part of the ].arger Romantie-
Picturesque lan&scape movement. He argue& that the
clutter also detracted from the rural setting and made
the cemeteries feel far too urban.

It was about this time that a gradual shift away
from fencing and toward curbing begins. It first
appeared at Mount Auburn in 1858, but increased
dramatically in the 1860s and 1870s.

The curbs served many of the same goals as
fences, clearly marleing ownership. But, instead of an
iron fence, owners used granite curbs raised 12 to 16
inches above the surrouncling grouncl. The interior of
the lot was then “filled up inside with good earth like a
flower pot and grassed over” (Linden-Ward 1990:51).
The cost of curbing was far greater ($600 to $700 for
a simple design) than a fence, but the curbing require&
less maintenance ancl, in the longq:un, was considered
an excellent investment.

As a result of criticisms the cemetery Legan to
be re-fashioned yet again, pushed toward a more formal,
less picturesque &esign similar to that laeing found in
urban par]:zs and middle-class suburbs. A Ieacling
proponent of this new movement, called the Lawn-Park
Cemetery, was Arlolph Strauch, best known for his work
at Spring Grove Cemetery in Cincinnati in 1855.

Strauch sougl'xt to replace the picturesque with
the pastoral, feeling that one of the greatest faults of the
rural cemetery movement was the effort to include too
much in the 1anclscape, resulting in a clutter of opposing
and conﬂicting devices. He also was strongly oppose& to
the “individualism” found in rural cemeteries like
Spring Grove, commenting that “Gaudiness is often
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mistaken for splen&or and capricious strangeness for

improvement” (Sloane 1991:104).

He aggressively controlled the introduction (or
what he felt was the intrusion) of markers into the
lanclscape. He sought to provide incentives for lot
owners to memorialize using plantings and to minimize
stone monuments, gra&uaﬂy acquiring the power to
prevent what he saw as excesses. He also graduaﬂy
restricted private garcleners from worlzing ﬁmﬂy plots,
hiring instead a crew of professional gardeners to assure
a unity of appearance.

His modifications were costly and, in order to
pay for these changes, Spring Grove began to offer
those purchasing lots two options: pay a higher price
and receive perpetual care or pay a lower price
supplemente& with annual-care payments. Those alrea&y
owning lots were given the opportunity to join the
annual care payment program. By the end of the 1870s
almost all cemeteries used annual-care fees and
perpe’cual-care payments as a means of increasing their

maintenance funds (Sloane 1991:109).

Strauch’s approach not only changed the
1anclscape of the cemetery, and marked the rise of the
superin’cen&ent — a professional responsiMe for the
maintenance of the cemetery — but it also marked a
radical change in the relationship between lot-holder
and the cemetery. The lot-holder's “freedom” was
dramaticauy limited. Monuments had to meet
guiclelines set Ly the superintendent; plan’cings were
determined l')y the superintendent and put in Ly his
crew, not the 101:-1101&6:; and the superin‘cenclent became
the official arbiter of goocl taste in his cemetery.

For a variety of reasons, many focused on
America's retreat from sentimentality after the Civil
War, as well as a growing interest in parles, lawn-parlz
cemeteries became increasingly popular. Sloane observes
that they combined “the beauty of the lawn with the
artistry of the monument” (Sloane 1991:121). There
were fewer clusters of bushes or trees to clutter the lawn
and individual markers were not allowed to overwhelm
the setting. Flower beds, often limited to the entrance
and road intersections, provic]»ecl restrained splashes of
color. Classical art was featured. Tluough time, of
course, even the lawn—parlz cemeteries Aevelopecl excesses

and occasionany artiﬁciality threa’cene&, or even
overw}lehnecl, the naturalism that was at the core of the
movement.

An excellent un&erstan&ing of the lawn—park
cemetery can be obtained from scanning the literature
of the periocl. For example, Howard Evarts Weed
(1912), in Modern Park Cemeteries, lays out a plan for
the clevelopment of an appropriate cemetery of the
perio&. For example, while he recounts that originaﬂy
Christian burials were oriented east-west “in order than
the spirit might face the rising sun on resurrection
morn,” (cf. Ezekial xoccvii, 12-14) he emphasizes that
this was no longer common, “in all modern cemeteries
no attention is pai& to orientation, the graves }Jeing
placecl on the lot so as to make t:he best use of the
space” (Weed 1912:15).%

Further emphasizing the egiciency of the
modern lawn—parlz cemetery, Weed explains that while
Waﬂzways were previously common, “in all recent plans,
each lot faces only one walk. This has provecl of great
economy as it allows more burial space in a given area

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

on to explain the dimensions of family plo’cs:

A.uowing three }ay six for grave space,
two feet for marleers, and a six-inch
margin at the border of a lo’c, a six
grave lot would be nine ]oy seventeen,
such small lots, of course, not
aﬂowing for monuments. In fact, no
monuments should be allowed on lots
less than 14 by 20, containing 280
square feet, a space for eight full-
sized graves and a monument. The
{amily which cannot afford the
purchase of a lot of this size certain]y
cannot afford a monument (Weecl

1912:43).

% This comment serves to emphasize the increasing
commercialization of cemeteries and effort to ensure
“entrepreneurial efficiency.” The new cemeteries were not run
Ivy churches, towns, or even owner-Loar&s, I)ut I)y private
businessmen seelzing to profit from death.
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The corners of these lots should be marked, minimaﬂy,
hy flat concrete monuments — the cost of which

“should not exceed tlfty cents each” W eed 1912:53).

Weed also makes it very clear that it is the
1anc1scape with which the superintenclents were
concerned:

The best landscape effects cannot be
obtained when flowers are plantecl on
the graves. The individual grave is
but a small detail of the whole
grounds, and the general appearance
of the cemetery should not be marred
by planting  thereon  (Weed
1912:73).

He argues that mausoleums are not only “unsanitary,”
but often distract from the landscape. As a result, they
should be severely limited. Likewise, monuments on
tamﬂy lots should be limited to one centrally placect

stone.

The members of the Association of American

Cemetery Superintendents were even more critical of
markers, with one noting that:

A headstone or marker exists merely
to preserve the location of the grave.
It does this perfectly when its top is
even with the surface of the grouncl.
It is not a work or art or thing of
Lea.uty. thy should it be allowed to
mar a beautiful lawn? (Simonc}s
1898: 100).

Weed notes this allows “a lawn mower to pass over
them,” which translates into “economy in care” (Weed
1912:94). For all their concern with taste, there seems
to be little understanding of the loeauty, quali‘cy, or
artistry of gravestone markers. The desire to create a
uniform — and pre—approvecl —_ 1andscape was far more
important than any art form. Death was being rapicﬂy
transformed into commercial expecliency.

The Superintendents were even more outragecl
at the tences, curbs, and other privatization devices ttxey
saw in cemeteries. Matthew P, Braziﬂ, for example,
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cornplainect that many pecple sought:

to be as exclusive and private in their
lots as in their &weuings. But when
we come to see the confusion and
unsigtltly appearance caused by
stone, iron fences, and copings, it
becomes our cluty to appeal to the
goocl senses and taste of the lot
owners to avoid them altogether e
. Lot Enclosures are unsigh’cly in
appearance and contrary to goocl
taste, besides requiring a gooct deal of
labor and expense to }zeep them in
repair and they &estroy the general
goocl appearance of the cemetery

(Brazill 1898:129-130). -

He suggests that"at “all the most important and best
managecl cemeteries, the work of getting rid of stone
and iron fences has been going on for some time,”
alttxough at Mount Auburn the first voluntary removal
of curbing didn’t take place -until 1885 and there
doesn’t seem to have been any wictespreacl effort uhtil
the 1920s (Linden-Ward 1990:54-55). It seems likely
that the cemetery superintenc}.ents waged war on curbing
for years before actually makingmuch hea&way.

Sloane believes that the memorial parlz, the
last (historical) phase in the evolution of the American
cemetery was the result of the puuic’s desire to further
isolate death. Arising as it did in the aftermath of World
War I there may be some truth to this_. But perhaps
even more teﬂing is the increased commercialism of this

final phase.

In 1917 Hubert Eaton converted a failed
California cemetery into Forest Lawn — the epitome of
the memorial partz which served as the model for new
cemeteries across the country. Drawing upon the
experiences of Lotln cemetery operators, anct real estate
clevelopers, Eaton recreated the cemetery. He removed
the last vestiges of death from the lanclscape, succeeding
in torcing all monuments to be at grounct level. He
created a cemetery without “gloom.” He also created a
multiservice business, streamlining the process of burial
Ly oﬁering all the services of the funeral director,
cemetery, and monument dealer. Death was given the
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convenience o one-stop S, opplng.

Sloane observes certain characteristics in the
clevelopment of memorial parles that are especia.ﬂy
worthy of consideration. For example, almost all took
Iarge tracts of pas’cure-lilze land and &evelope& them
section }oy section, using pre-neecl sales to offset
clevelopment costs. Since the lan&scape was typicaﬂy flat
suburban farmlancl, there was no effort to create
anything even vague]y picturesque. Instead, there was a
central drive off which sl'xort, circular drives exten&ed,
creating sections and subsections. Each section had a
different theme, based on three-dimensional sculpture
and associated planting557. Purchasers were offered a
choice of themes, just as ’chey were offered a choice of

neighborhoods in which to live (Sloane 1991:162).

Typical of the time, these cemeteries became
increasingly exclusive, with racial-exclusion clauses in
their deeds mirroring a growing real estate trend. Sloane
emphasizes that this exclusion had not always been
standard. Although many cemeteries segrega‘cecl races,
very few rural or lawn park cemeteries had exclusionary
clauses in their deeds (Sloane 1991:188). By 1917,
however, it was commonly held in the courts that blacks
could be excluded from purchasing a plot }Jy the
cemetery company. This racial segregation was not
chaﬂenge& until well after WW II. A more common
response was for African Americans to create their own
memorial par]es, such as Detroit Memorial Park
Cemetery, organized in 1925 by a group of black
businessmen, including African American funeral

directors and also ministers (Wright 1993).

The creators of the memorial parks sough‘c to
create a cemetery the pul)lic would be comfortable
returning to over and over, but ‘chey aramaticany
misread the American pu):;lic. There was no twentieth
century interest in l'xaving a close relationslaip with the
cemetery such as was seen in the nineteenth century.

7 Alt}xoug}l monuments and carved sculpture are
again seen in a positive light, their place, style, and &esign are
very strictly limited ]oy the memorial parl:z owner and clesigner.
There is no individual freedom of expression, so the
recognition of the sculpture’s Leauty and worth is contrived
and commercialized.

Americans no Ionger wanted to go to a cemetery for
contemplation or relaxation. Insteacl, ‘cbey sough’c out
the memorial parlzs because they offered a total-service
paclzage that helped reduce the exposure to the reali’ty of
death and distanced the grave from the mourner.®
Another attraction of the memorial parlzs, especiauy in
today’s mobile society, may be the assurance that the
grave site will be pro’cec’ced “in perpetuity,” unlike so
many other graveyarcls.

Ma.rlzers

There have been a few efforts to trace the
development and evolution of different markers. Larry
W. Price (1966) examined 214 cemeteries in
southwestern Illinois, iclenti{'ying four basic styles of
markers: a crudely carved sandstone “keyhole” style
(1831-1841)%, a plain marble style (1840-1900), a
granite or marble obelisk (1870-1930), and a low, wider
granite style (1920-1960). He also observes that more
recently a “brass or bronze plate” put in at ground level

had become more popular (Price 1966:205).

Coleen L. Nutty (1984) conducted a study of
gravestone art from a number of Midwestern stones
dating from 1850 through 1900 and, in the process,
proposecl definitions for a number of different stone
types she encountered, going far Leyond the simple
styles discussed Ly Price. For example, upright marble
tablets are divided into square top, square top with
ornamentation, multiple square top, rounded top,
ornamented rounded top, mul‘tiple rounded top,
segmentecl top, ormamented segmented top, indented
circle, and so on, all of which are considered variations
of the “standing tablet.” Obelisks are divided into at
least four styles and are called “columns,” while the

term “block gravestone” is appliecl to a range of different

%8 Of course, this is not the case with all families.
The presence of trinkets and other memorabilia at the grave
site, even outside of African American culture, seems to
suggest that some families strive to un-isolate death Ly
maintaining contact with the deceased.

% Although the sym]:olism of this form is not
understood, Ruth Little reports that it is found in African
American cemeteries in North Carolina cluring the twentieth
century (Little 1989:Figure 11).
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rectangular devices {(Nutty 1984:55-57). She found
that her s‘cancling tablets dated primarﬂy from the
1850s through the 1870s, while the column style was
popular c]»uring the 1880s and 1890s. The block s’cyle,

which appears to include the more massive granite

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

Regar(ﬂess of the scheme, or the aut}xor, these
efforts at clevising evolutionary scenarios must be
evaluated in the context of the local conditions and
circumstances. So little is known about the clevelopment
and mar}eeting of stone styles, or the practices of
consumer choice, that it would ]oe difficult to offer
meaningful observations without research far }oeyonrl the
scope of this project.

For example, as tempting as it might be to
make a case that Peters}:urg’s African Americans had
more limited consumer choices than whites in the same
area, this cannot be proﬁere& without un&ertalzing
exhaustive studies of gravestone styles in both white and
black cemeteries. Moreover, it would be necessary to
control for other variables, most especiaﬂy cultural
practices, to ensure that only issues of price a}n&
availal:ility were Leing considered.

More important to our current neecls, isa c]ear
typology of marker styles, aHowing us to discuss the
monuments found in the various cemeteries without
Iong cligressions on the styles themselves or on added
decorative elements. As a result, we have taken i&eas,
definitions, and generalize& styles from a broad range of
researchers, modified them to suit our needs, and offer
them here as a glossary of major s’cyies in the African
American cemeteries of Petersburg (Figure 6). The
rea&er, however, should be aware that these are
essentiaﬂy architectural c}escriptions, because a range of
artistic or verbal imagery may exist on each type.

Base, Die and Cap Monument — usually constructed
of granite or marble, these are very heavy monuments
consisting of at least three (and often more) pieces: one
or more bases (o{:ten steppe&) on which may be carved a
family name, a central massive die which usuauy
contains the epitaph, and a cap. These monuments

typically predate 1930.
Bedstead Monument — heaclstone, foo‘cstone, and
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side rails &esigned and laid to imitate the form of a bed.
Initially in marble, although imitated in concrete.
Sometimes called a “cradle grave.”

Burial Vault Slab — top of the concrete burial vault
left at gracle, forming an imitation let].ger. Usually
plaques with information concerning both the deceased
and the name of the funeral home are attached. There
may also be other decorative elements. Often these are
painted.

Box Tomb —a masonry box measuring about 3 Ly 6-
feet on top of which is laid a horizontal ledger stone.
Strictly speaking these were not “tombs” since the
burial was below grade and the monument was
afterwards built over the grave.

Die in Socket — a type of upright headstone
terminating in a tab which was set into a socket or
support buried under the grouncl. Typicaﬂy the die in
socket stone is inclistinguishable from a tabletstone
unless fuﬂy exposecl. The die in socket stones were
popular dun'ng the last quarter of the nineteenth and
first quarter of the twentieth centuries. Both marble and
concrete styles are recognize&.

Die on Base — Two piece monuments consisting of an
uprig}rh or vertical die set on a broad, flat base. Prior to
about 1930 the die was attached with the use of brass or
iron dowels set with melted suH‘ur, leacl, or ‘cement.
After this perio& it was usuaHy attached with a setting
compouncl.

Footstone — usuaﬂy smaller than a headstone, set
verticauy at the foot of the grave. Inscriptions, when

present, are typicany limited to initials and perhaps a
death date.

Government Stone — there are three broad types of
govemment-provi&ecl headstones and markers. The first,
often called the “Civil War” type, was approvecl in 1873
and consists of a tabletstone measuring 4-inches thick
and 10-inches in width. The top is slightly curved and
there is a sunken shield in which the inscription appears
in bas relief. Despite the name this style has been used
for the eligible deceased of the Revolutionary War, War
of 1812, Mexican War, Indian Campaigns, and
Spanish American War. In 1903 the width of the stone
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Figure 6. Sketches of typical Petersl)urg marlzer styles. A, hea&stone; B, die in soc]aet; C, die on Lase; D, government
issue, C1v11 War style; E, plaque rnarleer; F, lawn type marleer; G, pulpi’c marker; H, ol:elislz; I, peclestal tom]o;
}, die, cap, and Lase; K, })eclstead monument.
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was cluangec}. to 12-inches. A sul)ca‘cegory of this “Civil
War” government stone was approved for Confederate
dead in 1906. The top is pointed and the shield is
omitted. In 1930 the Confederate Cross of Honor was
added. The second type of stone, often caﬂe& the
“General” type, was used after World War 1. This stone
is 13-inches in width and the inscription appears on the
front face without a shield. The third type of
government stone is the “ﬂat mar]eer," approvecl in
marble in 1936 and granite in 1939, and bronze in
1940. These measure 24-inches ]oy 12-inches. This

style of stone is also known as the lawn type.

Headstone — one of the most common grave markers,
usuaﬂy set verticany in the grounrl at the head of the
grave and containing an inscription. Usua.ﬂy of stone,
although wood (]znown as heacu)oar&s), concrete, and
metal markers are also known. The term covers both
tabletstones and also dies in sockets. Of particular
interest in Peters]ourg are the large number of “Ioclge
stones.” These are small hea&stones, often about the
size of footstones, or between 6 and 10 inches in width
and perhaps about 2 feet in height. They are typicaﬂy
marble and contain very basic information — usuauy
the name of the loclge {(sometimes with its syml:ol), the
name of the cleceasecl, and the death date. Often the
birth date is omitted (Figure 7).

LaWn-Type — these are usuauy granite or bronze
plates with their tops set flush with grouncl level.
Originaﬂy &esignecl for use in 1awn—par1=a cemeteries
where there was an ol:jection to other monuments
}Jrealzing—up the Ianclscape and causing problems in
maintenance activities, such as mowing. These were
introduced about 1910. They are similar to Raised-
Top Inscription Markers.

Leclg‘er — thin horizontal stone slab laid covering the
grave. These usuaﬂy measure about 3-feet By 6-feet and
may be elal)orately carved in the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries. Occasionauy t}ley are set on a low
masonry base. As the base is increased to about 3-feet
in heigh’c the marker is referred to as a box tomb. When
the le&ger is supported }Jy four to six supports ox piuars
it is called a table stone or table tomb. While usuaﬂy
marble, they may also be of concrete.

Obelisk —‘this neoclassical monument consists of a
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column or shaft set on a Lase, which is often multi-
tiered. They terminate in a pyramic].al point. These may
be marble or occasionaﬂy granite and are related to
Pedestal-Tombs. They were most common from about
1880 to 1910.

Pedestal Tomb — this neoclassical ~monument
consists ofa ]:)ase, usuaﬂy }ugh and o‘ften multi—tiered,
which terminates with an wrn or other decorative
element, often a cross-vaulted “roof.” These are typicauy
marble and are simply called Obelisks. They usuaﬂy
predate 1920.

Plaque Marker — these are simple rec’cangular to
square tablets at a 455-degree angle, sometimes resting
on s stand clesign or base. Often the inscription will be
set within a recessed frame. These monuments are
found in marble and granite, altl'xough ‘chey most
commonly occur in concrete which has been
whitewashed.

Pulpit Marker — these stones may be marble or
granite and have a height typically under 30-inches.
The inscription is on the slanting top of the marker.
Occasionaﬂy there may be an open book on the top of
the “pulpit,” containing a Biblical verse.

Raised-Top Inscription Markers — these are
rectangular slabs, usually of granite, although marble is
also used. The inscription is on the flat top. They differ
from Lawn-Type markers in that they are raised about
6-inches above the ground surface. Although “flat type”
Government Stones are clesignecl to be used as Lawn-
Type monuments, they are sometimes set as Raise&—Top
Inscription markers.

Table Stone — this type of marker consists of a leclg'er
stone supported Ly four to six piﬂars or columns,
usuauy about 2 to 3-feet off the groun&. At the base, on
the grouncl, is a secon& stone with shallow tabs for the
columns. These are also known as table tombs.

Tabletstone — upright (vertical) single piece of stone
usually not more than 3-inches thick. Often the depth
of the buried portion is equal to or greater than the
portion exposec].. This is also popularly known as a
headstone. Marble tends to be the most common
material, al’chough both slate and concrete are also used.
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Figure 7. Examples of lodge stone types from African American cemeteries in Petersburg, Virginia. A, Royal Lodge No.
77 1.B.P.O.E.W. (People’s); B, Y.W.S.L.I.C. (People’s); C, Royal Social Club Girls No. 43 and Boys No.
44 (People’s); D, E.S. & L.C. (People’s); E, Majestic Temple No. 109 L. B.P.O.E. of W (People’s); F,
Y.M.IB.A. (Little Church); G, Blooming Zion Lodge No. 275 N.I.B.S. (People’s); H, Pocahontas Lodge No.
[1AF. & AM. (Little Church); I, Rosetta Tent No. 433 (Little Church).
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Tlle Use o{ Concrete Monuments

Of special interest to our stu&y are the
concrete stones identified in the African American
cemeteries in Peterslaurg. They are found primarily as
simple tablets or occasionauy as tablets with overhangs
or “pealaecl roofs.” Many are also cast as what we have

identified as plaque markers, and most were initiauy
whitewashed.®

The sha.pes are all £airly common, Leing found
at a wide range of cemeteries throughout the region
(Figure 8). For example, tabletstones with a pointed
top are found not only in Peters]:urg’s African
American cemeteries, but also in North Carolina (Little
1998:Figure 6.25) and in Dorchester County, South
Carolina. They are easily created using simple wood
forms, perhaps occasionaﬂy using leather l)el’cing or
other flexible material to create the rounded or
segmentecl top.

Less easily crafted, however, are several
concrete markers found in East View. Described as
“barbed spears,” or perhaps “roofed obelisks,” they range
from about 2 to 4 feet in height and are about 4-inches
on a side. Not only is the style unusual (we have not
been able to iclentﬁy it from other African American
cemeteries in Virginia, North Carolina, South
Carolina, or Georgia), but it represents consicleral)ly
more effort on the part of the artisan. Whereas other
markers are easily created with simple forms, these
would require consicleral)ly more effort and more
complex casting tecl*miques. This is particularly true of
the marker at East View that has a cast Negroid head.
This three-dimensional work, cast as one piece on the
shaft, would have requirecl a care{'uny executed negative
mold that the concrete could have been poure& into —

€ Whether this was intended to make them look
like marble, or has some long-lost tie to the importance of
white in African religions, is unknown. In £act, the
whitewashing may simply have been a sign of respect, of
keeping the stone clean and neat. Regar(ﬂess, the practice
appears widespread. Little’s (1998) photographs of African
American markers in North Carolina, for example, show
many with evidence of remnant whitewasbing. The same has
been seen at an African American cemetery in downtown

Columbia, South Carolina.
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far different than casting tabletstones. An interesting
parallel is illustrated by Lydia Parrish (1992:Figure 17)
from the Georgia coast. There may also be some
similarity in style to the bronze bust or head recovered

from Ife in 1938 (Parrish 1992:Figure 18).

Al’chougl'x we have no information concerning
the maker of these unusual concrete forms, we do have
clues concerning at least two makers of the more
conventional markers. One informant recounted that
V.H. Poppa, a mid-twentieth century Petersburg stone
cutter, procluce& concrete markers for those clients
whom he couldn’t “sell up” to marble or granite. He
maintained a variety of forms and special 1ettering for
the purpose — suggesting that while a “sideline” it was
requestecl often enough to make it worth his while
coHec‘ting the necessary items for a professional jola.

Another informat told us that one of the Wilkerson

ernployees also crafted concrete markers as a side-line.

Both Rotundo (1997) and Little (1989,
1998) have discussed the practice of using concrete
markers among African  Americans, making
observations that are worthy of brief discussion.
Rotundo cautions against assuming any ethnic foﬂzways,
claiming that they were procluce& out of poverty. She
quotes John Milbauer, who claims:

with increasing affluence blacks are
choosing commercial tombstones
over those made l’;y themselves. The
transition from folk to mass culture
manifests itself in the Afro-American
cemetery, Where one can observe a
commercial tombstone juxtaposecl to
a homemade marker on the same
grave (Milbauer 1991, quoted in
Rotundo 1997:105).

This may, in £ac’c, be true. But we wonder if the process
is that simple. Clearly concrete markers are sometimes
chosen because of cost — this is demonstrated 13}{
Poppa’s decision to offer concrete in order to attract
more clients. But are commercial stone markers chosen
only because a £arni1y has more money? Might it also
have sometl'xing to do with their status (apart from
financial sta.n&ing) in the community or perl‘laps even
cultural values? To equate this choice with only money



AFRICAN AMERICAN CEMETERIES OF PETERSBURG

Figure 8. Examples of concrete markers in Peters]aurg’s African American cemeteries. A, hand-written lawn-’cype
(Wilkerson's); B, painted headstone (Little Church); C, plaque marker (East View); D, lawn-type, perhaps
made by Charles F. Sparks; E, A Square marker from People’s Cemetery; F, African-American head on
barbed spear marker (East View); G, unusual double arch marker with triangular molded area (East View);
H, low barbed spear (East View); ], slender, picket-shaped headstone (Little Church).
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may miss other, potenﬁany significant, variables.

Little, for example, observes that while both
whites and blacks use concrete markers in their
respective cemeteries (perhaps because of poverty), there
are differences:

white gravernarlzers adhere more
tightly to popular aesthetic norms
than the African American ones. . .

Black gravemarlzers exhibit the
animated style and uninhibited
hancuing of materials  that
characterize much of the African
American material culture, inclucling'
quilts and paintings. Blacks were
generany not drawn into the social
posturing of white society in the
erection of a fashionalale monument,
and black artisans remain freer of the
preconceptions ofa ﬁtting and proper
grave monument that gui&e white

artisans (Little 1998:268).

Although we are not sure that we would agree
with Little’s comments concerning “social posturing,”
since this likely clepencls on issues of status, location,
and time periocl, we do believe that her observations
concerning a different style are appropriate — and
perhaps nowhere better illustrated than with the
presence of the “barbed spear” monuments. It seems
lﬂqely that this is a topic which has received far too little
examination and may be suﬂering from its focus. It may
be, for example, that the “popular aesthetic norms” of
which Little speales are ac’cuaﬂy only the norms of white
society. It may be that upon more careful scrutiny we
would find that African American society has its own
“popular aesthetic norms,”  historically  quite
in&epen&ent of white society.

Fences and Curl)in_g

The African American cemeteries in
Petersburg contain a number of fenced plots, indicative
of the efforts that the families took to permanently
mark, and memorialize, their cemetery plots. Fences
range& from simple and inexpensive to inclivi&uaﬂy
crafted art forms. The earliest fences were simple wire
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work, several examples of which are still present in
People’s Cemetery.

This tenclency, of course, was not unique to
blacks. As previously discussed, at the height of the
Rural Cemetery movement came an increasing focus on
privacy, exclusivi’cy, and conspicuous ccmsumption.bl At
a phﬂosophical level this was intolerable to those who
viewed the movement as one fostering pious
contemplation and who viewed the rural cemetery as a
"place of moral purity, in contrast to the impure
commercial world of the cities” (Sloane 1991:86). A.J.
Downing was forceful in his disdain for what rural
cemeteries were kecoming with the introduction of
cur]oing, gates, and large monuments. He argue& that
the rural cemetery was intended to “educate” the puuic
through lessons of “natural beauty” and that by
“enclosing” lots (with curbs, but especially with fences),
lot-holders violated the balance between nature and art
(Sloane 1991:88). He argued that:

The exhibitions of ironmongery, in
the shape of vulgar iron zailings,
posts and chains, Lalus’cracles, etc., all
]oelonging properly to the front-door
steps and areas of Broadway and
Chestnut-street [in Phila&elphia],
and for the most part barbarous and
coclzneyish in their forms, are totaﬂy
out of keeping with the aspect of
nature, the repose, and the seclusion
of a rural cemetery (Downing

1846:229-230).

This sentiment against fencing continued,
unabated, among the “professionals” throughout the
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. At the turn of
the century H.E. Weed commented tha’c, “there is a
great need for the spreacling of the gospe] of simphcity

8! Of course some fencing was used, as discussed in
the section on People’s Cemetery, to protect the stones and
graves from cattle. Nevertheless, many of the iron fences
found in our cemeteries post-date the time when wan&ering
livestock would have been a serious concern. Their use,
theregore, must express sometking concerning the “popular
aesthetic.”
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among the lot owners, and all cemetery officials should
consider it their duty to aid in this education” (Weed
1912:123). But more than “aid,” Weed argued that
superintenclents should actively remove eyesores and
prol:lems, such as fences, copings, grave mounds, and
even foot stones (Weed 1912:120-122). This, coupled
with America’s eventual war drives for me’ca.l, decimated
many cemeteries (Sloane 1991:91).

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

One of the most prolific companies is Stewart
Iron Wor]zs, which gra&uaﬂy grew out of Stewart &
Martin Iron Fence Works in Covington, Kentucky, first
established in 1862 by R.C. Stewart and T.A. Martin.
By 1869 the partners had gone separate ways, with
Stewart operating a successful business in Covington.
By 1887 two of Stewart’s sons established a founclry‘ in
Wichita, Kansas, although their father and another
brother, Frank L. Stewart, remained in Covington,
operating the Stewart works, which seems to have been
formally established in 1886. After an 1889 fire, the
brothers returned to Covington, consoliclaﬁng the
family business. Frank L. Stewart was, at that time, the
general foreman of the operations. By 1914 the
company surrendered its Ohio charter and again
consolidated  their  operations in  Kentucky
(Lietzenmayer 1998). The company is still in existence
and continues to manufacture many of its historic
fences using the original patterns. Although proclucing
jaﬂ ironworlz, Lriclges, an& even truc]zs, cemetery fences
were a specialty (see Figure 9).

This company has fences in many cemeteries
throughout the area east of the Mississippi, inclu&ing at
least two in Little Church. Stewart was one of the
largest companies, seﬂing fences &irec’cly to both
individuals and retailers (such as hardware or clry goo&s
stores), and also seuing their proclucts to “middle men”
(such as fence companies) who would install fences
using their own identification plates (or none at an).
This is also seen at Li‘ctle Church, where a Stewart

design is installed with another company’s shield.

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

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

C. Hanika & Sons of Celina, Ohio have
fences in both Little Church and Peoples. Their shield
is a rather plain circle in which is cast, “C. HANIKA/
G/SONS/CELINA, OHIQ.” To date we have been
unable to obtain any additional information concerning
this company. There is no hs‘cing for them in Archives
Library of the Ohio Historical Society, nor have any
Celina City Directories been identified. An inquiry to
the Mercer County Historical Society in Celina has
gone unanswered. Curiously, several of the fences have
an identical shield except the city is listed as Muncie,
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Further

In&iana.

I esearcl‘x may

identify the firm.

In addition
to these traditional
fences, several of
Petershurg's
African American

cemeteries also
revealed examples
of very low Lorders,
of

wire

consisting
. plastic or
fences used in lawn
edging or borders
of bricks. These
typicaﬂy surround
a single ‘ grave
(Figure 10). Little
these
grave enclosures at
black  cemeteries
with the white
practice of
enclosing an entire
plot (Little
1989:127).  In
fact, the difference
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Figure 9. Example of Stewart Iron Works advertisement for cemetery £encing.

not, stric’cly

speal:zing, £encing, but perhaps are more appropriately
considered grave decorations. Their function seems not
so much exclusionary as commemorative. They help

define the grave and ensure its place is remembered.

Curbing followed a history similar to that of
iron work. Introduced in the 1860s, it became very
popular in the 1870s, only to begin its decline at
cemeteries such as Mount Auburn in the 1880s
(Lin&en-Ward 1990:52-54). Cur]oing, however, seems
to have disappeare& from cemeteries far more slowly
than fences, perhaps because it was more stable and also
because it has less salvage value. Regar&less, most
cemeteries didn't see any massive curl)ing removal until
the 1920s. At Petersburg, in contrast, it appears that
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curbing was still very popular in the 1920s, perhaps well
into the 1940s, when it was being re-established for
plots removed Ly highway wiclening. It was apparently
even reinstalled with some of the 1968 re-interments.

The curlbing observed in Petershurg falls into
two broad categories. [t may be well executed granite,
often rounded with corner posts, or granite with
rusticated sides (Figure 11). In either case the family
name was often cut in an entryway on one side of the
plot. This curbing was typicaﬂy installed in sections
ranging from 4 to 8 feet in length, with the individual
sections attached to one another using iron &ogs. The
other category of curl)ing is made from concrete,
apparently cast on-site. Again, the family name is often
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at some “entry point,” where the name is
impressecl into the wet concrete using
some sort of letters. A variation of the
concrete curbing has small marble flakes
impressed into the outer surface.

Neither type of curhing bears
any manufacturer’s name, al’chough it
was almost certainly produce& locauy. In
fact, in spealzing with Ronald Hess,
owner of Hess Trigarcl, we discovered
that the stonecutter Poppa had made the
concrete curbing with limestone flakes.
- Poppa apparently tried to sell individuals
(white or black) marble or granite stones
and coping first. If they didn’t order
these, he ha& a faﬂ-l)ack line — malzing
concrete monuments and cur]aing. Both
were apparently made with, and without,
the marble flakes. These were sweepings
from his floor that were dusted in the
mold prior to the concrete Leing added.
This apparently provi&ecl a “touch of
class” to the otherwise utilitarian
concrete. Although he pro&uce& both, we
don't know if the marble chips made the
stone or curbing more expensive.

P etersl)urg”s Stone Cutters

The only Peters]vurg stone
cutter whose history has been extensively
explored is Charles Miller Walsh, who
was active from 1865 through 1901

(Briggs 1990). A Confederate veteran,
he apparently apprenticed in Petersburg,

perhaps under Charles Ritch (who left Figure 10. Example of decorative fencing placed around a grave in People’s

no known signed stones), prior to the

Cemetery.

Civil War. Afterwards he opened his own

shop, eventually calling it the Cockade Marble Works.
What are probal)ly a small minority of his stones are
sigcned CM.W., CM. Walsh, or C.M. Walsh,
Petersburg, Va.%? Briggs mentions that several of his

¢ Although Briggs comments that the use of
Peterslaurg in his signature is found only on stones outside
the city, we identified it on several stones in East View and

children were involved in the firm before Walsh's dea’ch,
as wen as the fact that the firm continued for at least a

few years afterward. She does not, however, indicate the
ultimate disposition of the business (Briggs 1990:164).

People’s cemeteries.
12
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e

Figure 11. Example of curbing found in People’s Cemetery.

While it offers an excellent Leginning, Briggs
fails to include any of the Walsh stones from
Peters]surg's African American cemeteries in her
inventory (Briggs 1990:Appendix 2 and 3). Given the
proximity of the various cemeteries, we question why
only Blandford was included in her stucly. It is clear
from our work that Walsh, Confederate veteran or not,
was wiﬂing to serve the African American community.
Further research may compare the styles of stones
found in the white and black cemeteries, but our general
observations suggest that there are little or no
differences.

There are several additional stone carvers
representecl in People's, Little Church, and East View,
as well as the “Negro Section” of Blandford. Table 3
lists these in&ivicluals, but unfortuna.tely there are no
pu]olisl'xecl histories for any. The limited oral histories
sought &uring this stage of investigation suggests that a
detailed historical survey should be conducted. As an
example, we were told Ly one informant that during the
late 1940s through the early 1960s there were three
firms lined up on S. Crater: Poppa, Adlie An&rews, and

Crowder. There was, however, no real competition.
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Prices were rea.clily communicated from one firm to
another. In a(lcli’cion, Pembroke Granite Works is
reporte& to have been an umbrella company for all three
stone cutters. Toclay the only remaining companies are

Pembroke (under new ownership) and Hess—Trigarcl (the
successor to V.H. Poppa).

Only four stone carvers are reported from
Blanclforcl, not because the others sold exclusively to the
African American community, but rather because our
Blandford data is based on the National Register
nomination, which focused only on the perioa up to
1900. The bulk of the carvers not identified as being in
Blandford all date from the turn of the century. The
one clear difference between Blandford and the African
American cemeteries is the greater use of extralocal
stone carvers in Blan&ford, compare& to the African
American cemeteries, where only Little Church revealed
a single non-Peters]:;urg carver (Oal:zwoocl, identified

from Richmond).

Based on this initial overview we have not been

able to detect any carvers that were either more or less
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Stone Cutters Identified in Petzrasll;l:rz;s African American Cemeteries
(Blandford included for comparison)
Stone Cutter People’s Little Church East View  Wilkerson  Blandford Blandford
“Negro NR
Section” document
C.M. Walsh v v v v
Burns & Campbell v v v v v v
Crowder Memorials v v v v
Pembroke Granite Works v v v v
Milton Rivers v v v v v
Adlie G. Andrews v v v v
Hess-Trigard v v v
Metalstone Corp. v v
Ramkey & Murray v v
Shaw & Facu
V.H. Poppa v
Oskwood (Richmond) v

prevalent, with the exception of Milton Rivers, who was
an African American. Al’cl'xough we have not conducted
an exhaustive examination of Blandford, it may be that
he found his clientele exclusively in the black
community.
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PEOPLE’S MEMORIAL CEMETERY

Current Condition

What is today known as People’s Memorial
Cemetery is situated on the west side of S. Crater Street
across from Blandford Cemetery (Figures 12 and13). It
is bordered to the north by two residential lots and the
modem, but inclistinct, Lounclary of Little Church

Cemetery. To the south is a commercial lot (ﬁonting on
S. Crater) and Windy

plots.l What were more hkely ear].y entrances, £orming
a horseshoe drive are marked toclay only Ly remnant
curb cuts (alfhough at least portions of both can still be
traced among the graves).

The western-most extension of People’s, as will
be discussed Lelow, is actuaﬂy a recent ad&i’cion,

purchased by the City in 1943 for the relocation of

Riclge Apartments. The

southwestern l)oun&ary
consists of residential
1ots, although the bulk
are not cun'en‘cly
developecl. St. Andrews
Street stops at the
cemetery’s western
boundary, while
Talliaferro Street turns
to the north and
continues to Mingea
Street. Along Talliaferro
is a narrow triangle of
property which,
accor&ing to the deeds, is
not actuaﬂy part of
People's Cemetery.
Nevertheless, as these
discussions reveal, it
appears to  contain

Luviale and should be Figure 12. View of People’s Cemetery. The gravel extension of St. Andrews Street is shown|

in the £oreground.

considered part of the
cemetery for
management purposes.

The cemetery is bisected east-west Ly a gravel
road running off S. Crater ancl, at the far end of the
cemetery, tying into the intersection of St. Andrews and
Talliaferro streets. This does not appear to an original
road for the cemetery and, we believe, was created within
the past 70 years to provide access to the different

burials fronting S. Czater, where road construction was
plannecl. This addition incorporates a paraﬂelogram
containing about an acre. Exclucling this addition,
People’s Cemetery has a roughly trapezoid form and

1 As a result, it is likely that this “modern” road
has been laid t}xrough graves and £ami1y plots.
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Figure 13. Petersburg (1994)7.56' USGS map showing the location of People’s Cemetery.
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incorporates about 7.2 acres.?

The cemetery’s graves and £amily plots (again,
except for the new addition) have a distinct and £airly
consistent orientation of about 176°30' (or only 3°30'
off magnetic east-west) (Figure 14). The 1943 addition
breaks with historic pattern, assuming a orientation of
about 145° — apparently adopted for convenience’s
sake since it allows more full plots to be laid into the
available space (as mentioned l)y Weed 1912:15).

People’s Cemetery occupies the southern edge
of a ridge top (which extends northward into Little
~ Church Cemetery), with a maximum elevation of about

Lieutenant Run prior to the construction of 1-85 and
95. On the opposite side of the drainage the cemetery’s
topography slopes steeply to the southeast.

At the western eclge of the cemetery, toward
Talliaferro Street, the ’copograpl'xy becomes level, before
once again dropping steeply down a short bank to the
road. The cemetery's property, according to the plat,
ends at the crest of this lowest slope, while the city owns
the strip sloping down to the road. This strip widens to
the north, toward Little Chuzch Cemetery, Lecoming
more s’ceeply slopecl and containing less level land.

The northern thircl of the parceL a&jacent to
Little Church

Figure 14. Example of a family plo’c with plantings, markers, and use of both lot and grave cur]aing.

Cemetery, is
far less
sloping and
presents a
very gra&ua.l
slope from S.
Crater Road
to Talliaferro
Street. The
ri&ge top
extends
nort hwa rd ,
into  Little
Church, so
that what
might be
considered
the prime
lots occur
along S.
Crater Road

130 feet above mean sea level (AMSL). The topography
slopes to the south, and there is a remnant Arainage
running northeast-southwest through the eastern third
of the property. This is shown as a “ditch” on the 1996
survey, but the USGS topographic map suggests it is
more hleely an intermittent &rainage that emptie& into

2 The portion of People's Cemetery now owned l)y
the City of Petersburg measures 8.173 acres according to its
1996 survey by Harvey L. Parks, Inc.

and along the
eastern third of the property. Along Crater Road,
however, there is a slight bank, suggesting that as the

highway has been widened into People’'s Cemetery the
bulk of the work has involved fill sections.

The cemetery includes both open grassecl areas
as well as sections dominated by large (primarily oak)
trees which have reduced or completely shaded out the
grass. Although recent efforts to clear the un&ergrowth
have largely been successful, there remain a number of
weecly areas and, especiaﬂy around the oaks, large
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clumps of poison ivy. The trees themselves are not well
tended and have suffered from years of neglect. A
number of trees, for example, evidence &amage from
past wind and ice storms. Grass mowing is sporac].ic and
is supplemente& with the use of nylon-string weed
trimmers among the graves. There is evidence of
considerable clamage to the stones from these practices.
Leaf raking is likewise sporaclic and there are, at times,
dense accumulations of leaves both on the grass and also
on the stones.

Although there were no open graves, occasional
erosional areas, as well as smaﬂ excavations to reveal
~ buried inscriptions on stones, gave us some idea of the
soils in People's Cemetery. In the more uplanc]. areas
there appears to bea fairly well clevelopecl A horizon of
dark brown loamy sand overlying a firm red clay. This
is typical of the Cecil-Appling area of what has been
called the recl—clay hill region stretching from Alabama
through the Carolinas and into Virginia (U.S.
Department of Agricul’cure 1939:1059).

There is a report that heavy equipment was
used to clear the underbrush when the cemetery was
first taken over the City of Petersl:)urg. The only clearly
visible evidence of this are two spoil piles on the south
* side of the gravel access road about michay in the
cemetery. Two &isplace& stones were found in or on the
edge of these piles, suggesting that the piles are result of
aggressive clearing operations.

There are no pathways in the cemetery and a
landscaping plan, probalby dating about 1926, which
would have provicled Waﬂeways within the famﬂy plot
1ayout, was not {'ully implemented and its vestiges have
been lost (largely through the breakdown of the formal
cemetery arrangement and use of available space). The
single road is in poor condition.® Ruts and erosional
areas appear to be occasionaﬂy filled in Ly a light
gra&ing, but there is no evidence of any planned

3 As previously mentioned there are curb cuts for
the original access road. These curb cuts, however, provicle
inappropriate access to the cemetery. During our stucly we
observed one vehicle take one of these entrances, drive among

the markers on the grass, wind its way to the gravel road, then
spee& off.
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maintenance. Moreover, as previously mentioned, this
isa relatively new road which may have been place& over
a number of graves. During our investigations we found
that this road was commonly used as a cut—’chrough
between Crater Road and the neighlaorhoo&s to the west,
off St. Andrews Street. On only a few occasions was the
road used Ly individuals having business in the
cemetery.

While there are no formal pathways, the
cemetery sees a great‘cleal of pe&estrian traffic, largely
cutting tl'xrough from the vicinity of Talliaferro and St.
Andrews streets in the west to Windy Ridge Apartments
a.long the southern side. This traffic is unimpeclecl since
the cemetery is completely open and unsecured. In
several areas close to the apartments there are worn
pathways marking heavy use areas. In one area a
basketball hoop has been set up in the cemetery and
local youth from the apartments play basketball among
the graves. This peclestrian traffic is also the source of
a great deal of trash found in the cemetery. Laclzing
trash cans, these debris are scattered throughout and the
City has no organizecl effort to pick up trash or
maintain the cemetery.

There is no parlzing area for visitors or for use
cluxing funerals or other ceremonies. It appears that the
lower (western) section }oorclering Talliaferro Street has
been used, based on the compaction results of the
penetrometer study (discussed below). Nevertheless, this
area is very limited and cluring our investigations we
observed that most visitors simply puH off the central
gravel road, par]zing on unmarked graves.

Stones and other monuments in the cemetery
show considerable variation in condition (Figure 15). A
large number exhibit some form of mower or weed whip
&amage. Many are simply ’copplecl or ]aadly leaning —_
the result of graves sinlaing. There are also a number
which have been broken. Vandalism seems to be only a
minor problem and appears (at present) to be focused in
the new section at the far rear (western) corner of the
cemetery. Graves in this area are in very close proximity
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to a number of houses.4

It is important to
emphasize that all these pro]slems
most certainly existed before the
City took ownership of the
cemetery. In fact, most are the
result of'years of neglec{: and .,
inaclequate maintenance.
However, by virtue of ownership
the City now has  the
tesponsil:ility to make substantive
improvements in the care and
maintenance of the cemetery (as
outlined below).

Historical Synopsis

Figu:ce 15. Examples of toppled and broken monuments.

Deed records in the City
of Petersburg Hustings Court
chronicle three stages in the historical development of
People's Memorial Cemetery. The written record begins
in 1840. In that year William H. and Edith Williams,
who were w]ai’ce, sold to twen’cy-eight men a parcel at the
west side of Blandford Road (today's South Crater
Road) for use "as a burying ground."™ It is possible that
the land was alrearly })eing used as a cemetery; however
neither this deed nor the deed filed when Williams
purchasecl the land in 1837 (part of a 16-acre
conveyance from Samuel and Mary Robbins) makes any
mention of burial.

The 1840 purchasers, who paicl $200 for their
acre of land, were all residents of Petersburg, and all
believed to have been free men of color:

Gaston Burnett
Thomas Joiner

Bailey Matthews
_A\.’tl‘lur Parh&m

* In one area a portion of the City’s property (a 20
foot open area) is }oeing occupied Ly an adjacent property
owmer. This proximity, we lselieve, results in much mischief
and is an excellent examp].e of why appropriate fencing and
maintenance are critical.

s Hustings Court, City of Petetsl:urg, Deed Book
11, p. 321

Thomas Walden Harrison Bailey
James Ford John K. Shore
Robert Chieves ]ohn McRae
James Fells John Myrick
William Underdue Latinus Stewart
Thomas Pritchet Henry H. Elebeck
Robert Stewart Paul Jones

John Cary Frank Stewart
John Bays Edward Stokes
William Adkins Cato Gu’chrage
Henry Claiborne James Easter
William King Hartwell Parham®

Among them were members of the Elebeck
and Stewart families, who had been active with the
carlier Benevolent Society of Free Men of Color, which
bad purchasecl a half-acre site (location not certain, but
see Figure 4) for a cemetery in 1818. The 1840 deed
does not specify that the cemetery was ]::eing acquirecl
for a benevolent burial association, but clearly this was

® Several of the purchasers are found in the first
volume (1794-1818) of Petersburg's Register of Free Negroes
and Mulattoes: Thomas Joiner (#322), "Billy" King (#747),
John "Stuart" (#504), Uriah Tyner (#676), Harrison Bailey
(#864). Others have been identified by Luther Porter
Jackson and Lucious Edwards Jr.
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Essr

Blardford Cerrrelery

As with the earlier group, the deed

does not speci{'y the arrangement these men

LAV STRELT

by (el

had made for the purchase and use of the

NORTH

mjw ~hS

Figure 16. 1880 plat of a portion of People’'s Cemetery.

- lancl, but they too were almost certainly
behalf

burial

co-operating on of a

mutual-assistance  or society.
Alt}lough none of their family names were
the same as those of the earlier group,
several of them are known to have had

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

The largest portion of the
cemetery was the last to be acquirecl from
e Williams' estate. The 5% acre tract south
of the 1865 lot was purchased privately in
1868 Ly Peter Archer, a barber; Armistead
Wilson , a Maclzsmith; and William
]aclzson.() Archer established a residence on

the case. Whe’cher‘ the Benevolent Society had alrea&y
been supplanterl I:ty the Beneficial Society of Free Men
of Color is not certain. Later references to this plot as
"Beneficial" and not "Benevolent" indicate that its
purchasers had acted for the antebellum Beneficial
Society.”

In March 1865 Williams sold another tract,
two acres south of the first, to a group of ten men,
again identifiable as prominent in the antebellum free
black community:

]ohn Hill Joseph Ben‘cley
Harrison Artis Thomas Scott
]ol’m Brewer Robert Buck
Jesse O'Bird Richard Kennard
Benjamin Robert Hargrave Henry Mason®

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

® Hustings Court, Deed Book 28, p. 347.
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his share, north of which the families laid
out three 16' X 16' grave plots, marked
Archer, Wilson, and Jackson on an 1880 plat (Figure
16). Peter Archer and his widow Sarah Ann (d. 1882),
Armistead Wilson (d. 1880), and other members of
their families and the Jacksons probal:ly rest in this
section of toclay's Peoples C‘ernetery.lO

The Beers Map shows a dweﬂing house marked
"Archer Est." at about this location in 1877 (Figure
17), the year his heirs sold their third of the land. The
purchaser was J. C. Drake, whose wife Eloise was an
heir to William ]aclzson's estate (s]ae may have been his
&aughter). Two years later, the rest of the tract was
divided: the northernmost section, with the grave plots,
was conveyed to undertaker Thomas Scott, wl’xile the
Jackson heirs retained the balance.!’ Thus the 56 acre

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

% Clippings in Obituaries Scrapbook (np, nd,
Peters]:mrg Public Lil:rary).

1 Hustings Court, Deed Book 38, p- 348; Book
40, p. 554; Book 41, p- 46.
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Figure 17. Portion of the 1877 Beers map overlaid on a modern tax map showing the approximate location of th
Archer Est. and People's Cemetery. 1
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parcel had come to be held }Jy the Iaclrzson-Dralze family
and Thomas Scott.

Within the early deeds can be seen the
}Jeginnings of several aspects of the his’cory of the
cemetery known ’coclay as People's Memorial. First,
most of the land was owned lay groups of individuals,
not by chattered organizations. Unlike the continuity
at ci‘cy-owne& Blandford Cemetery, when trusteeship of
an association changecl, or it became inactive, there was
not an assignment of responsibﬂity for the burial
grouncls.

There was perioclic physical neglect, and from
an early date record Ieeeping was erratic at best. Not all
graves were marlzecl, and families died out, moved away,
or simply forgot where relatives were buried. Grave sites
were sold Ly organizations whose maps or 1ayouts
disappeared when the groups became defunct. Deeds
that were issued or re-issued from the 1920s through
the 1940s often refer to a location in a named section,
but may also indicate "number to be given after map is
complete&" or "when new plat is made.”** The goal of
mapping the cemetery accurately has never been
achieved. Even had it been attempted as early as 1880,
it would prol)alﬁy have been impossible; too many
burials would have been Jr'orgo’d:en, and too many deeds
misplace&.

Alongsicle the evidence of occasional severe
neglec’c, People's Memorial Cemetery retains positive
physical reminders of its association with benevolent
societies. Mutual aid societies and secret fraternal
orders both offered burial assistance to their members.
In fact, provision of a decent funeral and burial site was
a primary purpose of some groups. A 1odge or
associational funeral was a great celebration of unity,
reinforced in Peterslmrg })y the habit, acloptecl not only
l')y mystic fraternal orders but also the more prosaic
mutual-assistance clubs, of placing separate markers

inscribed with club name or loclge symlaol at members'

graves.

Another aspect of cemetery owners}xip relates
to the uncler‘talzing business in nineteenth and

l2Peop1es Cemetery Records: Reel Two.

56

early—twentieth century Peters]aurg. Besides serving as
oﬁicers of }Jenevolent organizations, several men
involved with the land were funeral directors. Access to
burial plots was among the services proviclecl Iay Thomas
Scott, Thomas Brown, James M. Wiﬂeerson, and
William F. Iacleson, all African-American undertakers
&uring different periocls of the city's history.

For years, the various sections of tbclay's
People's Cemetery were referred to ]oy separate names
that remained in local memory even when records were
poorly kept. From north to south, these were Old
Beneficial (the original acre), Beneficial Board (2 acres
acquired in 1865, known as Scott Cemetery in 1880),
Providence First Section (north section  of
Axcher-WilsonJackson tract, purchased ]ay Thomas
Scott in 1879), Providence Second Section and
]acleson Cemetery/}ackson Memorial Cemetery Section
(the balance of the Archer—Wﬂson—]aclzson—Dralrze tract).
In about 1926, when trustees of the cemetery laid out
a master plan for improvements, the sections were
labeled accorc].ing to common 1.1s;a1ge.13

North of the Peoples cornplex, Little Church
Cemetery was privately owned by the Wilkerson family.
In 1931, by a deed from J. M. Wilkerson to the
People's Memorial Committee, Little Church was
merged into Peoples. The agreement was intended to
eliminate property taxes on Little Church, and combine
use and maintenance of the two plo’cs.“' However, the
deed was not filed in Hustings Court. In 1986 when
the City of Petersburg acceptecl ownership of People's
Cemetery, the Loun&ary was drawn to include part but
not all of Little Church. Title to its north half remains
in]. M. Wilkerson Funeral Establishment.

2 "Plat of Outlay The People’s Memorial
Cemetery, Petersburg VA," nd, ca. 1926 (copy in Siege
Museum files). W.E.B. DuBois (DuBois 1907:94) noted the
presence of a 163-member "Beneficial Association" in
Petersl)urg, a group organizecl in 1893. This was at least the
third group Ly that name, and is prol)al:ly the Beneficial
Board cited in People's records. DuBois did not record the
existence of Providence Association, though ke recognized
that as the name of the cemetery.

1 People's Memorial Association Minutes,

February 10, 1931 (Siege Museum files).
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The white population of Petersburg historically
considered the several acljoining cemeteries as one
property. An 1870 news article complains about the
condition of the:

colored people's burying ground near
the Brick Church. The whole place
is open and exposecl to the ravages of
cattle; graves are trampled on; the
tombstones are knoclzecl down, an&
no one seems to take any care of the
place whatever. Now, we do not
know whose business it is exactly to
see to it, but it is surely somel:vocly's,
and whoever that someLocly is, we
suggest that he or ’chey take some

steps to have a new fence put around
the yard.b

The mingling of names and blurring of
property lines continued into the twentieth century. In
1907, W. E. B. DuBois (DuBois 1907: 132) recorded
two Negro cemeteries in Peters}ourg: East View, and
"Providence,” a name that to him covered the entire
Peoples/ Little Church complex. Maps prepare& l:y the
City Engineer's office (1892 and 1930) show "Colored
Cemetery" or "Peoples Memorial Cemetery (Colored)"
extending south from Mingea Street, and the Sanborn
Map Company also treated the entire area as one burial

ground (Figure 18).

There were periodic attempts to reconstitute or
replace the organizations that had ini’tiauy had charge of
the cemetery tracts. In 1894, Thomas H. Brown, C.
B. Stevens, ]ol'm Berry and Jo}m G. Smith organize&
themselves in an agreement to oversee the work at
Peoples Cemetery, then in very bad condition. The
People's Memorial Association worked to put the
"grounds in a pretty condition. . ., but interest died and

it soon went }aaclz toa Wilclerness."lb

According to city directories, from 1899 until

3

15 Petets}:mrg Dai/y Courier, May 12, 1870.

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

at least 1911, James M. Wilkerson was superintenden’t
of Providence, Old Beneficial and Little Church
cemeteries. During this time, interest may have died in
the group headed Ly Brown, but there was certainly
activity on behalf of the cemetery. On Labor Day 1906
a new iron fence with a central arched gate was
dedicated, secured and set up by the Women Union
Cemetery Club, led lay Nellie Coleman, Cindarella
Byr&, and Malinda ]ohnson. The prin’cecl
announcement states that, with the help of churches,
Sunclay Schools, Lo&ges and Societies, the club had
contributed much of the $350 needed to pay for the
fence and erection, but $100 was still needed to
dedicate it free of debt (Figure 19). The gate must
eventually have been paicl for, and is remembered as

reading "Providence Cemetery."”

Thomas H. Brown (1862-1952) is the
individual most closely associated with People's
Cemetery cluring the first half of the twentieth century.
It is impossi}ale to speculate from this distance on the
clegree of rivalry between him and others for
management of the property. His explana’cion of how
he came to manage People's Cemetery was as follows:

The Old Beneficial Board Lought the
first land (1840) for the cemetery;
the second and third acquisitions
(1865 and 1879) were made on
behalf of the Providence Mutual
Society and the Jackson Club. Tax
rolls recorded the land as owned Ly
Thomas Scott, president of the Old
Beneficial Board, William Berry, and
others; but in an unrecorded cleecl,
the trustees of Beneficial and Jackson
had transferred their interest to the
Providence Mutual Society. Thomas
Brown was the last surviving trustee
of Providence. Further, in an 1894
Hustings Court case apparently
brought on by the Brown-led cleanup

1 Newspaper article announcing dedication in
undated scraplaook, Major William Henry Johnson Papers,
VSU library Special Collections. Interview, Mrs. Mary Lee
Berry, January 28, 1999.
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Figure 18. Portion of the 1915 Sanborn Map, repu]olishe& in 1957, showing the People's Memorial Cemetery.
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saneny

4 the cv}h of Petersburg, h do hereby set aside and desngna

Labor Dap, Sept. 3, 1906,

As mn dav for pubhch dedicating this fence by the citzens of Peteraburg
Th .cost of thls fence. and the whole of the expenses connect—

“hundred and sixty dollars.

-JIhe' ciub has i its treasury one hundred and forty odd dollars, and
Cnurchas Sunéay Schools, Lodges end Societies have handed in one
L hundred dollars more to Rev. G, B. Howard to date.
- T dedxca(e this fence free of all debt the Club must have ONE HUNDRED and HV
5 N DOLLARS more by or on the day of dedication; -

tbe ap,EE'TaT> hereby made to all- Clnm'bes Sunday-schools and Lodges and Sc,
: c:ehes, ﬂ;al have not responded. Please do help., Tlis appeal is to individuals also.

hemames and amount of contributions of all Churches, Schools, Societics, and persons =~
;‘amauntmg to one dollar, will be published.in the c:tp paptrs

. .7{// c/zu;c/zes, ,vasiozs, Junday schools, c/zo/rs, /oafge.s‘
‘andsocielies are ‘nvited to take part in this dedication,
s' wet’l as .the 907297‘0/ pz/bfm, -

JOSP

: Pleasé jorm on uu.?h z]te " Dak St cuzd " _/camwc 82 at 2 /7 N ana, pra_eea,
the cgmcbcr_r/ : .
dilare asked (o iuke.alond /. ‘owars. mad mace r?wn on fmbca of;rm:d,s ana’ log ed
"$por s Yot renth the grownds. o : .
il assenbic ol the pZae/omL et dhe. Cen»ra,l, Areh Zate w}zen t}u T
L;m\,g qwiil ke place ns foilos: . P
fm‘ (,uu to nm’n sm NG, Scrw’zcn qumd Pre; /er .
; st of Chagriies, Sunday / Schoo,s Zr;do
j }wn colzectzon fmm

Figure 19. Broadside for the People’s fence dedication.
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of the grouncls, the legal owners and
beirs to the laml (Thomas Sco’ct, C.
B. Stevens, J. K. Berry and Isham
Carry) lost their rights by not being
elected Trustees of the newly—formed
People's Memorial  Association,
which was given title. Thus, as
Chairman of the Trustees, Brown
had come to manage all the
components of the People's
Memorial Cemetery, holcling the
property on behalf of the Trustee
Board and the individual lot owners
(Brown 1942).

Par’cicularly because of the absence of
organizational charters and deecls, the re’form—mindec‘l
city government of the 1920s must have been relieved
to have a single organization and a single individual to
accept accoun’cabﬂity for the grounds. They had not
]:Jargainec]. for Brown's tirelessness in clemancling pul)lic
assistance for People's Cemetery, or his simple
longevi‘cy. It was only with di‘f’ficulty that for decades
Thomas Brown's strongly-voiced demands on behalf of
People's Memorial Cemetery could be denied.

Captain Thomas H. Brown was an undertaker
who loegan his career as an employee of Thomas Scott
and eventuaﬂy took over the business. Altl'xougl-x he was
successful in Peterslmrg, and active in the People's
Memorial Association, he was absent from the city for
several years cluring the early twentieth century; his
grancuaugh’cer recalls that he opera’cecl in Alexandria for
a time.”® The 1914 city directory shows that he had
returned to Petersburg. A few years later he was again
in charge of People's Cemetery.

One of Brown's initiatives was to eliminate the
property tax on the burial groun&s. In 1920 the city
government }Jegan to combat the economic depression
that accompaniecl the closure of Fort Lee. Along with
reorganizing &epartments, the city also began to issue
improvement bonds and attempt seriously to laring in
new in&ustry. Funds were allocated for improving,

1 Interview, Ms. Thomasine Burlze, ]anuary 28,
1999.
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maintaining, and enlarging Blandford Cemetery."
Reacting to these public expenclitures, Brown returned
to the old issue of tax-exempt status for People's
Cemetery. In 1921 the property tax was finally
eliminated, with the land Leing recognize& as a place set

aside By a charitable group for the purpose of }Jurying
the dead.®

In about 1922, the People's Association was
reorganize& as the Colored Cemetery Association,
Brown retaining his post as Keeper of the People's
Memorial Cemeteries. The city government drew up
rules to govern the cemetery (Figure 20), provicling for
the Association to elect the Keeper and speﬂing out his
duties and powers. During this periocl, the Colored
Chamber of Commerce and most of the African
American churches in Peters]aurg were involved in the
effort to bring the cemetery into line with city health
and sa£ety regulations, and also in the attempts to
improve the grounds‘ Their fund»raising was targetecl
toward the community; it is difficult to tell how much
they were simu]taneously 10]:>}3ying for pulalic funds.*
Reganﬂess, puMic fun&ing was not forthcoming and the

burden remained on the cemetery's own constituency.

Despite the inability or unwillingness of lot
owners to fund even the annual care fee ($3/square)
permitted under city regulations,® in 1926 the
Cemetery Memorial Association and Colored Chamber
of Commerce sponsorecl an ambitious new plan to make

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

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

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

2 Thomes H. Brown, letter to members of People's
Memorial Cemetery Committee, February 10, 1931 (Siege
Museum files).
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RULES GOVERNING PEOPLE'S
MEMORIAL CEMETERY

The {ollowiag ruies to guvern tue
cemetery were rdopted:

Felsuna VILIMGGE HY SIILE BISO Vie
ofattug Gty Luue unuer capion of
Blanuord Cemutery, in Bec. 234, pp
102 Sec. 293, zdv, page 16¥; Svc. x4y
anu Z44, page 0U; Bee. 242 puge luv;
bue, 24y papd LVUS. Aud as apphed tu
blunutord Cuimnete.y, except 83 cuarge
tor sure of luts aad graves.

(Sec. 525, People's Memorlat Ceme-
tery).

‘ine burial ground In The People's
Munurial Cemutery shall be kept as
# place of bu.lal for Citizens,

{Sec. 526, SBame—Keeper—election.
huuts Ut altenvisce ete.)

‘the Association shall etect a Keep-
er of the People’s Memorlai Cemetery,
who shall devute hts attention to the
preservation and keeplng in o.der of
e grounds, under the direction of
the Cemetery Committee, and shali be
at the Cemetery as often as he can.

Shauld theve be found any lot tnsold
and salable. the same may be sold and
the money kept in the hands of res-
ponalbte partics, deslgnated by the As-
soclatlon, to assist {n the upkeep of
the cemetery. Al reports shall be
made by the Keepe: to the Cemetery
Committee, who in turn shall report
quarterly to the Assoclatlon,
(Section 528 —Charges for Interments
disinterments and turfing—na work to
be done uatil charges are pald.

Sectlon 523—When a grave 15 tn be
opened on an unkept lot. the Keeper
shall colicct the fee necessary to
have the lot cleancd. as well 8s the
Interment Fee, before the grave is
opened.

Be It resolved by the Colo~ed Cem-
etery Association of the City of Pe.
tersburg, Virginla, that the following
charges for work In the Pcoples’ Me-
morial Cemete:y be, and the same are
hereby adopted:

INTERMENTS
Opening grave of Adult (box grave)
[EPTp— AL
{vault)__.. 6.00
* "« child under 12
yoars of 88€ _.coocenoo. 2.00
DIGQNI’ERHING

The Keeper, when ahall
prepare graves for persons entitled
to burial and {ill the same after the
bodics shall be lowesed therein, and
no grave shall be dug or filled In,
except by him or under his direction.
No grave shall be less than five feet
deep, except graves for chlldren, which
shall be not less than four feet deep.
He shali be present at all fnterments
and shall conduct them in the man-
ner prescribed by the Committee.

Section 527, Burial Plots—Applica.
tions for—Record—Certificats)

The Cemetery shall be arranged In
sectlons and plots to meet present dey
conditions. Each section to be number-
€d and ner e tes {esued for same

and & Kecord Bzok ehall be made.

adult $4.00

~  child under 12 yrs of mge..3.00
LOCATING SINGLE GRAVE
Adult-single grave (including

s. of age—
Ineludlng openln;) —e-- 4.00

FILLING AND PACKING

Adult—new grave

Chlld under 12 yrs of nge

LINING

Adult Grave

Child under 12 y

TURFING

Adult GIAVE oo $1.50

Child under 12 years - 1.00

SPECIAL ATTENTION

Cutbing grass end Cleantng—Une,
SQUANE OF 1655 —oovrennnnnn £.00

of aée P ¥ 1)

ANNUAL CARE
One ‘Square (cutting grass and
cleaning ...
One hall square (cuulng grass and
cleaning) .. _ 2.0y
(Bectlan 630—Keeper to perform
services—prepayment of charge.)
All services requlred of the Keepar
by owners of plots or parts of plots
other  than those montioned in the
preceding section, or which the Cem-
etery Committec may require to be
done upon all lote in common, shall
be promptly done by him, when the
charge fixed therelor shall have been
ald.

(Section 531—Keeper's Record of
Interments shall be reported to the
Heaith Office, monthiy.)

The Keeper shall register all In_
terments in & book to be kept fo- the
purpose, so arranged as to present in
a convenlent tabular form, the name
age and resldence of the deccecased,
cause of death, sg_far as {t can be
pscertained, the names of the officiat-
Ing undertsker and of the attendlng
physician and the part of the ceme-
tery In which the Interment fs made.

" He shall keep this book I his office,

properly ladexed and subject at all
times to_ the inspection of the Cem-
ctey Committee, owners of plots, or
parts of plots, and Citizens. At the
close of each month, he shall certi-
fy a copy of the register, so made to
the Health office of the Clty. who

shall transcribe and propesly Index

the same in & book to be kept in his
office for the purpose, and which
shall likewise, be open to public in-
spection. Quarterly, the Keeper shall
render to the Assoclation, an acount
of the number of burlald during the
preceding quarter, designating the ages
and diseases, and on the firs{ day of
July, each year, he shall make & re-

port, embraclog these detulls, for the.

preceding year.

Sectlon 532—The Keeper may employ *

{abor.)

The Keeper shall be, and is hercby
cmpowered to have sufficlent lorce
to be employed in digging g.aves, heep
tng the walks clean, renoving and
pruning shrubbery, trees «tc, plantfag
out trees and shrubbe.y and attend-
Ing to the cemetery grounds, gencrally
under the control of the Cemetey
Committee. | [

(Bection 633 Huuu whei  gales
shail be kept open)

The gates of the Cemetery shail he
kept unlocked during the houis the
Keepe. is required to be preceat, und
shall be fiee for the admission of All
owhers of plots wiio may desire to put
up énclosures, graveslones, or mwnu-
ments thercin, o- to do any work up-
on their plot that they may waut to
do personally,

Section §34—7Trees not to be plant-
ed or r emoved without notifying
Kaeper and getting his consent.)
—Any person who shall injure or de.
face any part of the enlcosure of The
People’s Memorlal Cemetery, or any
enclosure of & grave plot, or acy mon..
ument, tombstone or destroy or in-
Jure any tiee, shrub, vine or fiower,
or in any manner, waetoniy injure
any part of the ground or anythlug
coatalned thereln or plaut any shade
tree In sny square or remove from
ay square a&ny tree-or larga shrub,
without the consent of the Kueper.
shatl be fined not iess than Five Dol-

_lars for every such offense.

(Section 635—Penalty for failure to
obey Keeper, ar violatlon of ordinance)
Any person who shall fail or re-
fuse to obey the lawful directions ot
the said Keeper, or of the Ccowetery
Committee or shall violate any ordin-
ance or regulation for the. govern._
ment of the Peoples Menworial Ceme-
tery, shall be {ined not tess than two,
no:‘more than ten dollars for every
such offense.
(Section 636--Work In ctmstury——
requirements in regard to tools, ma-

Figure 20. Petersl)urg City Code 525-539, Rules Governing Peop/e's Cemetery, 1925.

terial, etc., thelr use and removat -
no work to be done on ‘Memortal Day’
—Penalties.)

No stones or other materiat o: teols
shall be deposited in any of the Av-
cnues, walks or squares of Peoples’
Memorial Cemetery, prepatatory to do-
ing work on any of the tombstonss,
moauments, curbing or other like
work on any of the squares thevein,
untlt the person engaged to do such
work, shall be prepared and rezdy to
commence the same. Alter such ma-
terial shall have been bought inta
the cemetery, such person shall be-
&I the work promptly and continue
to do so, with reasonable ditigence un-
ti completed, and after its complet-
fon. shall ca-efully remove {om eem_
etery all his tools and ali material
aud debris, romalning after comptet-
ine the work. Any person who shall
b ing any such materlal In the Ceme-
tery and al.ow it to remain there
more than three days before begin-
ning work, or more than five days
alte~ completing it, or who shall fail
to p. with
such work when once begun or who
shall bring any such mate:fal in the
Cemetery on Memorlal Day or during
the perfod of Five Days preceding.
shall be fined $10.00 for each offense.

{Section 637-—Debrls removed from
squares to be placd In receptacles)
No dobris, such as grass, weeds,
branches of trées, etc removed [rom
any square In the ceruetery shall be
left In any of the avenues or walks
thereof, but shall be carefully removed

and pleced in receptacles provided for
the purpose. any person violating
this section shall be fined $2.00 for
each offense. -

(Section 638—Police powars of Keap-
ers of Cemetsries)

—The Keeper ol every cemetery,
whether public or private, shall have
police powers within the cemetery of
which he has charge, and within cne

hundred yards thereof, aud shalt k2ep
order aud prescrve the same therein;
and any person abstructing or hinder-
Ing him In the dischage of his duty

hall be fined not less than two dol-
Inrs for cach offense.

(Section 639 Proof of ownership
Must be established before a Grave
can be opened)—In every case whe.'e
a grave 13 to be opened over night,
notice must be given the keeper, and
the right to bury of & lot established
to the satisfactlon of the keeper, and
charges pald, before the kecper can
have the grave opened.

Alter July 16th 1925, no one shall
hae tvhe right to order a grave open..
ed on any lot without first obtaining
the keepers permit. The keeper how.
ever, must keep In his oftice some vne
capable of issulng to any undertaker
or person provlng right to such per.
mit, the sald pérmit so as to not de..
tain the burlat or put the undertaker
to undue trouble.

All of which was read and re-adopted
March 14th, 1925, at Trinity Bapust
Church.

After belng approved, March 11th 1923,

by .
Clty Manager

To Thomas H. Brown
(Keeper of Peoples’ Memorial
Cemetery)

CEMETERY COMMITTEE: Maj. Wm H.
Johnson, Deacon Heary Hill, Jas, M.
Wilkerson; L. A. Hawks; Wm. Heory
Harris; »oH, Nords; Deacon R J.
Jones; R. E. Sanders, A B. Mackey;
C. A. Williams, Becty. Capt. Thos H
Brown, Chalrman

Rev. A. L. Ford, Pies, Deacon L N
Wells, Secty Maj W H Johnson Treas.
City Cemetery Assoclatlon.
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the cemetery "one of the Leauty spots of the city."
During the $3,000 improvement program, new plots
would be made, new deeds issued, the existing fence
repaire& and a new fence extended around the entire
property (including Little Church), the grounds cleared
of overgrowtk, lanéscaping and new avenues laid out.
The avenues would be named Harris (Dr. H. L. Harris,
"G. 8. Masons of Virginia"), Thomas Scott ("Vet. F.
D."), Stevens-Berry (“first trustees"), Jackson-Black
(Major Jackson and Rev. L. A. Black), H. Williams
(Rev. Henry Williams), J. M. Wilkerson ("V. F. D.
Founder of Little Church"), and the Waﬂ:zways Rev.
Daniel ]acleson, Nellie Coleman, Malinda K. Johnson,
Rev. H. Dickerson, Rev. A. M. Morris, and Junious
Chavers. Um(ortunately, despi‘ce the enthusiasm of
Brown and his colleagues, fundraising fell short.
Cleanup clays were fairly well attended and many new
deeds were issuec:‘.,23 but thorough mapping was not
achieved, no new {encing was instaﬂecl, and little
progress was made 1aying and gracling drives or walks -
a project that would surely have been destructive to
unmarked graves. This plan appears to be retained Ly an
undated drawing, labeled “Plan of Outlay of The
people's Memorial Cemetery, Peters}surg, VA" (Figure
21). %

In his efforts to raise funds to "transpose the
sites from eyesores into ones presenta]ale and neat in
appearance,” Brown continued to go from City Council
to the white community back home to the black
community. Council stea&fastly resisted his appeals,
but small amounts, such as $100 given by the Relief
Association in early 1931, were gratefully noticed. Yet
even with a donation of $50 from the Richmond Grand
Lodge of Colored Masons, the group had less than
$500 in the spring of 1934. Once again, a fundraising

2 Petershurg Progress-Index, March 15, 1926 and
April 5, 1926. Thomas H. Brown, letter March 17, 1941
(Siege Museum files).

2 Efforts to scale this dtawing to fit either the
current tax map or the plan of People’s Cemetery have been
unsuccessful. This is simply a sketch, intended to provide a
general view or impression of the layout — not a scaled
drawing.

drive was promisec}..25 Througkou’t these appeals there
appears to have been no clear accounting of how the
funds required Ivy city ordinance were collected or spent.
Short of the $1 per burial due to the city, the records
are silent regarding the remaining $2 to $4 per
interment.

Alter the failure of the lan&scaping master
pIan, ambitions £or People's Memorial Cemetery were
much quieter. Families continued to laury there, and
maintain their own plots in a more or less passive
{ashion. Memorial Day observances at the cemetery
included choirs, clignitaries and recitations,26 but the era
of optimism had generaﬂy passecl. Thomas Brown's was
a voice in the wilderness. In a 1941 letter to the editor,
he called attention to the cemetery's location on the
main road to the "New National Park" (Petersburg
National Battlefielcl). Its conclition, par’cicularly ]oy
contrast to Blandford Cemetery across the road, would
be seen as a disgrace by visitors. The only solution was
funcling assistance Ly the pul:lic, without regar& to
color. Two years later he wrote "While your tax takes

‘care of the Blandford Cemetery, who and Ly what

means is there for talzing care of ours?... [we] have to
ask God to get into the hearts of our City Council to

take care of us."¥

Some of Thomas Brown's loudest outcries
responcled to very unwelcome pul)lic expenclitures
targetecl toward People's Cemetery. The city had
decided to improve South Crater Road/Highway 301 at
the curve between Blandford and People's. To do so, it
was necessary to encroach onto the southeast section
(Providence-Jackson) of People's Cemetery. The strip
of land to be condemned in 1943, about 0.1 acre, was

2 People's Memorial Association Minutes,

. February 10, 1931 (Siege Museum files). Newspaper articles

ca. 1933-34 in undated scrapbook, Major William Henry
Johnson Papers, VSU library Special Collections.

% Petershurg Progress-Index, June 1, 1941.
% Thomas H. Brown, "An Open Letter to the

Public" undated newspaper clipping ca. 1942 (Siege Museum
files).
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a thin triangle 15 feet wide at its base (Figure 22).%
Over the spiritecl ol:jec‘cions of Brown and others, the
city moved ahead with plans to remove the bodies from
the roadway, and ultimately contracted Brown's
assistance in identifying bodies and the ownership and
location of graves, and also with reloca’cing graves in the

.2
new section.”’

The "new section" was one acre at the west side
of the cemetery which the city had acquired (after a
separate court case with the owner of an acljacent
residence) for the reburials (Figures 23 and 24). This
was signiﬁcantly 1arger than the area to be Aisturhe&,
where Brown estimated there were 108 bodies. The
extra space allowed the city to carry out the move on the
basis of lots or squares: if any portion of a lot was within
the condemned strip, a new square of equivalent size
would be assignecl to that owner in the new lot, and any
bodies in the old lot would be moved to the new lot.
Although records are unclear as to who would actuaHy
provide labor and equipment for the move, the city's
own crews or a separately-retainecl funeral home,
tombstones, monuments, fences and markers would be
reset in the new square, and plots would be curbed in the
new lot to corresponcl to curl:ing in the old. The city
also planned to place curLing around each section that
would be used for interment. Finaﬂy, "the fence along
Crater Road will be moved and reset along the new

% This plan (see also Figure 23) reveals that, in
1942, there were three entrances to the cemetery. The
northern two forming a horseshoe~s}1apecl drive and the third
running westwa.r&ly into the southern quarter of the tract. In
addition, the layout of plots reveals that while a few were
placed with walkways (on the southern edge of the plan), most
lacked this clesign feature.

2 City of Petersburg, letter to Thomas H. Brown
(May 3, 1943, Siege Museum files). This letter provides some
evidence of the poor relations between the city and its black
citizens. Althougk Brown would be paicl MOO for his services,
including assistance “in the identification of bodies and
ownership and location of graves,” the city manager opened
the letter, “Dear Browm,” dropping the titles “Mr.” or
“Captain.”

boundary of the cemetery."*®

There is no purpose in trying to guess the level
of t}moroughness or sensitivity with which the move was
accomplishe&. Much more important would be to
determine the fate of the 1906 iron fence. No
photograph or &rawing of the fence has been located,
and the only certain memory of it concerns the arched
"Providence” gate.  Because fence repair was an
uncompletecl work item in 1926-34, its condition was
surely very poor }Jy 1943. The prol:aMe conclusion is
that the fence was not in fact reset. Removing it would
have further clamagecl its alreacly-fragﬂe sections, so that
reinstallation would require extensive repair. Regarcﬂess
of cost overruns, wartime material shortages would have
argue& against replacing broken elements. A patriotic
appeal would lilzely have resulted in the P eople‘s
constituency themselves clonating the Jf’enc:ing to the war
effort. Because there is no mention of the fence after
1943, this may well have been the outcome.

Not all the disinterred bodies were moved to
the new section of People’s. Some families chose to
have their kin relocated to plo‘cs they purc}xase& in East
View Cemetery, in a new section of Wilkerson
Memorial Cemetery opened in 1942.*' Unused space
in the reinterment section of Peoples was sold as new
lots after the project was complete.

Crater Road/Highway 301 was widened again
in 1968 to a full four-lane road with median. This
state highway project require& a right—of-way of nearly
0.5 acre ’cluough the southeastern e&ge of People's
Memorial Cemetery (as well as additional acreage at
Little Churcll). The department's engineers mappecl the
area in question, locating cur]aing, vaults and
headstones, and aclznowle&ging the presence of
unmarked, unknown graves. Sixty squares in Wilkerson
Memorial Cemetery were purchased from Wilkerson
Memorial Funeral Association. The funeral directors

% City of Petersburg, "Petition in the Hustings
Court of the City of Petersburg," (unexecuted copy, 1943,
Siege Museum files).

3! Interview, Pernell Simms, December 16, 1998.
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AFRICAN AMERICAN CEMETERIES OF PETERSBURG

When natural soil strata are disturbed —
whether Ly large scale construction or l)y the excavation
of a small hole in the groun& — the resulting spoil
contains a Iarge volume of voids and the compaction of
the soil is very low. When this spoil is used as fill, either
in the original hole or at another Iocation, it likewise
has a 1arge volume of voids and a very low compaction.

In construction, such fll is artificiany
compactecl, settling under a load as air and water are
expeue&. For example, compaction l)y heavy rubber-tired
vehicles will prorluce a change in density or compaction
as cleep as 4 feet. In agricul‘cure, tiﬂage is normauy
confined to &ry weather or the end of the growing
season — when the lquica’cing effects of water are
minimized.

In the case of a pit, or a burial, the excavated
fill is ‘cypicany thrown back in the hole not as thin layers
that are then compacted before the next layer is a&cled,
but in one, rela’cively quick, episocle. This prevents the
fill from loeing compac’cecl, or at least as compacte& as
the surrounding soil.

Penetrometers come in a variety of styles, but
all measure compaction as a numerical rea&ing, typicany
as pounds per square inch (psi). The c].iclzey-]ohn
penetrometer consists of a stainless steel rod about 3-
feet in length, connected to a T-handle. As the rod is
inserted in the soil, the compaction needle rotates
within an oil filled (for clamping) stainless steel housing,
in&icating the compaction levels. The rod is also
engravecl at 3-inch levels, anowing more precise
collection of compaction measurements through various
soil horizons. Two tips (Y2-inch and ¥-inch) are

provided for different soil types.

Of course a penetrometer is simply a
measuring device. It cannot clistinguish soil compactecl
l)y natural events from soil artificiaﬂy compactecl. Nor
can it clistingm'sh an artificiaﬂy excavated pit from a tree
throw which has been filled in. Nor can it, per se,
clistinguish between a hole &ug as a trash pit and a hole
dug as a burial pit. What it does is convert each of these
events to PSI readings. It is then up to the operator to
determine through various tec}miques the cause of the
increased or lowered soil compaction.

Curiously, penetrometers are rarely used })y
archaeologists in routine studies, although ‘chey are used
]ay forensic anthxopologis‘cs (such as Drs. Dennis
Dirkmaat and Steve Nawroclzi) and lsy the Federal
Bureau of Investigation (Special Agent Michael
Hochrein) in searches for clandestine graves. While a
penetrometer may be only marginaﬂy better than a
probe in the hands of an exceedingly skilled individual
with years of experience, such ideal circumstances are
rare. In a&clition, a penetrometer provicles quantitative
reaclings which are replicalale and which allow much

more accurate documentation of cemeteries.

Like probing, the penetrometer is used at set
intervals along gri& lines established perpendicular to the
suspecte& grave orientations. The reaclings are recorded
and used to &evelop a map of prol)aLle grave locations.
In addition, it is important to “calibrate” the
penetrometer to the specific site where it is Being used.
Since rea&ings are affected I:)y soil moisture and even to
some degree ]ay soil texture, it is important to compare
reaclings taken during a single investigation and ensure
that soils are generaﬂy similar in composition.

It is also important to compare suspect
reaclings to those from known areas. For example, when
searching for graves in a cemetery where both marked
and unmarked graves are present it is usuaﬂy
appropriate to laegin ]ay examining known graves to
identilcy the range of compaction present. From work at
several graveyar&s, inclu&ing the Kings Cemetery
(Charleston County, South Carolina) where 28
additional graves were identified, Maple Grove Cemetery
(Haywood County, North Carolina) where 319
unmarked graves were identified, the Walker Family
Cemetery (Greenviﬂe County, South Carolina) where
78 unmarked graves were identified , and Colonial Park
Cemetery (Chatham County, Georgia) where 8,678
probable graves were identified, we have found that the
compaction of graves is typicaﬂy under 150 psi, usuaﬂy
in the range of 50 to 100 psi, while non-grave areas

exhibit compaction that is almost always over 150 psi,
typically 160 to 180 psi (Trinkley and Hacker 19973,
1997b, 1998, 1999).

Alter the examination of over 20 cemeteries
using a penetrometer, we are relatively confident that
the same ranges will be found throughou‘c the Carolinas,

71



PEOPLE’S MEMORIAL CEMETERY

Georgia, and Virginia. It is lileely that these ranges are
far more &epenclent on general soil characteristics (such
as texture and moisture) than on cultural aspects of the
burial process.

The process works best when there are clear
and distinct non-grave areas, i.e., when the graves are
not overlapping. In such cases taleing penetrometer
reaclings at 2-foot intervals perpenclicular to the
suppose& orientation (assuming east-west orientations,
the survey lines would be established nortln-south) will
typicaﬂy allow the quicle identification of something
approaching the mjcl—poin’c of the grave. Worlzing along
the survey line forward and backward (i.e., north and
south) will allow the north and south e&ges of the grave
to be identified. From there the grave is tested
perpenclicular to the survey line, along the grave’s
center-line, in order to iclentify the head and foot.

Typicaﬂy the head and foot are both marked
using surveyor's pen ﬂags. We have also found that it is
helpful to run a ribbon of ﬂagging from the head ﬂag to
the foot ﬂag, since the heads and feet in tighﬂy paclzed

cemeteries Legin to blur ’cogetker.
Fimlings at People's Cemetery

The investigations at People's Cemetery were
intended to explore two general areas. One was the area
at the west end of the cemetery, adjacent to Talliaferro
Street, where the City hopecl to construct a parlzing lot
for use l'.)y cemetery visitors. The other area was on the
broad slope in the southeast corner of the cemetery,
where relatively few monuments are found. There the
question was whether this portion of the cemetery rnight
be vacant, perhaps auowing additional plots to be used.

Initially we “calibrated” the penetrometer by
examining what were though’c to be marked graves. We
found that the soil compaction varied from about 50 psi
to about 125 psi — suggesting a relatively standard
compaction range for human burials based on our
previous experience. We were likewise able to
consistently iclentify the sides of the grave, althougl'x we
found considerable variation in some areas, suggesting
that some portions of the cemetery had been extensively
used (an& that there may be far more individuals buried
in the cemetery, perhaps very close to }Jeing on top of
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one another, than previously anticipated).

Moving from the central portion of the
cemetery to the southwes’c, on the slope, we found that
graves were lilzely located in this area, although their
placement seemed less regular, or at least less tigh’cly
placecl, than in the central portion. This fincling is
difficult to interpret, largely since the sample size is s0
small. What it may suggest, however, is that this section
of the cemetery, while usecl, has been less intensively
used than that closer to Crater Road.

Turning to the area along Talliaferro Street we
did encounter a line of graves at the western eclge of the
propose& parleing area. The central portion of this
parking area, however, evidenced artificial compaction
— typically in the range of 250+ psi. This may be the
result of the area Leing frequently usecl for par]zing in
the past. There is-also a large quantity of gravel spreacl
around in this area, as thougl') it may have been used ]ay
the City as a stockpile for gravel used in road work.
Reganﬂess, the compaction is so great that we cannot
determine the extent of graves in this area. Since there
are at least some to the west, we suspect that graves
extend to the road — that would be the safest
assumption unless the City wishes to conduct
archaeological testing in this area to determine with a
greater c].egree of certainty.

Stones and Other Features

Stancling on the grouncl toc]ay, it is difficult to
envision People's original clesign or layout. Historic
documents suggest that it was &evelop‘ecl to provicle
family plots to members of mutual benefit societies.
Based on remnant portions, these were prol)ably around
the standard of 17 to 18 feet square, providing about
300 square feet. There is no evidence of the kind of
larger lots that were considered “prime” real estate at
cemeteries such as Mount Auburn (Boston, MA) or
Spring Grove (Cincinnati, OH). There is also much
remaining evidence that many lots, especiauy along
Crater Road and continuing north and west toward
Little Church, had either fences or curbs to mark them.
It seems more lilzely that individual burials were place&
at the far southwestern edge of the cemetery.

In these respects People’s Cemetery appears to
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follow the general scheme of the rural cemetery
movement, which would have been in vogue cluring most
of its early history. What is perhaps more curious is that
the cemetery contains relatively few indications that
other cemetery movements ever toole hold. There are, of
course, oceasional 1awn-type markers, but they are
scattered throughout and appear to be more influenced
Ey consumer choice than }Jy any change in the
orientation of cemetery design. Unlike at least one
other African American cemetery in Petersburg (East
View), there is no evidence of any appreciable
evolutionary development. People’s Cemetery, perhaps
because of its frequent periods of inactive oversight,
change& little from its initial plan.

What has evolved, however, is our
understanding of the cemetery. In 1987, a year after
the City acquirecl ownerslrxip, a police intern }Jegin
transcrﬂ)ing stones and mal:zing notes on conditions
which needed repair. The ultimate goal of this was to
develop a computer listing of the burials, but to&ay we
have been able to iclentify only bits and pieces of the
original research. From what has been reconstructed
122 stones were identified and recorded from two of the
four sections of the cemetery.%

The next recordation effort came in 1997
when the City contracted with Harvey L. Parlzs, Inc. to
prepare a plan of the cemetery property, including the
location of plots and stones, as well as any names. The
resul‘ting survey revealed 309 plo‘cs and grave locations,
most with at least a J:‘au’nily name.

Our research, which included a rather detailed
exploration of the groun&s (generaﬂy open and easﬂy
accessible) as well as the recovery of several stones from
spoil piles, revealed a total of 114 surviving family plots
with 258 monuments or markers revealing the burial of
290 individuals.* In addition, our work revealed an

% Although we assume that the four sections
included two on either side of the gravel road, this is no longer

clear from the surviving notes.

3 The number of burials is greater than the number

of markers or monuments since several revealed that more
than one person was buried in the plot.

additional 434 individual markers or monuments (i.e.,
not clearly associated with family plo’cs evidenced }Jy
coping or fences) marking the burial of 440 individuals.

Of the 122 stones documented by the intern’s
1987 list, 22 are no longer present in People’s
Cemetery. This is clistur]oing since it projects nearly a
20% loss over a 12 year period. While some may have
been moved by JEamilies, rather than simply ]oeing stolen
or destroye&, the City has no record to indicate where
these 22 markers went.

We have also identified 26 family plots from
the 1942 highway removal, as well as 38 plots and 48
individual graves from the 1967 removal. In neither
case, however, were the records aclequate to do more
than provicle last names (ana often did not indicate the
exact number of bodies actuaﬂy removed).

As a consequence, we have developed an index
incorporating the 864 individuals or family names
known to be associated with People’s Cemetery. We
have also clevelopecl a detailed inventory of the 692
stones present at People’s Cemetery (included in this
report as Appendix 2).%*

% In 1921 Thomas Brown estimated that there
were about 140 gravestones in Peoples (inclusive of what was
Leing called Old Beneficial, Beneficial Board, Providence 1st
and 2nd, and Iaclzson). The earliest he cited was Moses
Jones, with a date of 1862. He included a list of about 30 of
the more prominent names, including Major W. F. Jackson
and Thomas Scott (Letter to Judge Mullen, August 1921,
copy in "History of the People's Memorial Cemetery"). This
count did not include unmarked graves, which must surely
have been numerous.

Aletter of 1931 claimed 642 deaths in Petersburg's
African-American community during the years 1928-30; an
average of 214 annually, not all of whom were buried at
People's (Thomas H. Brown, letter to members of People's
Memorial Cemetery Committee, 2/10/31, Siege Museum
files; Thomas H. Brown, People's Cemetery Record and
Ledger 1931-35, People's Cemetery Records, Reel One).
Brown's ledger for the early 1930s includes fewer than 200
burials per year. Again, not all the burials were at People's:
in 1931, for example, 20% of Brown's 158 funerals were
elsewhere. There is no indication of how many burials other
directors may have made at People's during the same period.
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The form used for the inventory is a standard
format that solicits information concerning the name
on the marker, the complete inscription (ensuring
adherence to original speﬂing, punctuation, and
spacing), the inscription technique (carvecl, pain’cecl, or
other), tl:e grave marleer material (marl)le, granite, etc.) ,
gravestone measurements, &esign features, condition,
information on the stonecutter, and information on
coping and fencing (Figure 27). The only data category
which was not routinely used was the ome for
measurements. As the work progresse& we found that
there was inaclequate time to collect all of the data so
this category was eliminated. Otherwise, the form
allowed for consistent collection of a broad range of
information essential to our goal to provide not only a
hsting of individuals in People’s, but also
recommendations concerning repair and maintenance.
Just as importantly, this information allows the City of
Peters}ourg to evaluate the on-going condition of stones
and will help prioritize immediate needs.

Family plo‘cs were assigne& only one number,
with the individual graves within the plot assignecl
letters. Thus, within Plot 3, there might be stones 34,
3B, and 3C. A sketch of the family plot was made on
the reverse of the form, showing the location of the
various stones, as well as other details, such as the
shape, often the approximate size, and information on
plantings.

In those cases where there were mu.ltiple stones

for one individual, they were designecl by a dash and

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

the city coffers, and received nothing in return.

An average of 171 burials annually seems
reasonable for a population that average& 12,280 from 1890
to 1940. This yiel&s a death rate of 13.9 per 1,000 — almost
exactly that reported by Gee and Carson (1929:89) for
surrounding areas between 1923 and 1927 — 13.4 per
1,000.
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sequential numbers. So you might have grave 100-1
and 100-2. In cases where there were multiple stones
for the same individual within a family plot, the

&esignation would combine both approaches, with the
result of grave 100A-1 and 100A-2.

A.‘tthough this sounds complex, it is ac‘cuaﬂy
very simple and allows a great deal of information to be
collected in a relatively short period of time. It also
ensures a high clegree of standardization.>

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

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

It is perhaps interesting to comment that a
casual observer prol)a}:ly would not, or even could not,
discern that this is an African American cemetery.
There are no obvious grave goo&s, there are no
imme&iately obvious Africanisms, there is no effort to
make the cemetery stand out as culturany or ethnicaﬂy
different or distinct. In fact, a casual observer would
lileely mistake People's for a small white cemetery. This
is because the casual observer sees only the “forest” —
the vague outline of markers and their arrangements,
and the orientation of fences and curl)ing. This casual
observer does not see the “trees” — the individual
markers, their form, their composition, the great
nurnl)er of lodge an& {raternal or(ler stones, or the
occasional plot with clearly intended plantings. Asa
result, to truly understand People's takes considerable

Tt is this clegree of standardization which is most
critical in cemetery surveys. Not only must epitaphs be
con-ectly transcrﬂ:ecl, but information on the condition of
stones must be caref‘uﬂy and consistently noted if the data is
to be useful for preservation efforts.
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effort.

The most common monument type is the
headstone, accounting for about 41.7% of the stones in
the cemetery. The bulk of these represent traditional
marble or granite forms, ’cypicaﬂy with square, rounded,
or segmented tops. Although most were plain, there are
examples of very ornamented styles. For example,
monument #176, in marble, dates from 1859, while #
18-C-2, dates from 1932. There are also a number of
very classic Victorian styles, indicating that many of
Peter-slmrg's African American community participate&,
in so far as they were al)le, in the aesthetics of the late
) nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.

A 1arge proportion of the headstones are
simple, relatively small marble lo&ge stones (see the
discussion of these stones in the Historic Overview;
see also Figure 7 for examples). These typically provide
only the name of the 1oc1ge or fraternal order, the
individual, and (most o&en) only the death date. We
believe that these represent a part of the burial benefit
of a number of organizations, which would account for
both their modest size and limited carving, as well as the
prominent clisplay of the lodge initials. Table 4 lists the
lodges identified at People’s Cemetery — which take in
many of the Iodges known to be operating in Peters}::urg
in the early twentieth century. What is perhaps of
greater interest is that although only a few of these
stones are signe& ky their carver (or were suﬁicien‘cly
exposecl to allow the signature to be note&), those that
were carved lay Burns and Campl:eﬂ are most numerous.

In £act, of the 13 stones identified from this firm, at
least five (over 38%) are from loclges or similar
organizations. If two others, which are {Tagmentary but
of very similar c],esign, are incluclecl, over half of the
signec]. Burns and CampLeH stones are from
organizations (or commemorate an individual's
membership in an organization).

First and foremost it seems odd that a stone
cutter would sign such a simple and unassuming
example of his work. On the other hand, it may be that
Burns and Campbeﬂ were actively competing for the
"loclge market.” Alt]nough the individual stones are all
simple, there are a great many of them and this quantity
may have been commerciaﬂy attractive. It is also
possible that there existed some form of agreement

Table 4.
List of Lodges and other Organizations Identified
at People’s Cemetery

AF. & A. Sheba Lodge No. 17
American Suppliers Stem'ry No. 1
B.IB.C.

Honorable Son’s & Dau’s of Golden Link
ES.&L.C.

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

Jr. Gold Key Club

Masons

N.I.B.S. Blooming Zion No. 275
N.I.B.S. Charity Lodge No. 502
N.I.B.S. Magnolia Lodge 116
O.E.S. Electra Chapter No. 7
O.E.S. Grand Patron of Va.
Royal Social Club

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

Y.M.IB.A.

Y.W.S.LIC.

between some of the 1o&ges and various stone carvers.
Although ]aeyoncl the scope of this project, this line of
inquiry is potentiauy very interesting. It also
demonstrates just how little we know about consumer
choice in the late nineteenth and early twentieth century
monument market.

Nine stones are signed by C.M. Walsh,
although none are for Io&ges or fraternal organizations.
In fact, all of the stones are relatively "l‘xigh status,” })y
which we mean ’chey are more elaborately catved, include

”

1onger verses, and are more “’cypical of stones that

might be found in white Blandford.

Also present are stones carved by Pembroke
Granite Works and M.R. (Milton Rivers). These are all
relatively modern and none are associated with fraternal
organizations.
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The number of headstones likely includes
many die in socket forms, which are identifiable only if
out of their base or socket. We could i&entify only 0.2%
of the stones as definitely loeing die in socket
monuments.

About 18.6% of the headstones are concrete,
probal:ly Being 1ocany crafted (see the discussion of
concrete stone forms in the Historic Overview; see
also Figure 8). In fact, when these stones are examined
there are least a small handful that appear to have been
crafted Ly one artisan, based on the decorative style.

Not included in these percentages for
headstones are the 7.9% which are government stones,
including 1.0% which are “Civil War” style (largely
dating from the Spanish American War) and 6.9%
which are “General” s’cyle, post-clating the First World
War.

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

monuments.

Plaque markers are the third most common
monument form at People's, accounting for 9.2% of
the stones. What is perhaps most interesting about this
form is that nearly equal proportions were stone and
concrete — 56.8% were either marble or, more
commonly, granite, while 43.2% were concrete. One of
the concrete stones (# 185) has a marble inscription
plaque set into the concrete, combining the two forms.

Bedstead monuments account for only 1.7%
of the stones, but they are of specia.l interest since they
represent the only monument form found more
commonly in concrete than in either marble or granite.
Nearly 88% of the bedstead markers are concrete,
al’chough we found that the definition was difficult to
apply since there were so many graves which
incorporated a concrete headstone and concrete coping,
often as an oval around the grave outline. There seems
to be no doubt that this style served the same purpose as
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the more traditional bedstead markers — and both are
found in black and white cemeteries.

Lawn-type markers account for 4.4% of the
People’s assemblage, with all of the identified specimens
Leing in either marble or granite. Unlike at Little
Church and East View, we found no examples of Iocally
pro&ucecl concrete forms. Added to the lawn-type
markers, of course, are the 0.4% of government stones
in this style.

The cemetery is dominated }ay £airly simple
styles of markers, which account for over four-fifths of
the remaining markers. This is likely because these
simple markers were inexpensive (in the case of
government stones, free) ancl rea&ily available on
relatively short notice. There are, however, exceptions.
For example, 1.9% are peclestal tombs; 1.0% are
obelisks; 0.4% are pulpi’c markers; 2.1% are raisecl—top
inscription markers; and 0.1% are examples of base,
die, and cap monuments. Of these only 1% of the
raise&-top inscription markers have been created in
concrete — all of the remaining styles are tra&itionany
made in marble or granite. In fact, these more elaborate
monuments — which 1ilze1y were somewhat more costly
—all appear virtuauy inclis‘cinguishable from the white
section of Blandford Cemetery.

There is only one leclger stone identified at
People's Cemetery and it is made from concrete. This
may suggests that the form was out of vogue auring the
period of time People’s was used, that it was simply not
sougl'xt after ]:)y African Americans, or that it was out of
the price range of those most commonly using People's
Cemetery.

Likewise, there is only one burial vault slab
identified in People’s and it, of course, is made of
concrete. These appear somewhat more common at East
View and at Wilkerson's Memorial — proba]aly because
this is a fairly recent style and these other cemeteries
have seen more burials in the past 30 years than has
People’s.

In addition to these stones, 2.3% of the graves
were marked Ly metal funeral home plaques. Other
forms of marlzing are lilzely associated with very reduced
economic means (although, as previously discussed, we
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Figure 29. Marker 52-B at People's Cemetery.

can't rule out ethnic differences or even &iﬁering
cultural norms). For example 1.7% are marked using
only chunks of rougl'x stone or partiaﬂy finished stones
— lilzely either found materials or stones purchase&
from local stone cutters very inexpensively. About 0.6%
are marked with Buﬂrling materials, such as concrete
blocks. In one case only a brick was used, written on in
Magic Marker (# 103). There are also unique stones
which do not fit into any of our established categories
(these account for about 1.0% of the monuments). One
is a low marble column with an integral base — looking
something like a collar stud in cross section — with very
crude carving on the base (rnarker # 52-B; Figure 29).
Another (# 239) is a flat marble slab without le'c’cerlng,
but containing two carved half circles. There are also
several concrete columns which might, at one time,
have been associated with plots, but which today are
either isolated remnants or were actuaﬂy used to mark

graves.

Of some interest are three monuments which
tell us somet]ning about the evolving history of the
cemetery. Monument 53-Bisan um-shapecl column on
a base cast in concrete (see Figure 8). On the base is “A

SQUARE.” We believe that this was prolaamy used as

a marker for a corner of “A square” or plot in the layout
of the cemetery. Another, # 335, is a carved marble
tablet on which is “HENRY H. KERR'S / SQUARE”
(Figure 30). This is almost certainly the same type of
device — used to mark a corner of a family plot sold to
Henry H. Kerr. What is curious is not that these are
found, but rather that so few mapping monuments still
exist in the cemetery. It appears that most have been
either clestroyecl or were removed cluring the various
period of cemetery re-organization.

Another interesting historical remnant is a
small oval (3x4 inch) concrete marker found at grouncl
level just inside a family plot with the word “CARE”
cast in it (Figure 31). This plot (# 45), in which
George E. Boyd and Sarah Boy& White are buried, is
surrounded Ly low concrete coping. The marker 1i12e1y
denotes that at one time the {amily members were

Figure 30. Marker 335, probably denoting a plot or

“ ”
square.
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participating in an annual care agreement for the plo::o’c.‘ko

While this study is not intended to explore
either the iconography of the People's monuments, or
their epitaphs, a few comments concerning our field
observations may prove useful to other researchers.

They are, however, Lase& on limited data an& should ]oe
carefuﬂy interpretecl.

VFigure 31. “Care” marker in Plot 45.

We noticed that the vast majority of the names
on the People’s stones lack any titles. There are only a
few exceptions (such as marker #102-2 and 168) which
provide titles such as “Bro.” or “Mrs.” This has been
previously noted by Rotundo (1997)during her study of
the craftsman Merry E. Veal. She noted that he very
rou’cinely used either Bro., Sis., Mr. or Mzss., noting
that:

“ Annual care programs were Legun in American
cemeteries at least ]ay the 1880s as superintenclents became
aware that upkeep would far exceed available resources. Sloane
argues that the situation became critical by the 1940s as the
small funds set aside “became pitifuuy inadequate because
technological changes, postwar inflation, and labor
unionization forced kigher costs.” Regar(ﬂess of what was
happening on the national level, it seems lileely that the
People’s care fund represents only a short venture. For
example, in 1931 Keeper Thomas Brown wrote that an
annual care program instituted about 1922 had just about
ceased proclucing any revenue (Thomas H. Brown letter,

February 10, 1931).
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a title is very important to blacks,
especiaﬂy to older men and women
who have too often been called Ly
nothing but first name ]oy all the
whites whom they are expectecl to
address by title. During the interview
I tried to ask a question that would
elicit this information in Veal's own
words. Instead, he took the use of the
title so much for grantecl that in
response to my question, “What
about the way you a.lways use a title
before the name?”, he said, “Yes, but
I tell them if the name is too 1ong."
In other words, he was explaining
(anc]. excusing) the few times he did
not use a title. Interestingly enough,
other markers in the cemeteries

(Rotundo

rarely give titles

1997:104).

Alt}mough few stones with titles exist at People,
those which do make us wonder if Veal’s recognition of
respect })eyona the grave may have been shared Ly other
craftsmen or lay relatives.

Another interesting aspect of the People’s
stones is their use of Bible verses. Many are simple and
commonly used. For example, monument 30-D-1 lists
Psalm 23 (“The Lord is my shepherd . . ."), while
monument 147 cites Revelations xiv, 13 (“Happy are
the dead who die in the faith of Christ!”). Another
stone, with a very worn inscription, appears to reference
Romans ii, 13, in which Paul cautions that both Jew
and Gentile will be ju&ged the same: “It is not kearing
the law, but 1>y doing it, that men will be justifiecl before
God.” Even this simple message, however, may have had
multiple meanings to African Americans — who may
have wondered if it didn't also apply to whites who
pretendecl to be followers of Christ, routindy going to
church, while failing to do His work in the black

o 41
community.

A The Negro in Virginia cites Nancy Williams of
Petersburg, “Ole white preachers used to talk wid dey tongues
widdout sayin’ nothing’ but Jesus told us slaves to talk wid our
hearts” (Perdue 1994:120). It may be that this, too,
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But perhaps the most unusual religious feature
is the frequent use of the term “Mizpah” (occasionally
spelled “Mispah”) on stones in People’s Cemetery
(which does not appear to be cluplicatecl in white
Blandford). Mizpah is the name of several places in the
QOld Testament, inclucling the Hurrian land of Mispal’x
near Mt. Hermon Gosh. xi, 3, 8), Ramathﬂmizpa}l of
Gilead (Josh. xii, 26; ]uclg. x, 11, 17, 29, 34), Mizpah
of Moab (I Sam. xxii, 3), Mizpah of southern ]uclah
(Josh. xv, 38), and Mizpah of Benjamin (Josh. xviii, 26;
Iuclg. xx, 1-3; Hos. v, 1).

The most interesting, and relevan’t, reference
is to Mizpal'x in Gen. xoxxi. There we discover the story
of Jacob, husband of Laban’s daughters Rachel and
Leah. Being tired of Laban’s treatment and what he
sees as Laban’s clishones‘cy, ]acob decides to take ﬂight
and return to his home land — on the other side of the
River Jor&an. Laban discovers that he has left and goes
after him with a party of his own countrymen. During
this time God appears to Laban, warning him not to
harm ]aco})‘ Eventuany Laban catches up with Iacob
ancl, in a meeting, demands to know Wl:\y he left. Jaco]:,
no longer {:earing Laban, recounts the ill-treatment he
received at his father-in-law’s hands. Warned, Laban
has little recourse but to accept ]acob's Aeparture.

At this meeting place Jacola and Laban erect a
stone pinar and cairn. The account goes on:

Laban said, “This cairn is witness
today between you and me.” For this
reason it was named Ga}-e&; it was
also named Mizpah [watch-tower],
for Laban said, “May the Lord watch
between you and me, when we are
parted from each other's sight. ¢! you
ill-treat my &aughters or take other
wives beside them when no one is
there to see, then God be witness
between us.” Laban said further to
Jacob, “Here is this cair, and here
the piuar which I have set up between
us. This cairn is witness and the

comments on the distinction between “kear'mg” and
“implementing" Christianity.

piﬂar is witness: I for my part will
not pass lveyon& this cairn to your
side, and you for your part shall not
pass l)eyond this cairn and this pillar
to my side to do an injury, otherwise
the God of Abraham and the God of
Nahor will judge between us (Gen.
xxxi, 48-563).

Mizpah is used to mean a benediction wherein
God is asked to watch over people in their absence from
each other. As an epitaph it might simply be a request
that God watch over both the dead and the living until
’clley are re-united. This is a fairly safe, acceptable, and
conventional explanation. Although certain to entertain
disagreement and controversery, does the term perhaps
have a cleeper meaning? In other wérds, might there be
a "deep structure” correla’cing with the “surface
structure”? If so, this structure may be largely lost, even

to the black community.

For example, did African Americans see
themselves as ]acob, })eing ill-treated and cheated }:;y
white society — Laban — and ﬁncling relief only in the
escape of death? Might Mizpah, in that sense, be
another example of justice c].elayecl, but not forgotten?
A reminder on the stone — in full view of white society,
but not easily comprellen&ecl — that the injustice was
clearly recognized and never accepted.

In a&c].ition, the theme of the watch-fower or
cairn is also strong in thestory. While there are several
Biblical references to gravestones as memorials and
markers (e.g., 2 Sam. xviii, 18 and Gen. xxv, 20),
perl'laps Mizpah expan&s on the conventional nature of
the gravestone, estal:lishing it as seperating the dead
from the 1iving. In this sense migh‘c the term mean that
the dead are not to return to bother the hving? This is
cer’cainly a theme common to African American
spritualism. Could, in this scenario, the term be a
replacemen‘c for grave goods intended to keep the dead
happy?

Furthermore, there are numerous references to

the River Iordan in the Bible. In 2 Kgs. ii the chariot
comes to Elijah at the Jorclan and takes him into
heaven. This un&oul)te&ly serves as the source for the
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spiritual, “Swing Low Sweet Chariot” with its references
to the angels crossing the Jordan “to carry me home.”
Jordan is a common theme in African American songs,
including “Sabbath Has No End,” and “I Got to Lay in
Yonder Graveyard,” with the latter explaining, “I got to
cross that river o'}urclen, 1 got to cross there fo’ myself. "
(Parrish 1992:172, 196). Likewise, “crossing the Jordan”
is usually accepte& asa specific reference to entering the
promised land (Josh. i-iv). Might Mizpah, in the context
of a stone set up “on the other side” of the Jordan, be part
of this theme?

In another context, ] Sam. vii recounts the
Israelites victory over the Philistines and the erection of a
stone near Mizpah, called Ebenezer or “stone of help.”
Again this account is one of hope and victory over one's

enemies — raising the issue of whether Mizpah should be
interpreted in a social or spiritual context, or both?

Obviously, the interpretation of this term and its
place in historic black society is far beyond the scope of
our work. We offer it here as another line of research
which may help better understand African American
mortuary patterns and beliefs.

The People’s stones also indicate the burial of no
less than five individuals identified as “Reverends.” And
the stones also identify three African American churches
— St. Stephen’s Protestant Episcopal Church, Zion
Apostolic Church, and Gillfield Baptist Church (with the
latter representing nearly 78% of the references to a
church in the cemetery).

The stones are also heavily dominated by flower
or plant motifs, with the dogwood, ivy, rose, and acanthus
leaves being common features. All have common, if
sometimes inconsistent, meanings in ]udeo»Christian
iconography. The clogwoocl flower, for example, is a
reminder of Jesus's crucifixion. On at least one stone ivy
is intertwined with an anchor — a very old syml)ol for
Christian faith.** The rose has been used as a symbol of
condolence and soxrrow, but in some Christian traditions
the red rose grew from the drops of Christ’s blood and
the Virgin Mary is ﬁequen’cly portraye& holding a red

“2 Heb. vi, 19, refers to the kope of salvation
through faith in Christ, “which hope we have as an anchor of
the soul, both sincere and steadfast.”
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rose.*> Acanthus leaves, commonly incorporatecl into
classical Luilclings, can signify the arts, but the thorns
on the leaves symlaolize the pain and punishment for
sin. In Christian beliefs the thorns are a reference to
“crown of thorns” (Ma’c. XxXVii, 29)

Of course, it may be that many plant symlaols
have more to do with Victorian inventiveness than
carlier religious traditions. For example, tl'xrough time
vy has been a syml)ol of many things, inclucling fi&elity
and immortality. This apparently developed. from the
observation that ivy continues to grow on dead trees
(Tresidder 1998:110). Nor can we say that the
icongraphy was acceptec},, or even unclerstoo&, ]ay all
those who purchased the stones.

Several of the People’s monuments (for
example #147) show the gates of heaven opening to
receive the cleparte& and barring death. This was a
common theme, even offered on mail order monuments
(see, for example, Little 1998:28). Likewise, several
reveal open books (as an example # 30-D-1). Although
these are am}aiguous, they are 'cypicaﬂy seen as
representing the Word of God. The book is often
mentioned in the Old Testament (for example, Exod.
xvii, 14 and xxxii, 32). Perhaps more appropriate are
the mentions of the book of life in the New Testiment
(for example, Phil. iv, 3, “whose names are in the book
of life;” Rev. xxi, 27, “are written in the Lamb’s book
of life”, see also Rev. xx, 12, 15).

Animals depicted in People’s stones include the
dove and the lamb — two common Christian motifs.
The dove is the symbol of purity and peace. In the Old
Testament it was chaste and was sent out from the ark
by Noah (Gen. viii, 8-12). And in Is. iix, 11, “we
mourn like doves.” In the New Testament the holy
spirit descended from heaven “like a dove” (Mt. iii, 16;
Mk. i, 10; Lk. iij, 22; Jn. i, 32).The dove was also used
az a sym]ool of the soul laeing carried to heaven. The
lamb is the syml)ol of Christ (n. 1, 29), as well as a sign

% Can. ii, 1, “T am the rose of Sharon,” and lsa.
xxxv, 1: “desert shall blossom as the rose.” Canticles is also
often called The Song of Songs or The Song of Solomon
(since his name appears several times in the text). The rose is
also incorporated into Freemasonry.
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of rneeleness, sacrifice,
and innocence. It was
commonly used in the
nineteenth century on
children’s graves. “THS”
is used on at least one
stone and is a
monogram representing
the Greek contraction of
“Tesus.” It is also
sometimes considered an
abbreviation of the Latin

phrase meaning, “Jesus,
~ Savior of Men.”

Common  to
nineteenth century
cemeteries is the shalzing
or claspe& hands motif.

Nancy-Lou Patterson
terms this “linked

hands.” Many show a Figure 32. Example of a fenced plot (Plot 21).

female han& to the le’x:t,
a male hand to the rigk’c
and are symlaols of holy matrimony or a sacred union.
In addition, however, many stones will show one hancl,
’cy‘picaﬂy on the left, as 1imp. Patterson interprets this
as contact of the living and the dead, “not only at the
moment of parting, or at the moment yet to come of
greeting in another worlcl, but also, in some mystical
way, contact in the present” (Patterson 1989:192). At
least one of the stones in People's combines the linked
hands with three links of chain. Leonard Huber
(1982:5) notes a similar design in New Orleans where
it is well associated with the Odd Fellows and taken as
a symbol of brotherly love and respect.

Some of the stones combine several images.
Stone 272, for example, includes a heaven pointed
finger, and a cross and crown. The finger motif was
common in Victorian funerary art and is thought to
tlirect attention upwards, toward Heaven. It may also be
a sym}ool of transcendence over death (Patterson
1989:194-195). The cross and crown combine the
emphasis of Christ’s kingly position with the promise of
eternal life (Le thou faithful unto death and I will give
thee a crown of life, Rev. ii, 10).

Five plots, all at the north end of the cemetery,
have remnant iron {encing. Three of these, Plots 21
(Figure 32), 21, and 356 were all manufactured }ay
Valley Forge in Knoxville, Tennessee. Two gates (at
Plots 21 and 27) retain their winged shields; although
the third has lost its s):u'el&, the fence and gate design is
identical. These three exhibit a pattern consisting of an
apex-toppe& fence with an ornamented name-plate gate.
The only company broadside we have been able to
iden‘cify shows a bow and picket clesign Gnclicating that
the company must have manufactured a variety of
styles), with the identical gate (suggesting that this gate
may have been the “ﬂag ship” of the company and was
used extensively to “dress up” the otherwise relatively
plain fence).

Plot 25 was once fenced, although today much
of the fence is stacked on at one eclge of the lot. The
remaining gate evidences a circular shield with the
name, “C. HANIKA / & / SONS / MUNCIE, IND.”
As previously men’cioned, the firm C. Hanika also
produced gates with a shield from Celina, Ohio.

Plot 37 is surrounded Ly a hairpin and picket

83



PEOPLE’'S MEMORIAL CEMETERY

fence similar to Hanika's styles 26-28, except that there
are only two (not three) channel rails. The shield on this
gate reveals it was manufactured }Jy Cincinnati Iron
Fence Company in Cincinnati, Ohio.

Immediately north of Plot 48 is a remnant
section of woven wire fencing set on 4x4-inch wood
posts with a 2x4-inch top rail and a 4x4-inch bottom
rail (set at gra&e). The fence consists ‘of formed dart-
shaped “pickets” woven among horizontal lines set about
6-inches apart. This is the best preservecl section of wire
fencing in People’s, although it was likely quite
common cluring an earlier perio&.

Of all the fencing found or known to have
been in People’s Cemetery, the most enigmatic is that
which was originaﬂy along Crater Road. It was dedicated
in 1906 and specific mention was made of its arched
entryway. Several of the companies known to have been
provicling fencing to the African American cemeteries in
Petersburg include these types of gates in their cata,]ogs,
including Cincinnati Iron Fence Company (although
they illustrate only a straight banner) and Stewart Iron
Works (which illustrates several varieties of arched
entrywa.ys).“ The fence was still present in 1942, when
the City began condemnation procee(lings for the
wiclening of Crater Roacl“, but was missing Iay the time
of the second wi&ening in 1968. Whether it was ever re-
installed in the 1940s could not be determined.

A General Conditions Report of
People’s Cemetery

The investigations conducted at People’s
Cemetery included a reconnaissance of existing
conditions in the areas of monuments, Iandscape, and
maintenance and management. Although the

* This style of gate was relatively common and was
pro&uce& }:yy a numker of adclitional companies, such as
Campion Iron Fence Company in Kenton, Chio.

> At that time the City, in the Hustings Court
proceeclings, in&icated t}lat, “The {fence along Parcel A on
Crater Road will be moved lay your petitioner [the City] and
reset along the boun&ary of the cemetery as it will be after
completion of this proceecling."
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clevelopment of an appropriate conservation plan
presupposes a means of evaluating the progress of
deterioration, this is not always possible. At People's we
have integrate& what historical evidence there is for the
deterioration of conditions, along with some more
specific data from the initial city effort to document the
cemetery, undertaken in 1987, with the current survey.

Monuments

The most visible problem at People’s Cemetery
is the number of tilted, faﬂen, clisa’ctachecl, and/or
sunken stones (see Figure 15). Many of these proLlems
can be traced back to ina&equate maintenance. As
graves without vaults have settlecl, stones have tilted and
fallen. Many have sunk below ground level. Others have
been broken IJy the stress of topograﬁhic change. A few
were almost certainiy clamagecl as a result of various
well-intentioned but poorly imp‘lernentec]. clean—up
campaigns. There is also some evidence of Lteakage
resulting from previous improper repairs, typicaﬂy with
concrete.*® Dies on bases have either become clisaligne&
or fallen oﬂ:, often with consequential clarnage to the
dowels. Marble and granite monuments are equaﬂy at

risk.

While not common, there is evidence of
Lreakage most lilzely caused lay vandalism, especiaﬂy
along the road side, where stones are easily accessible or
where they have been involved in automobile impacts.
T}lere are also scattered or disassociated markers,
perhaps caused lay clean—up efforts, vandalism, or simply
erosion. We also noticed considerable damage from lawn
mowing, most notably mower abrasion or nylon weed
trimmer c],amage (from use of a too heavy cord).

In addition to the clisplacement, larealzage, and
a])rasion, many of the stones are soile&, at times
lirm'ting legi]:ili’cy. A special concern is the inappropriate
cleaning of the monuments. Use of harsh chemicals,
abrasives, and other typicaﬂy “modern” methods can
cause irrepara]:le harm to the stones and must be

% Concrete (Portland cement) should never be used
in cemetery preservation projects. It is far harder than the
materials it is used to repair and failure almost always results

in &amage to the original fabric.
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prevented.

The fences at People's are in varied states of
preservation. In several there are sizable losses of
original fabric an&, in one case, much of the original
fabric is currenﬂy present, altkough the fence is
disassembled. Several have been recently paintecl,
presumably }Jy associated JEa.mﬂies, but most exhibit

corrosion.

The curlaing, which consists of both granite
and concrete examples, is also in varied states of
preservation. Some are well set and in very goocl
condition. Others, however, exhibit cracking (in the
concrete) and clisplacement (in both the concrete and
the granite). Corner posts are often tilted or, in some
cases, missing. Some sections of cur]:)ing are also
missing. Although some of this &amage is readily
attributed to tree growth, much is more lilzely the result
of either previous clean»up efforts or the use of
mechanized equipment, perhaps for grave cligging.

Lan(lscape

Currently the cemetery has no access con‘cr,ol,
Leing completely open to the streets and the acljacent
apartment complex. The property is routinely used a
peclestrian and automobile cu’c—through. A portion of
the cemetery acljacent to the apartment complex is })eing
improperly used Ly tenants of the complex, while a
portion adjacent to housing on St. Andrews Street is
Leing aclversely occupied. All of this has promote&
li‘ctering, excessive wear to grass, and has lilzely causecl
additional clamage to some stones. Moreover, it creates
a situation where visitors will potentiaﬂy feel
uncomfortable.

There is no circulation plan for People’s
Cemetery. Altl'xough it appears to have had a horseshoe
drive, aﬂowing access to vir!:uauy all parts, this has been
closed for at least the past 40 years, ]:eing replaced ]ay a
gravel drive connecting S. Crater with St. Andrews
Street. This has served only to promote inappropriate
use of the cemetery and leaves much of the cemetery
inaccessible except ]:y foot to visitors. Al’c]:xough this is
not a critical issue at the moment, it will become more
serious as efforts to promote and preserve the cemetery
encourage additional visitation.

There is curren’cly no lighting of the cemetery
except for a Virginia Power street 1amp at the far
southern end of the cemetery on Talliaferro Street.
Even this 1amp, however, has been inoperative for at
least the past three months, suggesting a serious
deficiency in maintenance. However, historicauy the
cemetery was never proviclecl with decorative ligh’cing and
we do not believe that any should be added at this time.
Additional security hghting, on the other hand, is
advisable and should be mounted at the e&ges of the

cemetery on poles.

The information we have been able to obtain
suggests that the original drives for People’s Cemetery
were gra&e& soil and were never pavecl. The current
extension of St. Andrews Street is gravel, but is
currently in poor condition. Altkough lzeeping the
pavement soil-based would be more historicany
appropriate, the steep slopes in some areas are Iilaely to
cause erosion and maintenance problems. Moreover,
clepending on the extent of additional use the cemetery
may see, soil drives are not able to support much traffic.

Just as there appear never to have been pavecl
roads at People’s, it seems unhleely that the paths were
ever more than soil (although ’clley may have been
sanded to improve érainage). Toc}ay there is no evidence
of any original pathways, although we suspect they were
placecl between £arnily plots, in a fashion typical of the
time and organization of such cemeteries. The “new”
portion of People’s Cemetery, acquirecl Ly the City in
1942 for the reburial of the graves removed for the first
wi(lening of Crater Roacl, was to have gradecl streets and
sanded wallreways —_ although neither materialized.

There is to&ay no evidence of site furniture,
although some may have existed on individual lots.
Likewise, there is evidence that at one time trash cans
were placecl on site for the use of families ‘cencling their
plots. Tl'xese, too, are no longer present.

The lawn is very spotty, Leing prima.rily
affected ]oy tree cover (Which shades out grass, and
clepletes soil nutrients and water). There are areas,
primarily where there are no trees, in goo& to fair
condition. Elsewhere the lawn cover is either absent or
in poor condition. There does not appear to be any
effort to seed bare areas, establish 2 more shade tolerant
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grass, fertilize, or convert the current grouncl cover to a
more low growing variety. Mowing appears infrequent,
often waiting until the grass is very high (l)asecl on the
cut and dried grass found caked on some stones).
Compaction does not appear to be a proMem except at
the far south end of the cemetery, a(ljacen‘c to
Talliaferro Street.

Plantings are fairly limited in the cemetery and
there is no evidence of any previous lan&scape plan.
Deciduous trees (along with a few old ceda.rs) are the
preclominant plan‘c material found, mixed with
occasional yuccas and a very few shrubs. Otherwise, the
most abundant plant material is poison ivy, which
heavily infests many of the trees in the cemetery.

The trees evidence little or no effort at
maintenance. Many have been sen'ously clamagec}. }:)y
previous storms and are in need of professional
trimming, as well as fertilization. There does not appear
to be any plan for the removal of trees en&angering
stones or other cemetery features, nor is there any
evidence of a plan to replace vegetation as it dies.
Likewise, there appears to be no set schedule for ral:zing
and leaf removal (during the time we were on-site a
portion of the heavy leaf accumulation had been
previously removed, while large areas remained
untouched).

Serious soil erosion appears to be limited to
the road area, where there are numerous gravel filled
ruts. The bare groun& in many portions of the
cemetery, however, must be promoting sheet erosion,
evidenced lay the number of stones which had been
previously placecl in concrete, but are toclay comp[etely
loose. The only drainage system for the cemetery is
natural, Eouowing the topography. There are no road
drains or drains remaining from previous patllways (xf
tl'xey ever existed).

Maintenance and Management

Maintenance at People’s Cemetery must be
significantly improvecl. At the present time both our
field observations and the condition suggest that the
cemetery is under a “deferred maintenance program,”
with issues }aeing addressed only when they become
critical. We saw no evidence of regular trash piclz up,
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ac.lequately scheduled mowing, or routine leaf ralzing.
Clearly the current staff is not a&equate to provide first
class maintenance.

There is no signage of any sort at People's
(except for several memorial stones along Crater Road
which are difficult to iclentify, hard to read, and offer
little historical information).

It does not appear that the City has established
any procedures for owners of lots in People’s to l)ury
famﬂy members. Given the inaclequacy of recorc].s, there
is considerable concern that continued use of People's
will result in Aamage to human remains alreacly interred.

We also understand that there is no line-item
Lu&get for maintenance or presérva’cion efforts at
People’s Cemetery. The issue of fun&ing is very serious
and must be deéalt with before virtuany any of our
recommendations can be meaningfuﬂy implementecl.

Recommendations for the Long-Term

Preservation of People’s Cemetery

°

Our recommendations are offered in the same
three categories as outlined in the previous section:
Monuments, Lanclscape, and Maintenance and
Management. We have, however, added the additional
category of {unding.

We believe that there is, in han&, aclequate
information to immedia’cely Begin the preservation
efforts at People’s Cemetery. Although the efforts will
clearly need to be phasecl, we do not believe that
additional planning is either necessary or an appropriate
use of scarce resources. Projects can too often be
“plannecl to death.” It is time to devote the resources
and manpower to make substantive changes in the
condition of People’s Cemetery. Where appropriate we
have also proviclecl guidance on prioritizing the different
actions within each broad category.

Monuments

It is critical for the City to understand that a
historic cemetery is as much an outdoor museum as a
parlz. Consequently, the City must function as much
like a registrar and curator as like a grouncls ]zeeper. To
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do one, an&_ not the other, is to cause what is often
irreparable &amage to the resource.

We have heard, &uring our work in Petersl)urg,
that the City hoped to encourage lot owners to
undertake the repair of the stones in their plots. This
“sel{-treatment” is a very poor idea and would result in
large numbers of inappropriate repairs that cause
extensive additional damage. Moreover, it is the City’s
responsibility to both repair, and maintain, the cemetery
— not that of individual families.

We strongly advocate what we believe is an
ethicaﬂy and professionaﬂy appropriate approach‘
Physical integrity should be stabilized without
cosmetic recomstruction of clamaged stones or
features. In this manner the stones, curbing, fences,
and other features are retainecl, without recreating
features that are a/reaa’y Jost using modern materials.

In addition, it is al)solutely critical that all
treatments be completely documented and that this
documentation be maintained (curate&) Ly the Ci’cy in
perpetuity — just as would be a museum o]:ject and its
documentation.

With this in mind, our first priority actions
are those which are critical to ensure the 1ong-term
preservation of stones that would otherwise be in
immediate clang’er of either additional material loss
due to accelerated deterioration or imminent
&anger of loss or theft. These actions should be
conducted within the next 3 to 6 months.

8 All loose stones should be iclen’cifiecl,
documented, and appropn'ately erected. This
will minimize the po‘centia] that they will be
1os’c, stolen, or damaged Ly maintenance
activities. If a corrected location is identified
1ater, they can be moved.

u All toppled stones (including dies which are
off ]:)ases) should be documented and
appropriately reset. This will ensure that the
now disassociated parts are not further
damaged or lost.

L] AH Lrolzen stones s}xoulcl be &ocumentecl ancl

appropriate]y repaired. This will ensure that
the pieces are not further &amage& or lost.”

8 All stones tilting more than 15° should be

documented and appropriately reset.

8 All sections of loose fencing should be
imme&ia’cely reset in order to avoid their theft.
Gates, in particular, should be attached using
one-way or tamper resistant screws and bolts.

® A monitoring or maintenance program
should be developecl for the treated
monuments. This should involve seasonal site
visits to iclenti{y newly disloclged or out-of-the-
groun& stones, vanclalism, and other pro]:ulems.
Provisions shoul& be made to aocument,
couect, and properly store such specimens
until treatment can be conducted.

Second priority items are those not
considered immediately critical to the preservation of
the original fabric of the cemetery. Althougl'x classified -
as a secon&ary priority, they should not be clelayed
more than one to two yeaxs. These are actions that
are also essential for the long-term preservation plan,

but which may be brieﬂy delayecl.

®  Conservation treatments should be
conducted on all iron work in the cemetery.
These will lilzely involve glass bead abrasion,
followed Ly application of either a l'xig]:l-grade
rust resistant paint or a volatile corrosion
inhibitor. The different proclucts should be
explorea as a test of longevity in the
Peterslmrg climate.

8 Congervation treatments for several concrete
monuments with expose& (an& corrocling)

7 The only exceptions to this recommendation
concern the government issued stones, which can be replaced
without charge ]:y contacting the Department of Veterans
Aﬁairs, Memorial Programs Service, and stones which are too
La&ly &amagecl for effective repair. These latter stones should
be documented and either buried on-site where they are found
or curated by an appropriate museum:.
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AFRICAN AMERICAN CEMETERIES OF PETERSBURG

® Trees shoulcl ]:;e seleci:ecl for use wlaen

replacements are necessary. The selected tree
should pro&uce minimal sap (Wl'xich clamages
stone), avoid sucker growth at their base, and
limit the number of surface roots (which both
inhibits grass growth and causes stones to be
clisplacecl and topple). They should pro&uce
only hgh‘c shade and be suitable for an urban
environment without irrigation. Ideally they
will be light self-pruners and pro&uce small
leaves (resulting in less leaf removal in the
autumn).

Secondary issues include access and
security, lighting, paths, and site furniture. As with
the monuments, seconclary priority should not be
interpreted as long—range, but instead issues which
should be plannetl for and dealt with within the
next 12 to 24 months.

® The City should acquire appropriate, safe
parleing facilities for the cemetery. This space
will not only encourage use of the cemetery,
but will provi&e space for equipment storage
and also interpretive exhibits or kiosks. One
choice is residential property at the far
southern end of the cemetery on either
Talliaferro or St. Andrews street. The other
option is a&jacent commercial or residential
property fronting South Crater. This second
option is pre£errecl, since it would allow easier
access to the cemetery and greater wsﬂnlzty to
attract visitors.

® The entire cemetery should be fenced to
eliminate inappropriate use. Along South
Crater Street we recommend reins’caﬂing a
historicany appropriate fence.* Along the
remaining sides and south eclge we recommend
using an 8-foot high security chain link fence.

Tl’lis, in turn, should be screened using a fast

# Our recommendation is one of the several fences
and gates available from Stewart Iron Works. These fences
are not only historicaﬂy appropriate, but the company is
known to have pxoviclecl fences for African American

cemeteries in Peterslaurg.

growing, low maintenance climl)ing plant, such
as wild rose. The City may wish to install a
vehicle gate at the south e&ge of the £ence,
especiany if the existing road is at least
’cernporarily maintained as a peclestrian
pa’chway.so

& The current lighting is ina&equate for nigh’t—
time security and the City should install
additional pole méunted ligl'x’ting.

® As previously mentioned, it is unlikely that
there were laid in paths when People’s was
being actively used. At the present time
visitation is so low that it is prokably
unnecessary to establish paths. Nevertheless,
the City should clevelop a pAathway plan for the
future. We recommend brick pa’chways since
they are easy to maintain, cause minimal
disturbance, and provicle easy access for the
disabled.” Wherever possible we recommend
that the site be made accessible to all visitors.

® There are currently no benches and we do
not recommend their placement at People's
Cemetery. We do, however, recommend the
placement of several litter containers for use
by visitors.

Maintenance and Management

There are a number of maintenance

changes that the City should immediately

%0 This will separate People's Memorial Cemetery
from Little Church, which was never the case ]uistoricaﬂy.
However, fencing only three sides of the cemetery will not
eﬁectively control pe&estrian traffic nor provi&e the necessary
security.

%! As an alternative the City may wish to explore
soil cement, but this is 1ilze1y to require greater maintenance,
o&se’cting its lower initial cost. In addition, the use of a paving
material allows at least one edge of the pathway to be raise&,
auowing visuany impairecl individuals to more easily navigate.
On slopes the City should be careful to ensure that the
pathways take into account &rainage issues and do not
promote erosion.
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PEOPLE’S MEMORIAL CEMETERY

implement to improve the care given People’s
Cemetery. Some of these can be done with only limited
expense, ah:hough like other issues relating to
preservation, there are real costs associated with
maintaining a cemetery. The first priority
recommendations should be implementecl within
the next 3 to 6 months.

B People’s Cemetery needs at least one full-
time employee, with additional staff rotating in
on an as-needed basis. The groun&s keeper
would provide a higher visil:ﬂi’cy and promote
greater security at the cemetery. In addition,
the individual’s duties should include opening
and closing the site daily; couecting trash at
least once a day (more often as pu]alic use
increases); Weeding, emergency pruning, and
removal of volunteer growth; leaf ralzing and
picle-up; mowing; and monitoring and
reporting van&alism, maintenance issues, and
other proMems.

s The City pohce should Legin routine patrols
of the cemetery immecliately. This means that
at least two to three times a night and several
times cluring the &ay, the central road should
be patroHecl. When this road is no Ionger in
use the police should continue to routinely
check the grouncls from S. Crater Road and
Talliaferro Street during the night.

® The best approach to the maintenance of the
lawn at People’s without damaging the stones
is to use power mowers within 12-inches of
stones and then to use line weed trimmers with
nylon whips to trim up to the markers.
However, the current use of very heavy cluty
line must stop immecliately. We have found
that the cord laeing currently used is at least
0.12-inch and is itself abrading and damaging
the stones. Instead a much lighter line — no
heavier than 0.08-inch should be used in the
future. This change should be implemented
immecliately.

® An ideal mowing schedule is about once a

week cluring the beginning of growing season
(perhaps May through early-}une), with
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mowing twice a month during the heat of the
summer (from micl-]une tl'xrough August), and
then returning to a weelzly schedule toward the
end of the growing season as the grass
approaches dormancy. We recognize that this
is an ideal, but the point is that the grass
should not be allowed to become as high has it
apparenﬂy has in the past. Not only does that
encourage more &amage to the stones (since
they can't be easily seen), but it also creates
greater hazards for site visitors. In addition,
the longer and thicker grass becomes, the
more difficult it is to remove with line
trimmers using the light-weight line necessary
to prevent clamage to the stones.

# No chemical weed killers should be used at
People’s (with the exception of the previously
discussed use of a brush killer to eliminate the
poison  ivy). Likewise, we specigicany
recommend against the installation of a
sprinlzler system at People’s Cemetery. It
would be very clamaging to headstones and
would be almost impossi}ale to install without
clamaging graves.

® A tree maintenance program should be
initiated imme&iately. All trees should be
prunecl at least once a year to remove dead
wood. This should be couplecl with professional
pruning every three years Ly a trained arborist.
Likewise, on}y individuals with special training
should be allowed to removed dead trees since
this work must be done with the greatest care
to avoid damage to monuments.

® Leaf removal should be scheduled for at least
every other week — and preferal)ly once a week
— cluring the fall. At non-pealz seasons they
should be removed at least monthly. A
neglecte& appearance seems to encourage
vandalism.

Issues of secondary priority should be
implemented by the city within the next 12 to 24
months. Althougl'l not as critical as the previously
discussed first priority maintenance and management
issues, tl-xey must not be neglected.
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# As part of the lawn maintenance program,
the City should Legin §ertilizing the grass on a
schedule appropriate to the zone and dominant
type of grass present. The formula should be
approve& by a stone conservator before use
since many proclucts contain high levels of
materials (such as salts and acicls) which can
mage stones.

= The City, as pxeviously discussed, should
Eegin the process of reseecling bare lawn areas
using a shade tolerant, slow growing grass
suitable for the climate. The seed mixture
should also be clrought resistant since artificial

watering is not possﬂole.

a ]us’c as the grass needs ferﬁliza’cion, so too do
the trees. The City should have all of the trees
evaluated }Jy a professional arborist and
inclivicluauy feed on a prescribe& basis. If the
fertilization is injecte& it is less likely to
Aamage the stones than if broadcast.

® The City should clevelop appropriate signage
for the cemetery. This should include
regulatory and informational signage which
indicates what may, and may not be done in
the cemetery (including how the City will deal
with memorial flower arrangements placecl on
graves); the times during which the cemetery is
open; and other 1ega1 notices concerning
vandalism, theft, and damage to plants or
stones. It should also include interpretive
signage that helps the visitor understand the
nature and importance of the cemetery. It may
also be appropriate to include signage
explaining various conservation activities Leing
conducted on the cemetery, as weﬂ as why tlie
security steps have been taken. It is our
experience that when these details are
explainecl to the pul)lic tkey are much more
wining to cooperate. Even’cuany the City may
wish to install signage that points out the
grave sites of notable individuals in
Petersl:urg’s African American community.

Funcling’

The City must recognize that the ownership of
a cemetery involves on-going expenses and, in order to
meet these routine needs, establish an appropriate line-
item in the buclget for the care, preservation, and
maintenance of People’s Cemetery. While we encourage
inventive and non-traditional funding approaches, the
City must recognize that ultimately People's Cemetery
requires constant maintenance f-un&ing, just like the
streets, the schools, or the various city parks. Funding
must be found intemaﬂy to allow the City to fulfill its
commitment to People’s Cemetery, made when the
property was purchased in 1986.%

It is critical that an appropriate {:uncling level
be established and incluclec}., as a line item, in the yearly
appropriations. Cemeteries must not compete with other
city activities for funding. They require a certain level of

care on an on-going basis. This can only be achieved by
a stable funding base.

The City must realize that state and federal
resources for preservation money (most especiaﬂy for
on-going maintenance) are limited and it is unlil:zely
that sufficient funds can be acquire& from these sources
to do the work necessary in People's Cemetery. As a
result, the search for {'un&ing sources must })egin at the
local level. Altlnough it may be natural to Legin that
search in the African American community, the City
must also realize that it acceptecl responsi]aility for
People's Cemetery and therefore its preservation has
become a duty of both the white and black populations
of Petersl:urg, As we have recommended previously, the
City will need to identify consistent ﬁn&ing sources and
include People’s preservation and maintenance as a line-
item in the Ludget. In fact, it is unlileely that granting
sources, either inside or outside the City, will want to
contribute funds to a project that the City itself is not
{uﬂy supporting.

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

%2 The deed for the purchase indicates that the City
will “properly and perpetually maintain the cemetery.”
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professional stone masons, lanclscapers, ironworlzers, or
stone conservators. The importance of “friends groups”
is in the support functions that t]aey can contribute —
provichng assistance in fund raising, helping on cleaning
projects, serving to monitor security until permanent
provisions are esta.l:lishecl, and so forth. These functions
will be critical to the success of the program.
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Extant Environment and Current Cont]ition

Known locally as “Little Church,” this
cemetery is situated at the corner of South Crater and
Mingea roads, with the main access, a single-lane gravel
drive, running off Mingea at the foot of Little Church
Road (Figures 33 and 34). There is also a pedestrian
gate off Mingea, at the northern edge of the cemetery.

The cemetery incorporates approximately 2.5
acres and has a roughly triangular shape with its long
dimension oriented northeast-southwest. It is separate&
from People’s Cemetery IJy a windrow of recently cut
trees. In fact, this southern boundary is so unclear that
it appears several of Little Church’s burials are actuauy
over the Iegal property line on land owned by People's

Cemetery. As l)rieﬂy discussed in the Historical
Overview below, this cemetery has a long and
convoluted history and ownership There is some
question whether it has ever been truly distinct from
People's.

To the west of Little Church is another strip of
land owned by the City of Petersburg, bordering
Tauiaferro Street, Wl'xile to the east ’cl'xe cemetery
extends to South Crater Road on only one lot (Figure
35). There is a commercial establishment on the corner
lot and two residential lots to the soutl'x, one Lor&ering
only Little Church and the other Lordering both Little
Church and People’s. Across Mingea to the north and
Talliaferro to the west there is a predominantly African
American neighborhoocl, largely consisting of elderly,

lower and middle

Figure 33. Little Church Cemetery, view to the west (showing the Williams monument on the left).

income individuals.
The Peters]aurg
Police Department
reports that  this
area, several years
ago, was considered
one of the city's
more dangerous
areas, but is to&ay
consi&eralaly quieter
and more secure.
To the northeast,
across South Crater
Road B is
Peters]ourg's
historically  city-
owned and
preclominantly

white Blandford
Cemetery, listed on

the National
Register of Historic
Places.
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The ’copography at Little Church slopes from
the north to the south. In this area Crater Road
follows a ridge, with Little Church occupying the
western portion of that ridge at an elevation of about
130 feet above mean sea level (AMSL). The ground
clrops precipitously at the west eclge (on Taﬂiaferro)
and clrops more gracluaﬂy to the south, into People's
Cemetery. Locaﬂy, there is considerable undulation in
the topography at Little Church, su-tggestive of many
unmarlzecl gravesv.1

. Dominating the central portion of the
cemetery, at the highest elevation, is the 1argest
monument in Little Church, dedicated to the
* Reverend Henry Williams (Figure 36). Since his death
in 1900 clearly post-dates the formation of the
cemetery it is unclear whether this monument is
situated on a pre-existing famﬂy plot or was added
later. Regarcﬂess, toclay it dwarfs the other monuments
in the cemetery. This monument also provi&es silent
testimony concerning the changes that have taken
place at Little Church. A photograph of the
monument’s dedication clearly reveals a bow and piclze’c
fence around the obelisk — a fence which has

&isappearec‘l since that time.

The soils present in the cemetery, based on a
recently excavated grave, are red and re&&ish-yenow
clays characteristic of the Cecﬂ-Appling area of what
has been known as the re&-clay hill region s’cretching
from Alabama through the Carolinas and into
Virginia. Known also as the Southern Pie&mont, the
topography consists of rol]ing or unclulating hiﬂs, often
eroded (U.S. Department of Agriculture 1939:1059).

The cemetery, prior to this stucly in the
summer of 1998, had been overgrown with herbaceous
vegetation, including much poison ivy and honeysuc}ale
on the fences in the cemetery. Also present were
numerous second grow’ch scrub trees. The cemetery is
characterized lay an unnatural, disturbed environment
open to plants typically called “weeds,” many of which

! This is further supporte& by the identification of
a number of human remains, as well as a coffin handle in the
backdirt of a recent burial which appears to have intruded into
an earlier grave.
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Figure 36. Reverend Henry Williams pe&es‘cal tomb

monument.

are steno‘crophic and thrive on enriched {or poﬂute&)
conditions typical of the urban environment. It seems
hl:zely that the vegetation was cleaned out only when a
burial was to take place, with the cleaning largely limited
to the burial spot and appropriate access.

By the fall (at the time of our s’mdy),
considerable efforts were })eing made to clean up the
cemetery. The tree line separating People’s and Little
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Cl’mrch was l)eing removecl, graves and fences had been
cleared o{ vines, scrub trees kacl been remove&, antl
portion of the cemetery previously impassilale had been
opened up. Only at the southern edge of the cemetery
were there still graves obscured }Jy vegetation.

These en&eavors, however, revealed that
residents (either current or former) had been throwing
1arge quantities of household trash and debris over their
fences and into the cemetery, where it was obscured by
the thick vegetation. Now that nearl:y portions are
cleared of vegetation this trash is a significant eyesore,
as well as presenting a hazard to health and sa{e’cy.

A few portions of the cemetery, pro}aalaly
representing those areas most commonly used, have
been established in low grass. Other than several cedar
trees (which may, or may not, be intentionaﬂy planted
for their religious or spiritual signi{icance), there are no
grave or lot plantings in Little Church. In fact, this
cemetery has a rather stark appearance. As discussed
below, the use of cur})ing and other features suggests
that it was laid out, or evolved, along lines typical of the
rural cemetery movement. [t seems 1ilaely that the
lan&scaping has simply fallen victim to years of neglect.

Historical Overview of Little Church

The first definite description of Little Church
Cemetery can be dated to 1883. In August of that
year, John C. and Eloise Drake conveyed a piece of land
to ]ames Wiuzerson, Jr. , clescri]ae& as an of Lot #99 and
part of Lot #98, a parcel in the "heights of New
Blandford" measuring 372" along Fifth (Mingea) Street,
177" on the west (T alliaferro Street) })oundary, and
about 387 on its southern line (Figure 37). The
purchase price was $900, secured by a lien on the

property.2

The iclentity of the Drakes is unclear, but they
are known to have been heirs of William M. Jac]:zson,
who had been a partner in acquiring the southernmost
section of today's People's Cemetery. The Drakes
conveyed their interest in that land to Thomas Scott in

2 Husﬁngs Court, City of Petersl)urg, Deed Book
44, p. 622.

1879.°

John C. Drake had owned the land he sold to
Wilkerson for only a year, having paid $600 to the heirs
and legatees of John W. Mingea in 1882. That deed
(for Lot 99 and part of Lot 98) referred to buildings on
the land, and also to an agreement to keep the "burial
ground thereon from use or molestation.™ There is no
indication of when the burial grouncl was estaialishe&, or
for whom, but the deed makes clear that as early as
1882 Little Church Cemetery was considered a
designatecl place for burial.

The 1883 boundaries are much different from
toclay's. At some point the cemetery was enlazged
eastward to include all of Lot 98 and part of Lot 97.
Lot 97, originally 100" wide by about 400" along South
Crater Road, is today occupied l)y a commercial
business, two houses, and a lot with graves that extends
Little Church east to South Crater Road. The deeds
that might reveal how a portion of Lot 97 became part
of Little Church Cemetery have not been researched.

#

The south boundary of Little Chusch
Cemetery has also been relocated over time, but to
re&uce, not enlarge, the site. The People's Memorial
Cemetery complex lies along the south side of Little
Church. A strip about 80" wide that was historicany
part of Little Church is presenﬂy incorpora’ce(l into the
city-ownecl People's. The present Loun&ary was marked
by a row of hardwoods less than twenty years old which
were cut &uring the winter of 1998-99.

The early record of Lots 99, 98 #nd 97, before
the acquisition of the burial grouncl lot, is con{-using.
In 1835 Samuel and Mary Robbins conveyed Lot #98,
with a dwelling house, to John Mingea for $335.° Lot

® Hustings Court, Deed Book 40, p. 554.

4 Hustings Court, Deed Book 43, p- 99.

®The price further confuses matters: two years later,
the same Robbins sold 16 acres, part of which became

People's Cemetery, to William H. Williams for $350.
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Figure 37. Plan of New Blandford showing the location of Little Church Cemetery (Lots 98, 99, and part of 97).
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08 was described as two acres in 1835,6 but the 1780
plat shows it as less than one acre. Mingea acquired Lot
#97 in 1847. His price of $110 was the high bid at an
auction of some of the land of Patrick Foley, Leing sold
to settle a mortgage debt.” The deed by which John
Mingea acquired Lot #99 has not been located.
According to Richard L. Jones, Mingea subdivided #98
and 99 in 1854, by an unlocated plat.®

The issue of how Mingea came into this land,
and how it was subdivided differently from the 1780
pla‘c, is not so important. The more interesting
questions concern the late-nineteenth century
relationship of J. C. Drake with the cemeteries that
became People's and Little Church, and the origin of
the Little Church burial grouncl. No reference to a
cemetery is made in the 1830s deeds to Mingea of Lots
97 and 98, but there could be a mention in the deed to
Lot 99 (we did not find the deed or the 1854 plat cited
by Jones). Therefore, the initial establishment of the
cemetery that became Little Church has not been dated.
Further, there is no evidence as to whether it Legan as
a burial groun& for whites, slaves, or free persons of
color.

From his acquisition of the cemetery in 1883,
James M. Wilkerson, Jr., operate& it as part of his
successful undertaleing business. The purchase of this
cemetery lot seems to coincide with establishing ‘an
independent firm: in 1880 Wilkerson was a partner in
Parker & Wilkinson [sic], and by 1888 James M.
Wilkerson was listed as an inclependent funeral director.
The city directories do not specify that either, or both,

1is‘cings may represent Wilkerson Jr. rather than his
father.

The Wilkerson family were staunch members
of Gillfield Baptist Church, and were surely prou& that
Rev. Henry Williams Jr., pastor from 1866 until his
death in 1900, was buried in Little Church Cemetery.

® Hustings Court, Deed Book 9, p. 279.
? Hustings Court, Deed Book 16, p. 365.

® Richard L. Jones, "People's Memorial Cemetery,"
(n.d., Siege Museum files).

A history of the church written in 1903 reports that
"this church is his monument; that granite shaft erected
by this church in Blandford Cemetery helps to
perpetuate his memory... His wife rests with him." Not
long after Williams' death, the church members
determined to erect the monument, which cost $1 ,800
{J ohnson 1903). The dedication was an important
community event, attended lay many of Gillfield's finest
families. Photographs taken at the time also show the
Williams plot enclosed with a cast-iron fence, which is
no longer present.9

The business of unclerta]zing in Petersburg was
very competitive in the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries. There were usuaﬂy three or four in
operation in any given year, and city directories for the
period list a number of enterprises that lasted only
brieﬂy. Only two prove& successful over a 1ong termu:
Thomas Scott and his successor Thomas Brown, and
James M. Wilkerson's establishment. These firms had
in common ownership or management of burial
grounds, where they sold lots and sometimes individual
grave plots. Consolidation of services - o{'fering a plo’c
as well as eml)alming and other funeral needs - was
prol)auy a factor in the longevity of these businesses.

With Wilkerson's success in seuing plots,
eventuany there was no more space available in Little
Church Cemetery (families who already owned lots
could continue to bury). In the early 1900s Wilkerson
solved this problem Ly acquiring a larger property, now
known as East View Cemetery, at the east side of South
Crater Road.

During the 1920s, Little Church Cemetery
was considered part of the People's Memorial
Cemeteries (Beneficial, Providence, Jackson) by the City
of Petersl)urg. New sections of the city code proviclecl

9 Photographs of monument dedication, ca. 1901,
in undated scrapbook, Major William Henry Johnson Papers,
VSU library Special Collections. Bushey et. al. 1994:51
state that Wiuiams was l:mried elsewhere, }Jut this may be a
misreading of Johnson's 1903 work. In the early twentieth
century, “Blandford Cemetery" could refer to the
People's/Little Church complex (see 1906 fence dedication
notice) as readily as to Old Blandford, the white cemetery.
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regulations for the cemetery complex, assigning
responsi]oili’cy for reporting burials to the Health Office,
and giving authority to a clesignatecl Keeper for
assigning plots, supervising maintenance, and similar
powers. For the first time, the land was aclznowleclged
to be tax-exempt as a burial grouncl.w James Wilkerson
was one of the members of the Cemetery Committee of
the Colored Cemetery Association, which elected
Thomas H. Brown the Keeper. Al’chough Wilkerson
had previous]y superinten&ecl Beneficial and Providence,
there is no evidence that he chauengecl Brown for the
post. In £act, without space available in Little Cl'mrch,
he may have been pleasecl to leave it in Brown's hands.
Thomas Brown had been viewing the tract as one with
People's for several years. His plans for improvement in
1925-26 included continuous iron fencing along
Mingea Street and the back of the cemetery, and
extended People's new gricl and road system across Little
Church (see Figure 21).

In late 1931 members of the People's
Cemetery Committee and James M. Wilkerson agreecl
that Little Church Cemetery should be mexge& with
People's, to fotmaﬂy eliminate taxes on Little Church
and combine the two plots for use and maintenance.
Wilkerson deeded Little Church to the committee,
which accepted the plot with thanks,'! but the deed
seems not to have been recorded in the Hustings Court
(and may not have been prepared as a legauy Linding
document).

Because the ambitious landscaping and
maintenance plans made by Thomas Brown, and
attempts to map the cemeteries under his management,
never came to fruition (even his map of Peoples shown
as Figure 26 does not include Little Church), there is
little evidence that com]:)ining Little Church with the
People’s Cemetery complex had any definite impact.
During the decades after Brown's death (1952) when

People's became overgrown and largely impassable,

1 Rules Governing People's Memorial Cemetery,
Petersl)urg City Code Sections 525-539, aclopte& 1925.

"' 1931 Minute Book, People’s Memorial
Cemetery, (F. H. Norris, secretary).
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Little Church could still be accessed from Mingea
Street, and the pubhc perception was that the two were
separate.

Whether or not the deed conveying Little
Church to the People's Memorial Cemetery Association
was registered, People's Cemetery as acquire& ]sy the
City of Petersburg in 1986 includes the south portion
of the original Little Church Cemetery. The balance of
the property l)elongs to J. M. Wineerson‘ Funeral
Establishment.

Stones and Otluer Features

The cemetery is unenclosed, al’chougln a
pe&estrian gate is found at the north eclge of the
cemetery on Mingea Street (identified as number 21 on
Figure 35). A series of concrete steps, bordered by
welded pipe handrails, lead up from the road to the gate
(Figure 38) which is in fair condition. The opening for
this double gate is six feet in width. Each gate has a
Cincinnati Iron Gate Co. shield attached at the top rail
and the gate hinges are welded to the top pipe railing
post, perhaps suggesting that the gates have been reset
or modified. The clesign isa typical bow and piclzet s’ryle,

common to a variety of manufacturers.

The cemetery and its graves are oriented on a
roug}x northeast-southwest axis, although variation
between individual markers is noticeable. The cemetery
consists of a number of recognizalale plots, c].istinguishecl
Iay concrete or granite coping, fences, or posts, which
seem to focus on the central portion of the cemetery
(i.e., as you move to the nortl'xeast, sou‘ch, or southwest
the number of marked family plots seems to diminish).
Full plots consistently measure 16 feet square, while
half plots measures about 7 to 8 feet in width. This
suggests that at least some areas of the cemetery were
laid out using the standard clesign tec}miques of the
perio&. It is not possible to determine if graves not
bounded by plot limits are individual graves or if plots
were simply not marked. As previously discussed, the
title for this cemetery is complex and there are no goocl
ownerslmip records for the individual plots (although the

cemetery continues to be used).

There are five fenced plots within the cemetery
(identified as numbers 1, 2, 32, 37, and 38 on Figure
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N\

Figure 38. View of Little Cl’xurch g;tes oangea_ Street.

manufactured no earlier than
1910 and no later than
about 1914.

Fence 32 is a
hairpin and picket motif. A
broken ‘shield on the gate
provicles only a partial
identification: ~ “H[? ]
FE[NCE] ClO.]
CINCINNATI[IL, OHIO]. In
spite of this shield, the clesign
is that of Stewart Iron
Works. The fence is their
design 6R, while the corner
and gate posts are their Style
0. These posts are toppecl
with an  unidentifiable
ornament, although the fence
used their Style K picket top.
The interior of this plo’c,

35). Fence 1, representing a half plot measuring 7 by
15 feet, is a hairpin and piclze’c s’cyle manufactured,
accorcling to a shield attached to the gate, lay “C.
Hanika & Sons, Celina, OH.” It enclosed a single
marble obelisk. This plo’c is apparently still Leing
actively cared for. Although a portion of the fence has
been clamagecl, probably Ly a tree, it has recently been
cleaned and paintecl.

Fence 2 is a Stewart Iron Works fence,
consisting of a bow and picleet Aesign that is still listed
in their catalog (Design 10R). Corner and gate posts are
Stewart’s Design 2. This fence, and the plot it encloses
(which measures 16 feet square), are in poor condition,
}::eing heavily overgrown with a portion of the fence

missing.

The script “S” in Stewart on the gate’s shield
indicates that the gate was pro&uced after 1910. In
addition, careful inspection of the underside of the
horizontal channels reveals the presence of a rib. This
was an option offered l)y the company only between
1903 and about 1914 (Mr. Tony Milburn, personal
communication 1996; Mr. Mark Rottinghaus, personal
communication 1998). Consequently, this gate was

which measures 16 feet
square, has been toppec}. with
concrete and a single granite marker is situated in the
middle. The plot has recently been cleaned out Ly
Wilkerson's, suggesting that it is no longer routinely
maintained ]Jy the famﬂy. In spite of that the fence is in
good condition, except for one section where the
original hairpin and picl:ze’c has been replace& with a
non-matching bow and piclzet style. This replaced
section has been clamagecl and is in poor condition.

Fence 37 consists of a cast iron fence about 2
feet in heigh’c setona low concrete coping. The shield
on the gate identified its manufacturer as Stewart Iron
Works. The fence is an ornamented picket &esign and
is unusual for any of the African American cemeteries
investiga’ced in Peters]aurg.

Fence 38 consists of concrete posts and iron
pipe railings. Although clearly not as “formal” as the
previously described fences, clesignecl speciﬁcaﬂy for
cemetery enclosures, this fence has a &igniﬁe& simphcity
and is seen in other cemetery settings. It is in goocl
condition, although the gate is missing and the pipes are
bowed on the southwest side where a cedar tree has
grown into the fence.
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Fenced Plot

Fenced Plot

Williams Monument

Granite marker with block letters

Concrete marker with hand lettering

Lee, 1913-1958, painted stone

I.B.P.O.E.W., Royal Lodge No. 77 (1957)

Grave curbing

N.I.B.S. Blooming Zion No. 275 (1954)

10.  Y.W.S.L.I.C. (1949)

11.  Name on whitewashed coping in metal letters

12. 1.B.P.O.E.W., Majestic Temple No. 109 and
N.LB.S. Blooming Zion No. 275 (1949)

13.  Concrete coping for lot

14. “From the Employees of C.S.H.” (1933)

15. 1.B.P.O.E.W. Royal Lodge No. 77 (1960)

16.  Concrete corner posts for lot

17. Y.M.IB.A.(1922)

18.  Whitewashed concrete marker

19. M.R. stonecutter (1899)

20. Mason, Pocahontas Lodge No. 7 (1920)

21.  Cemetery gate

22. Y.M.IB.A. (1922)
23.  Iron fence posts at plot (fence missing)

O 00N OO N

Table 5. Stones and Features Identified at Little Church Cemetery

24. M.R. stonecutter (1898 and 1907)

25. 1B.P.O.E.W. Royal Lodge No. 77 (1950)

26. 1.B.P.O.E.W. Royal Lodge No. 77 (1931)

27.  Pedestal tomb (1889)

28.  Obelisk (1889)

29.  Marble tabletstone (1895)

30. 1.B.P.O.E.W. Royal Lodge No. 77 (1923)

31. B.LB.C.(1927)

32. Fenced plot

33.  Government Issue stone (Jewish, 1987)

34. Rosetta Tent No. 433 (1971)

35.  Granite posts delimit half lot

36. Marble tabletstone (1884)

37. Fenced plot

38. Fenced plot

39. Granite ma.rlzer, Mason (1888)

40. N.LB.S., Magnolia Lodge No. 116

41. Concrete marker (1947)

42. 1B.P.O.E.W., Majestic Temple No. 109
and Y.W.I.LB.A. (1933)

43. Deacon of Third Church, MR stonecutter
(1933)

44. Rosetta Tent No. 433 (1950)

45. 1.B.P.O.E.W. Royal Lodge No. 77 (1943)

There are several areas along the southern
Boundary of Little Church that are wortl'xy of brief
comment since they stand in contrast to the remainder
of the cemetery. In these areas there is extensive use of
concrete lawn-type markers, all of which appear to be
cast in a similar £as}1ion, if not 1>y the same hand
(Figuze 39).

At the end of the access road there are six rows
of concrete markers, further recognizable Ly the
undulations in the grounc].. These appear to represent an
area of individual grave plots (caﬂed single sections in
the Lusiness) and no family plots are found
intermingled. The practice of selling both family and
individual plots was common at cemeteries cluring the
last quarter of the nineteenth century, as cemeteries
attemptecl to provicle services ﬁ’cting the needs of all
people. These single sections, however, were typicaﬂy
segregatecl from the family plots, usuany at the eclges of
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the cemetery — much as we see at Little Church (see
Sloane 1991:83-84). While there was a strong feeling
of clemocracy associated with the rural cemetery
movement, the liﬁxiting factor was consistently money.
Sloane ‘explains, “the only barrier to owning a plot in

most rural cemeteries . . . was money” (Sloane

1991:83).

To the east there is a concrete marker for
Spencer Green which is marked “FULL,” almost
certainly in&icating that he had purchasecl a full lot.
Further east is another stone marl:zecl, “HOSEA
HOLCOMB / FULL,” again probably designating a
comer and the amount of land owned. Another marker

is found in the southeast quadrant of the cemetery, for
Nathaniel Bullock, Jr.

A survey of the stones in Little Church reveals
that the earliest marked grave (’cl-xat of Robert Lee) is
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1883. Lee was born, likely a free
person of color, in 1835. The
next oldest stones are of the
Wilkerson family, including the
child, Maria Wilkerson (1867-
1884)."* These stones are all
found south of the access to the
cemetery along Mingea Street.
The most recent grave dates from
1997, reflecting a wuse range
similar to the adjacent People's
Cemetery. The stones represent
the same range of forms as seen

in both People’s and Blandford,
. inclu&ing tal:letstones, ol)elisl:as,
dies on bases, plaque markers,
government stones, and lawn—type
and/or raisecl—top markers. Many
of these are found in several
ma’cerials, such as the plaques,
which ocecur in granite, altl'lough
concrete is far more common,

representing  one of  the v 7
characteristic vernacular s‘cyles.
Likewise , both concrete ancl

#

E3

Figure 39. Concrete 1awn—type markers at th

. 7 N

amtlh

S

e south eclge of Little Church.

granite 1awn-type and raisecl-top
markers are present throug]:xout .
the cemetery. Also present are thin marble tablets which
appear to be remnant furniture tops. There are 11
extant obelisks at Little Church, ranging in date from
1889 through 1921, with a mean date of 1902. Table
5 provides an listing of the stones or other features

which are marked on Figure 35.

Two churches were speciﬁcany representecl in
the stone inscriptions: Gillfield Baptist Church
(i&en‘ciﬁecl on the Reverend Henry Williams monument

in the center of the cemetery) and Third Church.”
Funeral homes identified on modern metal p]aques

12 The Wilkersons have a family plot measuring
about 17 feet square, shown in Figure 35 as number 37.

3 The Third (Baptist) Church at 630 Halifax
Street was built in the 1820s and became a free black church
in 1846, forming from the Gillfield Baptist Church (Bushey
et al. 1994:49).

include Tucker’s, Wilkerson's, and Winfree-Wright, all
historicauy black mortuaries. The first two operate in
Petersburg, while the third is an out-of-town firm.

Six stonecutters were also identified in the
cemetery, inclu&ing Hess«Trigar& (successor to V.H.
Poppa of Petersburg), Aslie Andrews, Crowder,
Qakwood (a Richmond firm), M.R. (Milton Rivers),
and Burns and Campbell. All except the last two are
either known or thought to be relatively modern
monument firms.

There are 10 distinct fraternal organizations or
lodges represented at Little Church (Table 6). Most
occur singly, with only three accounting for two or more
stones. The most common provicler were t})e Enes,
inclucling Royal Lodge No. 77 and Majestic Temple
No. 109. These two loclges were found on at least seven
stones. Following it were two Y.M.1.B.A. (Young Men's
Industrial Beneficial Association) stones and two
Rosetta Tent No. 433 stones. Most of these stones
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Table 6. Lodges Identified from Little Church Stones

B.LB.C.

LB.P.O.E.W,, Royal Lodge No. 77
1.B.P.O.E.W., Majestic Temple No. 109
Masons, unspecified

Masons, Pocahontas Lodge No. 7
N.LB.S., Blooming Zion No. 275
N.LB.S., Magnolia Lodge No. 116
Rosetta Tent No. 433

Y.M.S.LI1C.

Y.M.ILB.A.

post-date 1900, seemingly reflecting the glory days of
African American lodges during the first two or three
decades of the twentieth century. Also identified was one
stone “From the Employees of C.S.H.” It is unclear
whether this was simply an act of kindness or whether it
was somehow formalized benevolence.
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Extant Environment and Current Condition

Blandford Cemetery toclay consists of about
189 acres situated on the east side of South Crater
Road, wedged between the City of Petersburg to the
northwest and the Petersburg National Battlefield Park
to the southeast and east. To the south are the ou’clying
historic cemeteries of exclusion for Ca’cholics, Jews, and
African-Americans. The westernmost portion of
Blandford, adjacent to Crater Road, follows a high
riclge. Most of the cemetery is situated on more steeply
sloping ground (Figure 40). !

As discussed in the Historical Overview
below, the cemetery originauy surrounded the Anghcan
church at Blandford and it gracluaﬂy grew into the
acreage it holds toc]ay. Like other cemeteries of the
times, it originaﬂy allowed only the burials of white
Protestants and in 1837 a city ordinance specifically
forbade the burial of African Americans at Blandford.
The gra&ual enlargement of Blandford to its present size
is clearly revealed by a map of the tract (Figure 41).
The original church graveyard surrounding the
Blandford Church is, in turn, surrounded loy tegularly
laid out drives representing the influence of cemetery
reform which apparently accompaniecl the graveyarc}.'s
purchase by the City in 1819.

Too early to participate fuﬂy in the rural
cemetery movement, Blandford caught the tail end of
the beautification and civie improvement movement
that began in New England about 20 years earlier.
Cities such as New Haven struck out, creating burial
groun&s that were organized a.long gricHecl streets,
eclectic plantings, and most importantly, 1arge family
lots. Sloane comments ’clmt, “the extensive {amily lots
were centered around a monument proclaiming, often

in large letters, the family name” (Sloane 1991:32).

Even as the rural cemetery movement Legan to
sweep the country, Blandford appears to participatecl
only marginaﬂy, prol:amy because it was alreacly well

established and any changes would have been difficult.
Asa resul’c, there are no winding drives, no botanical
tours. You always realize that you are in a cemetery,
albeit one that has been softened ]:)y the early reform
spawned by New Haven. Of course the most recent
portions of Blandford reflect the lawn-parla movement,
with their flush mounted lawn markers and planned
uniformity, aesignecl to reduce maintenance costs and

ﬁxrther isola’ce dea’ch.

In other words, Blandford reflects several of
the issues, and resulting movements, of cemetery
thought. It is into this equation that African American
burials were added in 1851, when the City designated a
section of the cemetery as “a }aurymg grouncl for persons
of color” by the City (Neville 1992; Anonymous
1993:18).

The “Negro,” or “Colored” Section as it has
been lznown, is situated in Wards Y, Z, and YY on a low
tract of land a&jacent to a small clrainage and heavy
second growth woods (Figures 42 and 43). Because of
the lower elevation of the “Negro Section,” the soils
here are somewhat more sancly, althoug}x clay dominates
here as elsewhere in Petersl:urg. The nearl)yv woods
consist largely of bottomland species, which appear to be
no older than perhaps 40 or 50 years, perhaps reflecting
the claanging face of the countryside outside of the
downtown core.

This land was lileely given over to African
American burials since its low elevation made it one of
the less attractive sections of the cemetery. In a&clition,

it was far removed from the graves of Peters])urg's w}lite

citizens. In fact, the a&jacent ward was left open until
1868 when Memorial Hill was createcl, aﬂowing the
Confederate “Soldiers Monument” to tower over the

African American section of Blandford.

The “Negro Section” of Blandford is found
primarily in Ward Y, although it extends to the north
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into Ward Z and east
into Ward YY. Ward Y,
measuring about 350 by
150 feet (1.2 acres), is
bordered to the north By
Arch  Avenue (namecl
after “The Arch, " which
marks the entrance to
“Memorial Hill,”
dedicated to the
Confe&era’ce &eacl) and
loy A.P. Hill Drive to the

west (namecl for a

, Confederate General) .

Asis typical for
this type of cemetery,
Ward Y is  further
divided into a series of
33-feet square plots,
which in turn are divided

into  discrete  family Figure 42. View of Blandford’s Ward Y from Memorial Hill looking northeast.

plots, each about 16 to
17 feet square (300
square feet being» a £air]y common family lot size).
These, in turn, are dominated l)y monuments, fences,
and curbing (Figure 44). Recently a portion of one plot
(at the southeast corner of Arch Avenue and A.P. Hill
Drive) has been converted into a “baby land.”

In the midst of the graves in the Afﬁcan
American section there are relatively few plantings,
largely limited to native oaks and cedars. Individual lot
landscaping is rela’cively uncommon. The cemetery is
maintained as a grassed area, further reclucing the
variety of plan‘c life px:eseni:.1 This starleness, however, is
found throughout much of Blandford Cemetery and
cannot be reaclﬂy ascribed to racial or ethnic
preferences.

Lilzewise, there is very little indication of grave
goods or offerings. The one exception is a sun-bleached

! The only planting identified cluring this survey is
a yucca at Stone 59, a whitewashed concrete t headstone.
Althouglu plantings are uncommon, the yucca does tend to be
common in African American graveyards.
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whelk shell pla.cecl on top of a relatively large, and
relatively recent, granite die on base monument. This
shell has remained untouched over the course of several
visits spanning nearly four months. Whether it
represents a uniquely African American theme,
however, is questional:le. Little, for example, observes

that there are both Englisl'x and African prececlents and
that seashells are found in both white and African
American graveyarcls in North Carolina (Little
1998:239).

Maintenance in this section appears to be as
thorougl'x as elsewhere in Blandford. The oaks generate
leaves which require raleing and also serve to shade out
the grass in some areas. Where the sun is adequa’ce , the
grass requires constant mowing, which in turn
en&angers the stones. A recent winter ice storm caused
heavy Aarnage among the trees, although surprisingly
few stones were clirec‘cly damaged lny the downed limbs.
There seem to be rela:tively few recent burials in Ward
Y, with newer stones Lecoming more common in Wards

YY ancl Z
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" OF BLANDFORD CEMETERY

Historical Overview of Blandford

Blandford Cemetery is the most celebrated of
Peterskurg’s historic burial grouncls. This status is
assured by its great age (in use since 1702), its
association with prominent citizens and solcliers, and
the art-historical interest of gravestones and ironwork
within the cemetery. While othc.ar early cemeteries
inside the city have been lost and their sites built over,
Blandford's suburban location allowed its survival, and
encouraged its 1819 purchase by the town of Petersburg
as a pu})hc }Jurying groun&. The intent was for
Blandford to be used Ly white citizens, but the burial of
some people of color may have taken place during the
early years. The only identified gravestone of a slave
marks the 1836 burial of Lucy Lockett, who was
interred near Blandford Church with the white family
who owned her (Chrstine Joyce, personal
communication 1999).

Blandford Cemetery has been enlarge& several
times since its establishment as a municipal cemetery.
A purchase in 1843 added a thirty-acre tract east of the
original churchyard. Land acquisitions in 1854 and
1866 extended the grouncls further east, and to
generany the present south and north lines. From
1866 until the twentieth century, the cemetery's size
remained about 75 acres. In 1920 the city added a new
35-acre tract, then another 79 acres in 1927. The
latest enlargernents were in the northwest corner beside
South Crater Road. In the 1950s and 1960s the city
Lought two small parcels with several houses, which were
demolished for the construction of the cemetery office
and reception center (Neville 1992). The large pieces
of land sold to Blandford were typicauy former farmland
which may have contained unofficial burial groun&s.
For instance, Wards Y and Z, the "Negro section" of
Blandford, were part of the 1843 purchase but retain
gravestones from years before, as early as 1821.

Blandford Cemetery was available to the white
public, but it was not a free cemetery. Plots were
purcl‘xasecl, which e{'fectively excluded most slaves and
the indigent of both races. Impoverishecl white Masons
were the exception. Blandford Loclge #3 and
Petersburg Lodge #15 bought a lot in 1827, where
t}mey could })ury members without family plo’cs or funds
for single-lot purchase. Most paupers had to be buried
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Figure 44. Examples of curbing and monuments in Ward|

Y at Blandford Cemetery

at puuic expense, in areas known as potter's fields.
There was at least one such plot within Petersburg
proper, and another just outside the original core of
Blandford Cemetery (Neville 1992), today foun in the
eastern ’triangle of Ward C, northwest of the section
that later became Lee Ward/Memorial Hill. Burials in
a potter's field were usuaﬂy unmarked, their locations
unrecorded. Because individual graves were {orgotten,
disturbed or even reused after a few years, there is no
estimate of how many might be buried in the potter's
field at the edge of Blandford, or even how early it
Legan to be used. However, it is believed that blacks as
well as whites were buried here cluring the ea,rly years
(Christine Joyce, personal communication 1999).

In 1837, Petersl:urg town council passecl an
ordinance clisaﬂowing any burial of blacks in Blandford
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Cemetery (Neville 1992). Blacks were probably also
excluded from the potter's field by this new law
(Christine Joyce, personal communication 1999). This
was one of a series of laws Virginia and other slave
states passed during the 1830s to restrict the rights and
activities of free blacks as well as slaves. As local laws
echoed state regulations, cities throug}xout the south
excluded blacks from public burial groun&s (Golclﬁela
1991:150-151).

To set cemeteries apart as Wl'zi’ce-only was not
necessarily followed Ly organizing an area for
non-whites. Arranging a resting place for slaves was left
to their owners; provi&ing burial plots for free persons of
color was left to their own community or sympathetic
whites. Well before ]aeing formaﬂy excluded from
Blandford's potter's field, the free black community of
Pe’cersl')urg had established at least two inclependent
cemeteries (Pocahon’cas and Benevolent Society), which
’c}ley supportecl with private funds. These provicle&

worlzing-class free blacks with alternatives to the potter's
field.

In 1840 the Beneficial Society of Free Men of
Color established a new cemetery at the opposite side of
Main Street (South Crater Roacl) from Blandford
Church. A decade later, a town councilman declared
that it would be proper for the city to provide "a burying
groun& for persons of color" within Blandford
Cemetery. This call was met in 1851, when the eastern
extremity (Ward Y) of the land purchased in 1843 was
set aside for black burials (Neville 1992).

During the 1870s and 1880s, Petersburg's
black community was relatively prosperous, its stan&ing
&equen’cly aclznowleclge& lay news articles covering club
and cultural activities. The acceptance of blacks as
participants in civic affairs may have been responsil:le
for an amendment to Blandford Cemetery's regulations
in the late 1880s. This provided for another piece of
land ("the size and extent to be determined by
committee") to be set aside for black burials, adjacent to
the existing }olacl:z-only section (City Council 1888).

There are no longer regulations clesignating
certain areas of Blandford for certain classes of people.
N evertheless, because of family plots and connections,
most African-Americans are still interred in the

historicauy black war&s, Y, Z, and YY (a relatively
recent warcl). This area of the cemetery is often called
the St. Stephen's Episcopal section, for the church
organizecl in 1868, as many of its members are buried
there. It is also known as the Virginia State section of
Blandford, because of the graves of prominent educators
and writers associated with the university. These
unofficial terms for the black wards reflect the historic
Petersburg's
African-Americans and their cemeteries. Despite the
affiliation with St. Stephen's Church, rector Emmet E.
Miller (d. 1936) was buried at Peoples Memorial
Cemetery. Many old families have some members
buried in Blan&ford, some in the nearl)y historic

interconnections among

cemeteries, some in modern memorial parks, and some
relatives whose resting place has been forgotten or
destroyecl.

Stones and Other Features

With only a quick glance as you drive through
Blandford it is pro})ably difficult, perhaps impossiMe, to
iclentiﬁz the “Negro Section” — it seems identical to the
other sections, dominated ]cy curbing, obelisks, and
other marble monuments. Closer inspection, however,
reveals that there are clear threads of African American
tradition running through the section and evidenced in
both the styles and treatment of the markers.

Perhaps most noticeable is that the stones are
smaller and less Aensely packed in this section than they
are in the predominately white section of the cemetery.
Stones are lilze]jr smaller because the income of the
blacks was less than whites. Likewise, there are fewer
stones, suggesting a somewhat greater tenclency in the
“Negro Section” than in the white sections for burials

to be made without any permanent marker.

Although coping is nearly ulsiquitous in the
cemetery, there remains evidence for only three fenced
plots, all of which have been strippecl, 1eaving only their
corner posts. Elsewhere in Blandford iron fences are
relatively common, with a range of manufacturers Leing
present. Nevertheless, in the “Negro Section” today
there is almost no evidence for the frequency of fenced
plots.

Stones in Wards Y and Z date from as early as
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10.
11.

12.

13.
14.
16.
16.
17.
18.

19.
20.
21.
22.
23.

25.
26.
27.
28.
29.

30.
31.
32.

Stones and Features at Blandford’s “Negro Section”

. Granite plaque monument (1937)

Granite Royal Lo&ge No. 77, LB.P.O.E. of
W.

Marble headstone with weeping willow motif
(1871)

-Holeman (1859)

Royal Lodge No. 77, LB.P.O.E. of W. (lawn-
type mar]ole)

Majestic Temple 109 I.B.P.O.E. of W (marble
hea&stone)

Majestic Temple 109 LBP.O.E. of W (mar]ole
headstone)

Small metal “Perpetual Care” marker

Iron fence posts

Blooming Zion No. 275 N.I.B.S. (1955)

Evans Glasper Tent 601 - J.R. Giddings &
Jolifree Union (1960)

(inclucling picket-shaped
varieties) and coping

Williams Lodge No. 11, I.B.P.O.E.W. (1933)

Stone similar to People’s with concrete coping

Hollaway (Clasped hands 1863)

Granite die on base, MR stone (18947)

Cranite die on base, MR stone (1911)

Concrete plaque marker with coping around grave
(1935)

Harriet (1860)

Marble corner posts for family plot

Mahood (marble on sandstone base, 1860)

Barham (1859)

Parker (1861)

Turrett (1880)

Slate monument (1821)

Eroded, pro]aal)ly similar date as No. 25

Davis (1868)

Whelk shell on granite monument (1910/1991)

Granite coping and central marble peclestalecl
tomb family monument

Concrete stones

1855 monument
1855 monument

Cook (1859)

33.
34.
35.

36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
. Thomas Boycl marble headstone, erected Ly

42

43.
44.
45.

46.

47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.

53.

54.
55.
56.
57.
58.

59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.

Fields (1864)

1916 stone surrounded by 1960s era plots

Concrete lawn-type monument with copper painf
and whitewashing (1976)

King Ieclger

Granite die carved with man playing golf

Granite die carved with “genie” lamp

Granite die with Masonic symbol
Marble with clasped hands motif

1861 monument

Robert Leslie, Esq. (1872)

Marble headstone with boxwood planting (1960)

Rosetta Tent No. 433 (1973)

Monuments and coping similar to examples in
People’s

Royal Lodge No. 77 1.B.P.O.E-W. and E.S. §
L.C. (1948)

Alfred W. Harris granite die on base (1920)

Mason stone for black p]nysician

Concrete stone and coping around grave

Double coping, no headstones

Royal Lodge No. 77 L.B.P.O.E.W.

Concrete coping and marble pe&estal tomb with)
small marble footstones

Pride of Petersburg Lodge No. 487 N.I.B.S|

(1957)

Marble coping and piﬂow—shape& footstone

Three-dimensional lamb on headstone

Obelisks

Supreme Prince 33°, Roya] Secret 32° Mason

Very thin marue heac].stones, Lu’c not dresse
fragments (1903, 1916)

Whitewashed concrete with yucca planting

Whitewashed concrete cross

Ella Scott, “Our Mammy”
Marble obelisk (1910)
Royal Lodge No. 77 1.B.P.Q.E. of W (1951)
Blooming Zion Lodge 275 N.I.B.S. (1950)
Granite die on base, Royal Lodge No. 77
L.B.P.O.E. of W. (1950)
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1821, indicating that people were using
this portion of the cemetery prior to its
official designation. Most of the stones,
however, post-date 1855, with a small
cluster from 1860 through 1880. In spite
of this probably no more than 10 to 20%
predate 1900, suggesting that it was only
with the turn of the century that African
Americans Began using Blandford l-xea.vily.2

The loclges representecl in the
cemetery are listed in Table 8 and include
a range of those found at Petersburg’s other
African American graveyards. The most
common organization is the Improved
Benevolent and Protective Order of the
Elks of the World, followed By a few
Masons, and individual stones for a range
of other groups. There doesn’t seem to be
any clearly defined social clistinctions, based
on 1o&ge membership, between those buried
in Blandford as comparecl to other African-
American  cemeteries in Petershurg.
Perhaps this suggests that whatever else in
Iife, the African American community was

most clearly defined by color and ethnicity. Figure 45. Example of granite LB.P.O.E. of W. monument (Marker 5).

Blandford also reveals that Iodges continued to
be important to {amilies, even as monument styles and
materials were changing‘ For example, while loclge
stones are ’cypicany small marble slabs at People's and
Little Church, they are also found in granite at
Blandford (Figure 45).

What is perhaps far more interesting is thata
rather careful survey of Blandford failed to reveal many
lodge stones in other (i.e., white) sections, excepting

occasional Woodmen of the World, Masons, Odd
Fellows, and Bible Class stones.® At least based on the

2 The loss of stones over time (and currently we
don't know how prevalent this loss may have been) may skew
these observations.

3 The two identified Bible Class stones are one for
Radcliffe Bible Class, Memorial M.E. Church and Phoenix
Bible Class, High Street Methodist Episcopal Church. Also

ol:servations in this one cemetery, lodges were of far less
importance in death to the white community then they
were to the African American.

Although four funeral homes were identified
on the markers of new graves — including J.M.
Wilkerson, Morris & Son, William Bland & Son, and
Shirley R. Johnson — only one church was recognized
in the monuments. That stone identified the buried
individual as a “parish aide” in the “Guild of St.
Phillips Church” (which is no longer present in
Petersbur g).

Nine different stonecutters are identified in the
“Negro Section,” dominated by Pembroke Granite
Works (representing a quarter of those iclentifie&),

present was one stone for the Mount Vernon Council No. 20,
D. of L. See also the Historic Section for the Masonic Plot
at Blandford.
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Table 8.

ES. &LG.

IL.B.P.O.E. of W., Royal Lodge No. 77
I.B.P.O.E. of W., Majestic Temple No. 109
I.B.P.O.E. of W., Williams Lodge No. 11
Masons .

Masons, Supreme Prince 33°

Masons, Royal Secret 32°

N.I.B.S., Blooming Zion No. 275

N.L.B.S., Pride of Petersburg Lodge No. 487
Rosetta Tent No. 433

Loclges Identified from Blandford's “Negro Section”

Evans Glasper Tent No. 601 / J.R. Gidding & Jolifee Union

Blandford’s “Negro Section.” It may be that there
was a preference for white carvers — or more lilzely
their work.

What is perhaps most obvious is that with
52 rnarleed stones, far more of the monuments in
Blandford were signed than in either People's or
Little Church. For examyle, this is the only place
where we found stones signecl Ly Poppa. Although
some authors, such as Little (1998) provide
interesting and compening discussions  of
stonecutters and their ’cracle, and while it is often
suggested that the signature was “advertising,”
there seems to be no discussion of wlqy stones

were signecl. Consequently, without having some

closely followed Ly Crowder Memorials (accounting for
an additional 23% of the collection). Hess-Trigard is
next in frequency (15%), although its original company,
V.H. Poppa Stone

Manufacturing, is foun&

idea of why stonecutters chose to sign some stones
and leave others anonymous, it is impossible to
speculate on Why there are more signe& stones (per

capita) in Blandford than at other African American -

.. 4
cemeteries in Peters]:)urg.

as the stonecutter for
only 6% of the marked
stones. Together,
however, they account
for 21% and represent
the third most common
suppher of monuments.

Buans ard Carnpbell provided
13% of the marked
stones, followed Ly 8%
from C.M. Walsh. Both

are well known
stonecutters from the
white section of

Blandford. Relatively
minor  manufacturers
include Metalstone o
Corporation, AG. S Gé‘
Andrews Monuments,
and Shaw and Facu.

Figure 46. Examples of concrete markers in Ward Y (Plot 12) at Blandford Cemetery.

Although not
identified as such (ancl thus not included in the
ta]oulation), there was at least one “M.R.” (Milton
Rivers) stone in Blandford. It is perhaps surprising that
Eeing a black carver his work is so uncommon at
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Blandford than elsewhere since those choosing Blandford
seem to have had more disposame income. Yet, if this is the
case, wl—xy sign stones for the other cemeteries at all?
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When the stones at the “Negro Section” are
examined Lvy type, it is clear that nearly the same range
occurs there that is found at other African American
cemeteries in Petersl)uxg. For example, a range of
concrete monuments is founcl, inclucling both plaque
markers and raisecl—top inscription markers. Also
present are a number of steeply peakecl' or pointecl
concrete tal'nletstones, usuauy whitewashed (Figure 46).

Ttis immecha’cely o]ovious, however, that these
concrete markers are far less common at Blandford than
they are at other cemeteries, most especiany People's
and Little Church. Conspicuously absent are examples
of marble dresser tops that have been pressecl into
service. What we did find, however, were very thin
marble tabletstones. Lilzely more affordable than
traditional, thicker slabs, these may reflect a sligl'ztly less
affluent family, that under different circumstances

might have used a marble fragment in People’s or Little
Church.

In fact, the African American section of
Blandford is dominated ]3}' modest granite dies on Lases,
typicany set in the center of a family plo’t and often
bearing only the £amily name. These, of course, are
typical of the rural cemetery movement and are
characteristic of the white section as well as the black.
Marble obelisks are also relatively common. The 13
examp]es in the cemetery date from 1884 tllroug]'l
1920, with a mean date of 1902. This closely parallels
Little Church and suggests that some aspects of
funerary design and art are more controlled Ly fashion
than lny one'’s skin color. It also seems to clearly indicate
that when able to afford it, Petersburg’s African
Americans sough’c to participate in the trends a{'fecting
white burial customs.

There are several stones which remind us of
the complex interaction between blacks and whites. One
stone was set ]:>y a white J:‘amily in memory of “Our
Mammy,” while another (dating from 1872) reports
that the interred was “a dutiful son: a good scholar, and
was faithful and devoted to his benefactor” (who the

stone announces was Robert Leslie, Esq.).

In sum, the area historicaﬂy set aside for
blacks in Blandford stands apart — but only a very little
— from the other African American cemeteries in

Petersburg. During a superficial inspection the
differences seem dramatic and the “Negro Section”
appears to blend-in with the white plots. However, upon
closer inspection there are traits or practices found at
other African American cemeteries evident at
Blandford. While there may have been a greater
acceptance of stanclard or ’craclitional white hal)its, Lurial
marleing practices still retain some essential elements
found elsewhere in Petersburg, helping to form a
continuum of practices that, overall, becomes quite
distinct.
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EAST VIEW CEMETERY

What is commonly known as East View
includes a series of several different parcels or discrete
cemetery areas. Although one migkt imagine that these
different sections of East View would have some
consistenﬂy appliecl names, that does not seem to be the
case. In fact there are even portions of East View which
have been lost from the memory of most individuals we
spolrze to during this research. The USGS topographic
map combines Blandforcl, the Cat]:xolic, the Jewish, and
the African American cemeteries as one entity (Figure
47). As a result, we divide the cemetery into two
sections — East View (to the west) and Wilkerson
Memorial Cemetery (to the east).

Between these two “sections” there is a large
grasse& field which informants have told us has been
used for the burial of victims of Petersburg’s 1918
influenza or ’cyphoi& epi&emic. Although we have not
been able to verify this informa’cion, it has come from
several sources, including the owners of the property.
And while we see no undulations in the grouncl, or other
evidence of burial, the fact that this section has not
been resold does suggest that it contains burials.
Clearly, a penetrometer survey of this portion of the
cemetery could answer this question.

Historical Overview

East View/Wilkerson Memorial Cemetery is in
an area that was annexed into the City of Petersburg in
1945. Before that time, the land was in unmcorporatecl
Prince George County.

The present cemetery occupies three entire
lots, #5, 7, and 8, and parts of two more, #2 and 6,
that are shown on a survey made in 1855 of a tract
owned by the Estate of Elizabeth Taylor (Figure 48).
Henry Bowman had acquired Lot #7, the northeast
section of the cemetery, lay the time the survey plat was
recorded, and before his death also acquire& Lot #8,
south of #7 (the two tracts are separated by a no longer
used dirt or gravel road, shown on the plat as Taylors

Street). Lots #7 and 8 passed to Bowman's heirs as
17.75 acres. In 1902 Henry's son John C. Bowman
acquired title from the other four heirs, and in 1904 he
added Parcel #5 (9 acres), at the west side of #8.!

Lots #5, 7 and 8 were conveyed ($3,343.75)
by John C. Bowman to James M. Wilkerson in 1911,
and have remained in the Wilkerson family and their
l)usiness, J. M. Wilkerson Funeral Esta]oﬁshmen’t, since
that time. By his will, written and provecl in 1932,
Wilkerson devised several Luﬂdings to sisters, nieces and
nephews, and the rest and residue to his wife Fannie
Crawley Wilkerson. The next year, a'fter a substantial
legacy to Gillfield Baptist Church, and gifts of cash or
real estate to relatives, Mrs. Wilkerson in turn devised
the rest of her estate, inclucling the cemetery property,
to Virgie Brown Sparks of Norfolk, daughter of
Wilkerson's sister Elizabeth and wife of Charles F.
Sparlrzs.z

Mr. Spa.rks was the manager of the Wilkerson
business and its cemeteries for a2 number of years, and
in 1966, Virgie and Charles Sparks conveyed these two
tracts and other property she had inherited back to the
company.® (After his retirement, Sparks is thought to
have continued to mold and carve concrete grave

markers, which he had often provide& &uring his active

career.*)

! Cletk of Court's Office, Prince George County,
Deed Book 24, p. 257, Deed Book 54, p. 428 (which refers
to Book 46, p- 58, for Jo}m's acquisition from the other

. heirs) .

2 Clexk of Court's Office, Deed Book 54, p. 428.
Hustings Court, City of Peters})urg, Will Book 14, pp. 65,
316.

3 Hustings Court, Deed Book 283, p. 435.

4 Interview, Pernell Simms, manager of Wilkerson

Funeral Home, 12/16/98.
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The earliest markers identified in the cemetery,
dating from 1866 through the 1880s, are found in the
easternmost (W ilkerson Memorial) section, Lots #7
and 8. The section of East View nearest South Crater
Road occupies the south halves of Lots #2 and #6. It
has not been determined when this land was added to
East View Cemetery; Lots #2 and #6 are not recited
in the 1911 and the 1966 conveyance to Wilkerson.
Like the Bowman parcels, this land may have been used
as a burial grouncl well before Wilkerson's formal
acquisition. B'rith Achim Cemetery, established in the
late nineteenth century, takes up the nor’ch halves of
Lots #2 and 6.

During the nineteenth century, several tracts
of land were acquire& }:)y benevolent organizations to
provicle burial plots for Peters})urg's black community.
Deeds from 1818, 1840, and 1865 list the men who
acquirecl these parcels, some of whom became
undertakers. There are no Wilkersons among the
purchasers. The first appearance of a Wilkerson among
the professional undertakers of Pe’cers]ourg comes in the
1873 city directory, which lists two businesses, Hill,
Parker & Wilkinson [sic], and Phihp Robinson. By
1880 the former ﬁrm had become Parker & Wilkinson,
and in 1888 J. M. Wilkerson was listed as an
inclependent funeral director. By this point, James M.
Wiuzerson, ]r. , had come into the firm and eventuaﬂy
took it over. Directories and aclvertising are seamless,
so that it not known when the c]nangeover from father
to son occurred. A 1903 ad for James M. Wiuzerson,
Sn&ert?.lzer, stressed "fine caskets; emloalming neatly

one.

The Wilkerson firm found that management
or ownership of cemeteries was an important business
asset. In 1883 James M. Wilkerson acquired Little
Church Cemetery, just north of today's People's
Memorial Cemetery. By 1899 ke was the
superintenclent of Providence (part of People's) and his
own Church Street (Little Church) cemeteries, as well
as being the "keeper" of Rod of Shalom (B'rith Achim)
cemetery. The city directory for 1905 lists East View
Cemetery, c/o James M. Wiuzerson, for the first time.

® The Recorder 1903, (clipping in W. H. Johnson
Scrapl:oolz, Special Collections, VSU library.
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In 1909 Wilkerson appears as superintendent of East
View, Churcla Street, Proviclence, and Ol& Beneficial
(also part of People's).

Wilkerson's city directory listing for 1911, the
year he acquired title to about 26 acres in East View,
indicates the compre}xensive nature of his business,
citing him as funeral clirector, emlaalmer, Iivery man,
and Superintendent Providence-Church St. and East

View cemeteries.

Before 1920, Wilkerson's chief competitor,
Thomas H. Brown, took over management of the
People's complex. Ownership of East View and Little
Church cemeteries combined with £amily management
to enable Wilkerson's Funeral Establishment to survive
the death of its founder aml his son, and outlast their
contemporaries. Today Wilkerson's is the oldest
African-American un&ertaking business in Peters]aurg.
A great loss to the historic record came when a fire
&estroye& many of the business records. Too much
information about the cemetery exists only in the
memory of older citizens.

For example, a la.rge section of the cemetery is
open and without markers, but believed to be the resting
place ofa large number of people who died of epiciemic,
either typhoid or influenza, around 1918. No
explanation is given for the absence of gravestones, and
there are no estimates of how many burials may have
occurrecl; it is agree&, however, that the victims were
buried in&ivi&uaﬂy rather than in a mass grave.6

When South Crater Road was first widened in
1942-43, most of the disinterred bodies were reburied
in the new section of People's Memorial Cemetery. A
number were also moved to a section of Wilkerson
Memorial Cemetery that had not been used before that
time. South Crater Road was widened again in 1968,

" to a full four-lane road with median. This project

requirecl a right-o -way through the southeastern edge of
People's Memorial Cemetery, from which graves and
markers had to be removed. Sixty squares in Wilkerson
Memorial Cemetery, '"northeast of East View

6 Interviews, Pernell Simms, December 16, 1998.
Mrs. Mary Lee Berry, January 28, 1999.
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Cemetery," were purchased from Wilkerson Memorial
Funeral Association. The funeral directors contracted
to move the bodies (Newcomb Funeral Home of Chase
City for the disinterments, Wilkerson for the
reintermen‘cs) were to relocate all head and foot stones,
monuments, anc1 vaults, ancl place stancla,r& curbing at
the replacement squares for any squares that alreacly had
curbing. As with the earlier move, any square that had
to be removed in part would be comple’cely removed, and
an equivalent new square assignecl.7

Up to the present, East View/Wilkerson
Cemetery has continued to expand into other new

sections, without aclding any more land to that which
has been held Ly the £ami1y and firm for decades.

East View Cemetery Section

- Extant Environment and
Current Conditions

These discussions will be limited to the former
portion of the cemetery, situated immecliately south of
B'rith Achim cemetery, east of South Crater Road, and
north of Stratford Avenue and Page Street (Figure 49).

The cemetery consists of a linear strip of land
measuring about 210 feet by 860 feet (about 4.2 acres)
separated from B'rith Achim lvy a brick and concrete
block wall. Beyond the wan, until recently, were only
woods. Toclay these woods have been cleared and
gru}:l')ecl for an additional 300 feet, in preparation for
an expansion of B'rith Achim. This work has left only
a thin woods line separating the existing African
American burials from the newly opened Iewish parcel.
In this woods line, which varies from perhaps 10 to 20
feet in wiclth, are numerous marked graves, essentiany

abandoned ]oy those caring for East View.

Interview, Jolm Donley, Virginia DOT
Right-of-Way  Division,  December 30, 1998.
Cortespon&ence between C. W. Mangum, District Property
Manager, and Henry C. F. Burke, Corliss A. Batts, Moses
White, et. al., Trustees for the People‘s Memorial Cemetery,
October 1967 - July 1968 (in Peoples Cemetery Records).

East View is bisected east-west loy a two-rut
gravel road which runs off South Crater for about 600
feet before turning and exiting onto Page Street (Figure
50). There is a chain gate between the two entry
columns at South Crater, Lut it doesn't appear that it
has been closed in a number of years. There is no gate
or chain at the opposite end of this drive. Nor is there
any fence along the south side of the cemetery. Access,
’c]nerefore, is uncontronecl, as evidenced ]ay bottles and
other trash in the cemetery (and in one of the graves).

The topography in this area is quite level, with
a very gradual slope from elevations of about 130 feet
AMSL in the north to about 120 feet in the south.
Further to the south is a neigh}oorhoocl of small and
generany well maintained houses, still on level, almost
pasture-like lands. Across Crater Road are a range of
commercial lots before the terrain drops off toward a
small drainage (which runs into Wilcox Lake, the
back&rop for Lee Park and Lee Golf Course). To the
east the ’copogtaphy remains relatively level, although
}Jeyon& East View there is another clrainage, this one
running into Poor Creek N which cuts throug}:
neighboring Petersburg National Battlefield.

East View offers a somewhat forlorn
appearance. Although well grassecl, there are only a very
few oaks and cedars Lreaking the monotony of the
lanclscape. It is clear that historicany this cemetery was
set out in uniform lots — about 16 to 17 feet square.
Many have vestiges of coping, although there is much
damage. In fact at the Wilkerson Memorial section of
East View we found several "dumps" of coping debris, at
least some of which may have come from this portion of
East View. There are only four fenced. plots in this
cemetery and stones, while common, are typicaﬂy
mocles’c, so there reaﬂy is no central focus or clomina‘cing
view.

Altl'xough there were no open or recent graves,
the a.cljacen’c cleared land reveals a thin A horizon of
brown san&y clay loam overlying the red clays of what
appear to be Cecil soils. These soils seem to be far more
similar to those in the People's and Little Church
cemeteries than in the nearby, low, "Negro Section" of
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Figure 50. East View Cemetery looleing down gravel entrance road.

near}ay woods have taken over a number of
graves. The fences are poor]y maintained,
as are the stones themselves. One below

grouncl vault is open and inspection reveals
that the coffin has been broken into and

bones are scattered in the pit along with

modern plastic Bags, soft drink containers,
and other trash. During a recent visit there
were a number of trees and limbs still down
after a winter ice storm several weeks
previous (although this condition also
prevaile& in Blandford to an alarming
degree). Coping, although once widely used,
is in variable condition with many sections
Llisplacecl, missing, or poorly maintained.

Stones and Other Features

Unlike People's and Little
Church, which were clevelopecl ljy

Blandford. benevolent organizations to provicle burial services to
the black community excluded from other Petersburg

At first glance care seems more consistent in cemeteries, or Blanclforcl, which was opera‘ced Ly the city

East View than in Little Church or People's, but thisis =~ and allowed African American burials in only a

Figure 51. Pipe railing fence at Plot 12 in East View Cemetery.

segregate& section, there is evidence that
East View (both sections) was
entrepreneurial, seelaing to sell lots at a
pro{it or as part of a total service paclzage.8
While most entrepreneurial cemeteries
were, at this time, operatecl as lawn pa.rlz
cemeteries, the East View section retained
many of the elements of earlier styles tha‘c,
at least in ‘cheory, had passecl out of vogue
— such as coping and other forms of lot
enclosures, and individual monuments.

Ye’c, the cemetery is Iaicl out not
on an east-west arrangement, but rather in
relation to the strip of land that it occupies
— very characteristic of rural and lawn parle
cemeteries which sought to use the natural
lay of the land for situating family and
individual plo’cs, and not be tied to strict
east-west grave orientations. This, of

hkely a false impression generated lay the relatively
sparse 1andscaping. It is clear that grass is only mowed

8 This is at least the case after Wilkerson acquirecl

when it become "high," and as previously mentioned, the the cemetery in the early twentieth century.
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course, was based on the sound principal of maximizing
land use and/or profi’c. Mixed with this pragmatism,
however, the cemetery retains the very formal
organization typicai of such early town cemeteries as the
New Haven Burying Ground, dominated Ly its gridcled
clesign and focus on lot ownerslﬁp (wl'xich extended into
the following rural cemetery movement).

In other words, the East View section, like all
of the other African American cemeteries in Peterskurg,
seems to include a mix of different elements and
prevaﬂing attitudes. It cannot be easily characterized as
integrating — or Leing controlled }:;y — one clesign
» focus. At least some of these competing 1andscapes are
Iﬂzely the result of the cemeteries’ gra&ual J.eveloprnent
under changing owemships. ‘

There are four fenced areas in East View —
two are low pipe railing fences and two are "traditional"
ironwork fences. Plot 12, in the northwestern corner of

the cemetery is one of the pipe raﬂing fences (Figure
51). It is about 2-feet in

has been overtaken Ly shrul:l)ery.

The first of the two iron fences is Plot 70,
situated acljacent to the paved road along the southern
side of East View and enclqsing a full plot about 17 feet
square. [t is a bow and piclzet &esign with a very ornate
name plate for "J.F. JARRATT." Although there is no
manufacturer's shield, the construction and design is
nearly identical to fences prociucecl loy Stewart Iron
Works (see below). The fence is in generally good
condition, Leing recently repainted. At the base of the
fence, situated between the support and corner posts, is
a low (ca. 6-inch high) concrete infill, whose purpose is
uncertain.

The second fence, enclosing Plot 90, is
situated just south of the gravel road running through
East View (Figure 52). This fence is in much worse
condition than that at Plot 70, being rusted, partially
clisplacerl in several areas, and entirely missing its north

side. In addition the gate is heavily &amagecl. Still

heigh‘c, constructed of
pluml:ing pipe with the
vertical supports set in
concrete. There are two
horizontal rails — one
’coclay just above the
groun& surface and the
other at the top of the
fence. Each side consists
of four sections of equal
length. The opening for
the plo‘t is on the east
side and consists of a
missing section. The
second pipe railing
fence, Plot 35, is also
situated at the north
e&ge of the cemetery,
but in the northeastern
quaclra.nt. This fence
encloses a much smaller

igure 52. Stewart Iron Works fence at Plot 70 in East View Cemetery.

e i

plot and consists of pipe

railing speci{icany clesignecl for fence construction. It is
low, about 18 inches in height, and each vertical post is
decorated with a ball finial. There is a narrow gate on
the east side of this fence as well. A portion of the plot
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9The Jarratts compn'se& a well-known Pocahontas

family. They were boatmen, haulers, and property owners,
both before and after 1865.
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intact, however is a relatively simple name plate,

"BATES" and below it, a shielcl for Stewart Tron
Worles, Cincinnati, Ohio. Al’chough the corner and
gate post finials are different, the bow and pic]eet
design, as well as the piclzet finials, are identical to
those seen in the fence for Plot 70.

A survey of the stones in this portion of
East View reveals that the earliest, a marble
tabletstone, dates to 1890, with only a small handful
&ating to the first decade and a half of the twentieth
century. Based on the surviving monuments, it
doesn't appear that this cemetery became l'leavﬂy
~ used until the early 192052 The most recent graves,
dominated by metal funeral home plaques from J.M.
Wilkerson, date into the 1990s. Almost as common
were plaques from William N. Bland & Son.

Monuments and markers were
manufactured by Burns and Campbell, C.M. Walsh
(witla a Peters}:urg, Va. i&entification), Crowder
Memorials  (also with a Petershurg, Va.

iclenti{ication), and Pembroke Granite Works.
Although not marked, there is at least one stone (Stone
4) produced by "M.R." or Milton Rivers. Toppled, it
reads 'INMEMORYOF / MY HUSBAND / SANDIE
E. / BARLOWBORN / DEC.09,1869, / DIED
DEC.17,1910 / AGE 44YERS. / ATREST". The
carving style is unnﬁstalzaﬂy that of Rivers (Figure 53).

There is a wide range of monuments, inclu&ing
traditional (nineteenth century) marble tabletstones,
small marble loclge stones, and marble dies on bases.
Also present are military stones, inclucling both those
from the Spanish-American War with a central shield
and those known as general issue stones, without the
shield. There are also a range of granite stones,
including dies on bases, and at least one 1awn~fy'pe
marker for a lo&ge. There are five marble obelisks at the
cemetery dating between 1913 and 1931.

One of the more unusual, and expensive,
memorials is Plot 73 — laid out with coping. In the
near center is a large granite die on base inscribed

10 This is probably related to Wilkerson's 1911

acquisition of what was an alrea&y extant cemetery.

Figure 53. Example of stone carving by Milton Rivers.

"HER SON LUTHER / IN MEMORIAM / ELLEN
HARRISON / DIED NOV. 2, 1922 /AGE 54 YRS."
which also include a raised bronze casting of his face.
Directly behind this monument is what at first appears
to be a marble ledger stone, Lacﬂy worn with a central
break and worn or eroded area. Upon further inspection,
however, this ledger stone is seen to cover a below
ground brick lined vault, in which are the desecrated
remains of a coffin and skeleton. This vault
arrangement is somewhat a.typical, but is commented on
as appropriate when an individual objects to below
grouncl, earth burial:

the objections that many persons
have to [earth Lurial] can be
overcome by the construction of
brick graves, the bottom of which can
be made of concrete or bluestone
flags, the sides of 8-inch hard brick
walls, and covered with strong
bluestone flags [or in this case a
marble ledger stone] all laid in
cement mortar, making an air-tight
compartment for the coffin (Wells
1898:100).
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LB.P.O.E.W., Royal Lodge No. 77 (1936)
. Concrete obelisk with cross (1910-1929)
. N.LB.S.,Blooming Zion Lodge No. 275
. Probable MR stone with mistake in spelling (1910)
. Very thin marble, poorly carved (1909)
. L.B.P.O.E.W., Royal Lodge No. 77 (1924)
. 1.B.P.O.E.W., Royal Lodge No. 77 (1933)
. Marble, poorly carved, with later granite stone added (1908)
. Pink granite, similar to People's, MR stonecutter
10. Elaborate marble monument (1909-1916)
11. Burns and Campbell stone (1926)
12. Iron pipe fence, 16 x 17 feet
13. Rustic granite with “CARTER” engrave& with headstones
14. Marble tablet (1890)
15. LB.P.O.E.W., Royal Lodge No. 77 (1948)
15a. Concrete obelisk without inscription
16. * F.T. Hil/From Employees/1898 C.S.H. 1945"
17. Wood marker
18. Burial vault slab with plaque marker at head
19. E.S. & L.C. (1940)
20. 1.B.P.O.E.W., Royal Lodge No. 77 (1950)
21. Masonic symbol (1919)
22. Granite modified bedstead (1939-1943)
23. LB.P.O.E.W., Majestic Temple No. 109 (1929)
24. B.LB.C. (1929)
25. E.S. & L.C. (1949)
26. B.I.B.C. (1927)
27. 1.B.P.O.E.W., Royal Lodge No. 77 (1950)
28. Concrete obelisk with African head (1900)
29. 1.B.P.O.E.W., Royal Lodge No. 77 (1947)
30. A.F. & AM. Pocahontas Lodge No. 7 (1919)
31. Marble cross with wreath (1912)
32. 1.B.P.O.E.W., Royal Lodge No. 77 (1932)
33, 1.B.P.O.E.W., Royal Lodge No. 77 (1935)
34. B.I.B.C. (1925)
35. Iron pipe fence and gate (1928-1985), 7% x 7% feet
36. Granite obelisk with Masonic symbol (1915)
37. 1L.B.P.O.E.W., Royal Lodge No. 77 (1946)
38. YYM.LB.A. (1923)
39. Concrete block coping (1923)
40. Three stones in brush at cemetery edge (1916)
41. Concrete plaque marker, “FAITHFUL FRIEND OF THE SEABURY
FAMILY" (1943)
42. Marble tabletstone, unusual s}n.pe
43. Y.M.L.B.A. (1926)
44. A.F. & AM., Pocahontas Lodge No. 7 (1919)
45. 1.N.B.S (sic)., Magnolia Lodge 118 (1951)
46. N.LB.S., Magnolia Lodge 116 (1955)
47.N.LB.S., Blooming Zion Lo&ge No. 275, Master (1910)
48. Y.M.B.LA. (sic) (1922)
49. N.LB.S., Blooming Zion Lodge No. 275, (1958)
50. 1.B.P.O.E.W., Royal Lodge No. 77 (1952)
51. LB.P.O.E.W., Majestic Temple 109 (1951)
52. Whitewashed concrete stone, same as # 50 and 51
53. Whitewashed concrete plaque marker (1922)
54. Marble tabletstone, “REV." (1921)
55. YW.I. + B.A. (1922)
56. N.LB.S., Blooming Zion Lodge No. 275, (1947)
57. Marble tabletstone, Star Chamber 5352, Petetsl:uxg, VA (1923)
57a. NAT. IDEAL BEN. SOC,, Bd. of Directors, Supreme Lodge (1965)
58. 1.B.P.O.E.W., Royal Lodge No. 77 (1942)
59. Royal Lodge
60. Whitewashed concrete tabletstone, Mason
61. Spanish American War military marker

NN N

Table 9. Stones and Features Identified at East View Cemetery

62. Concrete plaque marker with coping (1917)

63. Series of three marble headstones set in concrete, snappeci off and missing

64. E.S. & L.C. (1920)

65. 1.B.P.O.E.W., Majestic Temple 109 (1957)

66. E.S. & L.C. (1928)

67. YM.LB.A.

68. Concrete markers

69. 1.B.P.O.E.W., Royal Lodge No. 77 (1943)

70. J.F. Jarratt plot with iron fence, 16 x 1612 feet

71. 1.B.P.O.E.W., Royal Lodge No. 77 (1956)

72. 1.B.P.O.E.W., Royal Lodge No. 77 (1933)

73. Granite die on base with bronze cast, Luthez Harrison

74. Concrete markers (1910, 1921, 1931)

75. Marble obelisk, Mason symbol (1905, 1910, 1914)

76. Depression, no stone

77. 1.B.P.O.E.W., Royal Lodge No. 77 (1938)

778. Handwritten concrete

79. Concrete with cast tn'a.ngula.t void

80. 1.B.P.O.E.W., Royal Lodge No. 77, Y. M.I.LB.A. (1929)

81. E.S. & L.C. (1927) N

82. Marble tablet set into concrete with concrete coping, “President of th
Ladies Friendly Club 30 years”

83. Marble with willow motif (1898)

84. L.B.P.O.E.W., Royal Lodge No. 77 (1930)

85. Rev. (1942)

86. Spanish American War military marker

87. Marble monument with marble coping

88. Granite markers, new and probably replacement markers (1894 and
1917)

89. 1.B.P.O.E.W., Royal Lodge No. 77, L.LF.L. INC,, M.LB.A. (1921)

90. Bates plot with iron fence, 8 x 16 feet

91. LF.L. INC. Of Petrg., Va (1931)

92. Concrete obelisk without inscription

93. Y.W.L.LB.A. (1922)

94. Concrete scrolls with coping (1934)

95. MR stonecutter

96. Concrete cast in form of granite markers with flowers and scrolls (1922
1959)

97. B.P.O.E.W. (sic), Royal Lodge No. 77 (1929)

98. Y.M.LB.A.

99. Whitewashed concrete die on base

100. 1.B.P.O.E.W., Royal Lodge No. 77 (1939)

101. 8.L.I.C. (1935)

102. Concrete with clasped hands on top (1915)

103. Concrete, Masonic

104. Masble cross sculpture

105. Whitewashed concrete (1923)

106. Y.M.I.B.A. (1932)

107. YYM.I.B.A.

108. Marble base, die, and cap

109. “Founder of the Silver Leaf Club” (1937)

110. Marzble tabletstone set into edge of concrete coping

111. St. Francis statue in plot of modern stones

112. Thin marble, top of dresser

113. Majestic Temple 109

114. Granite tabletstone, Masonic symbol, “ABRAM No 10 A.F. + AM
32" (1944)

115. Marble obelisk (1922)

116. Masble scroll, coping, with “MIZPAH"

117. I.B.P.O.E.W., Royal Lodge No. 77 (1962)

118. Whitewashed te tabletstone ,letters filled in with gold paint (1951

119. 1.B.P.O.E.W., Royal Lodge No. 77 {1923)
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Another common type of monument, for lawm-
park cemeteries is seen at Plot 13. This is a plot
surrounded by rough—hewn granite coping with corner
posts. In the center is a large rough—hewn granite rock,
about 4 feet high and 3 feet in diameter, carved with the
{family name "CARTER" on both the east and wide
sides. There is then a series of small granite raised-top
inscription markers laearing bas-relief initials at the
heads of graves. This plot seems to take the advice of
several advocates of the lawn-parlz cemetery. Simoncls,
for exarnple, notes that:

the use of boulders for monuments is
especiany to be recommended. The
lines of a boulder are never weak in
effect and they harmonize well with
the trees, shrubs and lawns which are
the main features that make a

cemetery  beautiful  (Simonds

1898:100-101).

And Lovering suggested that in family plots the
monuments of individual graves should be no 1arger

than was a&equate for the individual's initials (Lovering
1898:96).

As at Little Church, there is at least one
monument in East View which is very thin mar}:;le,
lilzely a {"ragment of marble from a piece of furniture.
There is no visible carving on it.

There is also at least one wood marker at East
View — consisting of a round 4-inch uprig}xt post
notched to accept a 2x10 crosspiece or name board. Put
together using wire nails and painte& white, this marker
(num})er 17) bears no name or date. More traditional
are a series of modified bedstead monuments, in both
granite and marble. Some are modified to the point that
tl—;ey are reaﬂy notl'xing more than coping surroun&ing
the grave, or in some cases surroun&ing two graves

(usually a husband and wife).

In a&dition, East View reveals an exceptional
range of concrete marlzers. Some, altkough not aﬂ, are
typical of other Peterslmrg cemeteries, such as the
pla.que markers which are typicauy whitewashed or the
concrete tal':lets’cones, also whitewashed (Figure 54).
Some of these are quite thick, almost representing

short, anc]. ﬂattenecl, pulpit markers. There is even a
concrete obelisk in a cross form, again Leaxing evidence
of Leing previously whitewashed. Also present are sharp
or steeply pointecl-arch concrete monuments, almost
seeming to represent arrows pointing heavenward. This
form is not unusual, ]oeing identified in Dorchester
County, South Carolina, graveyards as well as in North
Carolina African American cemeteries, where Little
describes them as "slender, picket-shaped" (Little
1998:262). Also laearing an uncanny resemblance to a
North Carolina concrete stone is one at East View in
the sl'xape of a double shield or tablet. In the center is a
cast triangular recess. The North Carolina example,
although a traditional tabletstone with a rounded or
segmental arch, has cast into it "set panels of
translucent-blue stained glass in lead muntins" (Little
1998:264). The East View example appears to simply

be missing whatever was originaﬂy cast into it.

Table 10.
Lodges Identified from East View Stones

AF. &AM. 32, Abram No. 10

AF. & AM., Pocahontas Lodge No. 7

B.IB.C.

E.S. & L.C.

I.B.P.O.E.W., Majestic Temple No. 109

I.B.P.O.E.W., Royal Lodge 77

LE.L. Inc. of Petersburg

LN.B.S. [N.I.B.S.7], Magnolia Lodge 118
[1167]

Ladies Friencny Club

Masons

N.LB.S., Blooming Zion Lorlge 275

N.I.B.S., Magnolia Lodge 116

Royal Ace Club

Silver Leaf Club

S.LIC.

Star Chamber 5352, Petexs]ourg, Va.

Y.M.I.BA.

Perhaps most interesting are several cast
concrete monuments which are shaped something like
barbed spears (see Figure 8). One is a low marker, about
2-feet in height, with a three dimensional roof or
pointecl projection. Another is about twice that height,
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with two "roofs." Although
super{iciaﬂy resembling an
olaehsk, it seems clear that
there is a different mental
template Leing reflected. O£
greatest interest is a slender
column, again about four
feet in heigh’c, on top of
which is a cast head with
clearly identifiable Negroicl
features. The head (in fact

all of  these unusual

monuments) is in excellent
especiaﬂy
consiclering &amage to the
other stones.

) con&ition,

None of these are
mar]zecl, except for the
"head" monument, where
scratched (not cast) into the

Figure 54. Monument 103 at East View Cemetery, example of whitewashed concrete.

AL

concrete at the base on the

south side is: "B. P. [or perhaps R.] MARCH /
[BORN] 1859 - DIED / OCT 22 19[00]." On the
west face, again at the base, is "MARY P. HAGRY /
WIFE OF J. ESYTT / AT REST."

Although concrete monuments occur in all of
the African American cemeteries in Peters}aurg, those
at East View are among the more unusual ancl, we
venture, traditional. They deserve far more research
than could be allocated Juring the current project.

Like the other African American cemeteries,
there are a variety of loclge stones. They are far more
common than at Blandford's "N egro Section," but not
as common as at either People's or Little Church,
perhaps helping to establish the relative status of those
who used the various cemeteries. A list'mg of the various

lodges is provided in Table 10.

Wilkerson Memorial Cemetery Section

Extant Environment and
Current Conditions

This portion of East View is situated at the
end of Page Street, east of the East View section and

128

the grassecl field thought to contain the victims of one
of Peters}ourg’s epiclemics. It is a rather non—descript

piece of property consisting largely of a grassecl feld
(Figures 55 and 56).

To the north the property abuts Blandford
Cemetery, although the two are separated by about 120
feet of woods. These woocls, however, must be
considered part of Wilkerson Memorial since they
contain an exceptional number of graves (discussed
l)elow)‘ To the south the tract is bounded ]Jy a steep
slope into Poor Creek and this adjacent parcel is owned
Ly the National Park Service, as part of the Peters}aurg
National Battlefield. To the east the property enters
woods, which seem to contain only a very few graves,
al’chough no intensive search was undertaken.

The total acreage of the open portion of the
cemetery is 6.4 acres, although at least an additional
1.6 acres are found between Blandford and Wilkerson
Memorial, now wooded and abandoned. Likewise, the
cemetery property appears to incorporate an additional
0.5 acre to the east, although this area does not seem to
have been used for much more than trash &isposal.

This roughly “L” shaped parcel fits the
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DISCARDED GRANITE
CORNER MARKERS

SCALE iN FEET

OPEN_FIELD
(REPUTED TO CONTAIN
MANY GRAVES)

+ TOMBSTONE
7 771 FENCED PLOT
@ Tree
© cepar
= — UINE OF GRAVE DEPRESSIONS
T COPING IN WOODED AREA

U_& Chicora Foundation, Inc.
= Coliia 26 24202
= umbia, 0
=i ﬁ 803/787-6910

Figure 57. Sketch map of Wilkerson Memorial Cemetery.
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filled with upwarcls of 750
burials, and aﬂowecl to
revert to woods (Figure
58). Several plots on the
e&ge of this wooded
section have been
reclaimed and are being
maintained. Li}zewise, one
plot well in the center of
the abandoned area has
been reclaimed and
ex‘tensively repaire&,
apparently by the family
~ (Figure 59). But, for the
most part these graves are
uncared for. Markers have
fallen down, grave
clepressions are unfine&,
cur})ing is c].amagec]., and
the area is used for trash
clisposal.

igure 58. Portion of Wilkerson Memorial Cemetery now taken over by woods.

The inclusion of both family plots and
individual graves, as well as the range of marker styles
present, makes this portion of the cemetery most like
East View. We have been unable to obtain information
on Wl'xy this section was al)an&onecl, but it appears that
at least a few families are still in the area and are
attempting to maintain their individual grave plots.

Table 11 provides a list of the marked graves
identified in. this section. This table suggests that this
portion of the cemetery was used during the first third
of the twentieth century, with the space lveing filled
from the east to the west. To&ay the ground is very
un&ulating and virtuaﬂy all of the graves have sunk
down two to three feet. Only aisles at the head and feet
remain compact. The City reports having gone into this
area at least once before to remove trash and clumpe&
appliances. This remains a very serious concern.

Another feature of Wilkerson is that several
areas have been used for the clisposal of coping. Most is
found at the south edge of the site, on the slope lea&ing
to Poor Creek, al’chough additional materials (some of
very ﬁnely crafted granite) are found in the woods on
the east eclge of the site. In the late nineteenth century
and early twentieth century there was a pusl'x Iay
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superintendents to remove much of these materials
from cemeteries as tlistracting from the picturesque
Leauty of the cemetery. Matthew Brazill explaine& in
1898:

Lot enclosures are unsig}ltly in
appearance and contrary to goocl
taste, besides requiring a good deal of
labor and expense to lzeep them in
repair and they Aestroy the general
good appearance of the cemetery . . .
. In all the most important and best
managecl cemeteries, the work of
getting rid of stone and iron fences
has been going on for some time;
and with very gra’cifying success
(Brazill 1898:130)."

1 Even tombstones were not immune from attack
by cemetery superintendents. O.C. Simonds (1898:100)
commented that, “A headstone or marker exists merely to
preserve the location of the grave. . .. ltisnota work of art

or thing of beauty. Why should it be allowed to mar a
beautiful lawn?”
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1. Reclaimed plot, Australia Wilson (1948) 33. Concrete tabletstone, Bertha Goodmen (1937)
2. Marble tabletstone, Willie Thompson (1948) 34. Marble tabletstone
3. Marble die on base, William Valentine (1948) 35. Concrete plaque marker with individual coping,
4. Marble tabletstone, Emma Turner (1949) Patty Jackson (1936)
5. General military stone, Charles Lawson (1949) 36. Concrete headstone, handwritten, Fanie
6. General military stone Flowers (1935)
7. Marble tabletstone, Vernell Ridley (1950) 37. Concrete plaque marker with individual coping,
8. Marble tabletstone, Roy Miller (1950) Loyed Griffin (1933)
9. Lawn type, Holly Hunter (1949) “from her co- 38. Concrete plaque marker with individual coping,
workers” A. Edwards (1933)
10. Lawn type, Booker Jones (1950) 39. Concrete plaque marker, Roy Blackman
11. General military stone, William Day (1952) (1933)
12. Individual concrete coping for grave 40. Concrete plaque marker
13. Whitewashed concrete tablestone, handwritten, 41. Reverse painted glass set in concrete
Nathaniel Ross (1951) 42. Cast iron, Jessie J. Hill (1932)
14. General military stone, Heyward Owens 43. Concrete plaque marker with individual coping,
(1951) Bessie Griffin Copeland (1932)
15. Lawn type, S.B. Keizer (1953) 44. Granite
16. General military stone, John L. Walton (1952) 45. Concrete plaque marker, Lester Spruiel
17. General military stone, Luther Rose (1949) {1931)
18. Lawn type, Nettie Jones (1955) “from Vincent 46. Concrete plaque marker, Lucy Spruiel (1931)
and Alice” ) 47. Concrete plaque marker, Bettie Harrison Reed
19. General military stone, Earnest Grant (1955) (1931)
20. Granite, Harry Thomas (1958) and Annie 48. Marble tabletstone, Mary E. Wood
Jackson (1955) 49. Marble tabletstone, Louise Evans (1927)
21. General military stone, Joseph Wyatt (1955) 50. Marble tabletstone
22. Elk, Elijah Smith (1957) 51. Concrete tabletstone, Sally L. Davis (1927)
23. Lawn type concrete, James B. Reid (1956) 52. Concrete plaque marker with individual coping,
24. Marble tabletstone, Eva Gee (1960) Mary Gregory (1928)
25. Concrete plaque marker, Marcellus Harris 53. Marble tabletstone, Sissa Ryels (1931)
(1949) 54. Concrete ’ca]olets’cone, Mary Burns (1940)
26. Whitewashed concrete tabletstone, 55. Marble tabletstone, Katie anl:zey Dickers
handwritten, Annie Woodson (1949) (1940)
27. Marble tabletstone, Washing’con Hinton 56. Concrete plaque marker with individual coping
(1944) 57. Marble tabletstone, James Brach (1931)
28. Whitewashed concrete tabletstone, Louise 58. Concrete tabletstone, Virgie F. Epps (1923)
Merritt (1944) 59. Marble tabletstone
29. Granite with individual copings, Joshua Brown 60. Concrete tabletstone
(1942) 61. Marble tabletstone
30. Marble tabletstone, Joseph E. Blunt (1942) 62. Marble tabletstone, David Ray (1925)
31. Concrete plaque marker, Andrew Harris 63. Concrete tabletstone, J. Oliver Bailey (1935)
(1942)
32. Lawn type marble, “Blooming Zion”

Table 11.

Marked Graves Identified in the Abandoned Portion of Wilkerson Memorial Cemetery
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Itis hlzely, therefore, that through

time the cemetery operators have been
“cleaning up” portions of the cemetery,
primarﬂy removing curl;ing, maleing it
easier to &ig new graves and to maintain the
lawn. Given what appears to be sporadic
maintenance efforts, we imagine that
coping has been primarily removed when it
was found to be in the way. There doesn't
appear to be any uniform or organize&
“make-over” effort at Wilkerson Memorial.

Several new graves were being
‘ openecl cluring our visit, aﬂowing us to
determine that the soil in this area is
dominated by a heavy red clay overlain ]ay
about a foot of brown loarny clay, prol)ably
representing an old plowzone or A horizon.
These soils are nearly identical to the Cecil
Series found in People’s, Little Church,

and Fast View cemeteries.

Stones and Other Features

Figure 59. Reclaimed plot in the woods at Wilkerson Memorial Cemetery.

In the most general manner, as
you scan Wilkerson, you get the impression
that the cemetery has evolved from north to sou’ch, or
more precisely from north to southwest. But, in :Eact,
the cemetery tleveloped simul’caneously from at least two
distinct areas.

One core area is that previously discussed and
to&ay taken over l:y woods along the north eclge, In this
area graves date primarily from the 1920s through the
1950s. The second core is on the opposite side of the
cemetery, on its southern eclge, where markers are found
from as early as 1866, although the majority })egin in
the 1910s. This section may represent relocations from
* People’s, or it may represent the earliest use of the East
View complex thus far identified.

From these two separate points the cemetery
appears to grow toget}ler, with most graves toclay }aeing
Placed in the southwest quaclrant of the cemetery, as it
expancls to the west. The central sections appear to have
been used as these two core areas were filled. The large
section south of the wooded fringe on the north edge
began use in the 1920s. It was probably not abandoned
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along with the rest of the area to the north because it
still contained sellable plots — and as a result it has
continued to be used into the 1990s. This section also
represents one of the more 1r‘ormauy laid out sections of
the cemetery, with well defined aisleways and {amily
plots of uniform size.

The next oldest section is that block south of
Page Street and bordered }Jy woods to the east. There
burials began in the 1930s, continuing through today.
The section north of Page Street and bordered ]:)y woods
to the east was apparently opened in the 1950s, while
the section south of Page Street and bordered I)y the
very newest section to the west, wasn't opened until the
1960s. The small section in the southeast corner of
Wilkerson Memorial appears to have a relatively short
span of use, primarily in the 1980s and 1990s.

It doesn'’t appear that a great deal of planning
went into the opening of different sections. Instead it
seems like sections were opene& based on perceived



THE AFRICAN AMERICAN CEMETERIES OF PETERSBURG

10.

11.
12.

13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.

27.

Table 12. Stones and Features Identified at the Wilkerson Memorial Cemetery

. Wilkerson metal plate and round concrete marker

(1998)
Granite plaque marker with ankhs and Africa
(1998)

. Granite bench at £ami1y plot (1996)

Concrete ’ta.l)letstone, facmg S, moved when new
granite marker installed (1962)
Whitewashed concrete (1963)

. Possible well, 4x4' brick feature covered by

concrete cap with central hole

Concrete lawn type for “Infant”

Four rows of concrete lawn type matkers, probably
from most recent road relocation at People’s

. Wood stake (once a cross), painted white,

“GRANDMOTHER LOVE” in Sharpie on
back

Marble obelisk similar to examples at People’s
(1877)

Concrete corner posts to plo‘c

Marble obelisk similar to examples at People’s
(1911, 1912)

Concrete ta}oletstone, handwrltten, similar to
examples at People’s (1912)

Granite obelisk, MR carver (1913, 1921)

Spanish American military marker

Marble tabletstones, unusual shape

Granite obelisk (1916)

Marble tabletstone similar to style at People’s
(1878)

Marble tabletstone similar to style at People's
(1875)

Marble tabletstone similar to style at People’s
(1886)

Granite die on base, MR stonecutter (1876,
1906)

Marble tabletstone similar to examples at People’s
(1880)

Granite obelisk similar to examples at People’s,
probably MR stonecutter (1906)

Marble tabletstone similar to style at People’s
(1879)

Marble tabletstone similar to style at People's
(1882)

Wood stake with attached metal sign, surrounded
by picket fence garden border (1996)

Granite die on base, probably MR stonecutter
(1891)

28.

29.
30.
31

32.
33.
34.
35.

36.
37.
38.

39.
40.

41.
42.

43.
44

45.
46.
47.
48.

49.
50.
. Painted concrete tabletstone with scratched and
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52.

53.
54.
55.
56.

57.
58.

59.

Concrete tabletstone with name cast backwards
(1961)

Marble tabletstone similar to People’s (1868)

Marble tabletstone similar to People’s (1866)

Wood stake with plywoo& na.meplate paintecl
black, white letters (1994)

Marble tabletstone set in concrete (1981)

Burial vault slab (1975)

Painted concrete block (1981)

Marble obelisk and Spanisl—x«American War
military marker (1986, 1952)

Bronze government flat marker (1975)

Burial vault slab (1997)

Metal funeral home marker with scanopecl
concrete garclen edging at head of graves
(1944, 1996)

White painted wood cross (1995)

Cast concrete which once had nameplate attached
(now missing)

Small marble tabletstone similar to People’s

Concrete plaque marker, letters infilled with white
paint

Plot marked with iron pipe fence

Plumbing pipes wrapped in alum. foil with
hanging street signs as markers (1962,
1963)

General military marker toppled (1980)

Marble die and base

Concrete fa.mjly tomb, Murray

Plot marked by white brick (1935, 1938, 1956,
1964, 1994)

Concrete plaque marker {(1959)

Burial vault slab

painted letters (1932)

Concrete cast as rounded triangle with ma’ccl:u'ng
footstone

Rustic stone with brass plaque

Marble obelisk (1943, 1946)

Concrete plaque marker with oval concrete coping

Fragment of industrial porcelain with hand
carving (1946)

General military marker (1998)

Marble tabletstone with oval porcelain photograph
(1976)

Concrete tabletstone, hand scratched le‘ctering
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commercial building products. As might be expected

Table 13. there are, especiauy in the newer sections, a great many
Lodges Identified from Wilkerson Stones 1awn-‘cype marlaers, placed flush with the surface. But

there are also types that are rare elsewhere.

Pre-1950 Stones

H.LB.S. [sic], Blooming Zion Lodge 233 [2757] Wilkerson  Memorial = has ~ the  greatest
[.B.P.O.E.W., Majestic Temple No. 109 concentration of burial vault slabs, often pamtecl silver
I.B.P.O.E.W., Royal Lodge No. 77 or blue (Figure 60). As is typical of this style, the’y
N.L.B.S,, Blooming Zion Loc].ge 275 usuaﬂy cilszain r});ot Zlnly a pla.qu(fEL wit}'i the injividual s

; name and dates, but also a secondary plaque advertising
II\\I/X:S?nSS ! Magnoha LO&ge No. 116 the funeral home. Individual examples have been found
Pastor’s Aid Club, Mt. Olive B aptist Church in People’s and East View, but neither cemetery has the
Royal Social Club, B oys No. 44 Girls No. 43 number seen in Wilkerson. This cemetery also exhibits
PS Club a larger than anticipa’ce& number of home-made

markers, ranging from wood crosses made from 2x4s, to
Post-1950 Stones concrete with hand 1e‘ctering, often paintecl or filled in.

Eureka Lodge No. 15

I.B.P.O.E.W., Majestic Temple No. 109
I.B.P.O.EW, Royal Lo&ge No. 77
N.I.B.S., Blooming Zion Lodge 275
N.L.B.S., Magnolia Lodge No. 116

N.I.B.S., Pride of Petersburg Lodge No. 487
Rosetta Tent No. 433, Petersburg, Va.

Royal Ace Social Club

Y.W.I. Club

7B

market (a]aility to sell plots in a timely fasl‘xion) and
effort that it would take to make the plots accessible
(nee& for capital outlay). of course, we have no oral
history to support this — in fact, there seems to be
virtuaﬂy no corporate memory concerning the decisions
to open, or close, any part of Wilkerson Memorial.

Just as Wilkerson Memorial exhibits a broad
temporal range, it also exhibits a considerable range in
types of monuments present (see Table 12 for seflected
monuments). There are number of styles seen in other
African American cemeteries, such as dies on Lases,
government stones, concrete heaclstones, ancl concrete
plaque markers. At least two marble headstones appear
to be a&apted from marble furniture tops. Some
portions of the cemetery contain marble tabletstones
vir’cuauy indis’cinguisha.ﬂe from what are seen at
People’s or Little Church. In many sections there are ‘
also well laid out {a}mﬂy plo’cs — at times outlined in igure 60. Burial vault (Monument 37) at Wilkerso
granite or concrete curlbing or at times using Memorial Cemetery.
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There are also pipes,
wrappecl in aluminum
foil, as well as two
markers which appear to
be made from street
signs (with reflective
green and white
ma’cerials). Also present
are a variety of markers
using concrete blocks,
lawn edging, and other
commerciaﬂy available

Although

. many of these markers

proclucts.

appear impoverishecl,
they also appear to
represent the importance
of the grave having some
sort of marker.

Flush mounted
lawn-type concrete

Figure 61. Family tomb (Monument 47) at Wilkerson Memorial Cemetery.

marlvzers are founcl

scattered throughout the cemetery, although there is a
concentration of them in the southwest quadran’c. These
probably reflect burials moved from People's during the
most recent highway wi&ening.

One of the more unusual monuments (and the
only one of its type in any of the cemeteries) is a
whitewashed concrete enclosure (#47) for S.M. Murray
(Figure 61). Partially above grade, it may extend below
gra&e. It is also somewhat larger than an individual
vault, but not as Iarge as what is normaﬂy thought of as
a famﬂy vault. Althougl'x this tomb has clear antecedents
from along the Georgia and Carolina coastal plain, it
seems an unusual feature in Peterslaurg.

It is also in Wilkerson Memorial where the
only examples of photographs of the deceased are found
mounted on the stones.'? In one case the photograph is
on a 1awn-’type marker pro’cectecl by a brass plate which
lifts up to reveal the image. In two other cases, oval

12 Examples are also found in the more recent
sections of Blan&{orcl, although these were not included in our

survey.

photographs are &irec’cly mounted on granite dies. It is
lilzely that this is a more expensive option and proba]oly
reflects a greater expenditure. Their use may reflect an
intense dedication to rememl)ering the deceased as they
were in life. But does the use of such pllo’cographs
reflect an acceptance of non-traditional funerary
decoration or might the photographs be a continuation
of the cast heads — a representation of the deceased?

Although many of the monuments in
Wiﬂzerson Memorial are “moclern," we were surprisecla
that at the head of one stone there were a number of
golf c}ul)s, driven shaft first into the ground. This may
be a modern example of grave goo&s — items to which
the deceased was particularly attached }oeing placecl at
the grave. More common are a variety of granite
markers with more elaborate images intended to
“personalize” the stone. One, for example, includes the
continent of Africa with ankhs on either side. Another
shows a golfer. These, being moclern, are similar to
examples in the more recent section of Blandford.

Wilkerson Memorial appears to contain a
somewhat diminished number of lo&ge and association
stones as comparecl to the other studied cemeteries,
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suggesting that througl'x time their influence in the
black community declined. Alternatively, grave sites in
the East View cemeteries may have been more
expensive, resulting in less use })y loclges. Al’chough the
number of loclge stones remains relatively stable
throughout the twentieth century, there seems to be
some change in the types of organizations present,
particularly with the introduction of a black fraternity
after 1950. Table 13 provides a listing of lodges and

associated groups by broad time periocls.

A,nother clifference Le’cween the Wiﬂzerson

cemetery and others in Petezsburg is that there seems to
be a somewhat weaker association with churches.
Although there are at least five stones inclicating the
deceased was a “reverend,” only four stones mention the
names of specific churches — Mount Olive Baptist
Church, Zion Apostolic, Metropolitan Baptist Church,
and Gillfield Baptist Church (with this last example
dating to 1886). One explanation may be the
wealzening of the church’s influence in the black
community. Or perhaps, through time, there was less
need to announce one’s church affiliation. It also may
suggest greater variety in church affiliation. The truth
is, at this point we simply don’t know enough to
appropriately interpret the meaning (xf there is one) of
this observation.

The range of stone cutters remains fairly high,
with stones marked I)y Arlie G. Andrews, Burns and
Camp}aen, Crow&er, Hess—Trigard, Metalstone
Corporation, Milton Rivers (MR), Pembrolze, Ram]eey
& Murray, and C.M. Walsh. Unmarked are many
concrete mar]zers, at least some of which were
apparently made }ay a Wilkerson employee.

Indicative of its name and ownersl'xip, of the
76 graves marked by funeral home plaques, 57% were
Wilkerson burials, followed Ly William N. Bland & Son
(with 20% of the burials) and Tucker’s (or A.A. Tucker)
with 19% of the interments. The remainder were
isolated burials Ly Elliot Service, Jones Service, Turner-
Bland, Jacleson Memorial Funeral Home, and Shirley
P. Johnson Funeral Home.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Petersburg’s African American Cemeteries

This stucly has covered a tremendous amount
of ground — Petershurg’s early burial grounds, the
city’s African American funeral directors, the historical
&evelopment of several benevolent organizations, the
importance of lodges and benevolent societies in the
black community, the interconnections between the
{uneral &irectors ancl the ownersluip of cemeteries, t}xe
variety of mortuary art and styles found at black
cemeteries, and more.

It is essential that we once again emphasize
that this stucly should be considered preliminary. As will
be discussed below, there is much more to be explored in
Pe’cersl)urg and throughout Virginia concerning African
American cemeteries and their use. Moreover, we must
emphasize to our readers that our focus was only on
African American cemeteries — our investigations did
not extend to the Catholic or ]ewish cemeteries in
Petersburg. Perhaps most importantly, our basis of
comparison with other African American cemeteries is
very limited and we have therefore often confined
ourselves to statements concerning what we have seen in
Peters}aurg, without attempting to detect broader
implications.

It was not our goal to explore — or explain —
the African American attitude toward death and burial
(assuming that such a task is even possible). Certainly
there are recurring themes in the research of others that
are worth noting. For example, Mechal Sobel observes
that, “Formal funerals were marks of respect for the
dead and status for the 1iving; accorclingly, they were
elaborate and expensive affairs” (Sobel 1979:200).
Morris J. McDonald notes that there are clear ethnic
Aiﬂerences between black and white funerals, observing
that, “The rewards to the living black relatives for
having puta loved one ‘away nice’ usuany superse&e the
rationality” of economic choices (McDonald
1973:145). And we have noted that there is a strong
thread of “being forgotten is worse than dying,” that

requires elaborate commemorative actions. We have
found that many of these threads are intricately, albeit
imprecisely, woven into the tapestry of Petersburg’s

African American history.

While this stu&y has documented tremendous
variation among Petersburg’s five African American
cemeteries, it also reveals broad trends and simﬂarities.
What is perhaps most significant is that none of the
cemeteries are what you might call "over'tly" African
American. That is to say, at a Aistaﬁce, perhaps at the
entrance, none of them could immediately be recognizecl
as having some ethnic or cultural affiliation or
peculiarities that would set them apart from the
dominant white para&igm. From a distance they all
appear more white than what some scholars have led us

to believe black cemeteries should look like.

They all show evidence of one or more of the
broad traditions of cemetery clevelopmen’c; they all reveal
styles of monuments that form what migh’c be
considered the main stream of American mortuary art;
and they all have a strong adherence to the family plot
as a central theme.

Evidence of seashells was found at only one
cemetery on one tomb — and the use of shells is tied as
clearly to white graves as it is to African American
graves. Evidence of grave goo&s — exclucling flowers
and similar commercial motifs — is also almost non-
existent. Use of pipes and other types of posts or
unusual devices for headstones is equaﬂy limited.

Yet, when the cemeteries are carefuﬂy explore&
certain features become clearer and may help us to
better understand the ethnici’cy of these burial p]aces.
For example, the use of concrete monuments and burial
vault slabs appears more frequen‘c at African American
cemeteries than it does at white cemeteries. Although
this may be tied to poverty, it may also be evidence of a
different cultural norm. P erhaps most importantly,
there are s’cyles of concrete monuments — such as the
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slender piclaets, the barbed sl'lafts, the upsicle-clown

arrows, the African heacl, and the stones with odd-

shape& insets — that appear unique to the African
American cemeteries.

We have also found that “Mizpah, " whatever
its surface and deep meanings may be, appears to be
used much more {requently in Peters}ourg's African
American cemeteries. As Sobel (1979) recognizes, black
preachers syn‘chesized the African and Christian world
views, creating a faith that spoke to the black person at
several different levels. Mizpah may be an outward
manifestation of this, combining the concept of God
Watcbing over us while we are partecl with the concept of
eventual freedom from tyranny (see also Masamba and

Kalish 1976).

Perhaps most readers will be drawn to the
prevalence of lo&ge stones — which we have suggestecl
as Leing worthy of Leing considered a distinctive type of
marker — in the studied African American cemeteries.
Qur historical research helps to draw together a great
deal of varied research on benevolent societies — often
pointing out the very mixed quality of previous studies
(see, for example, Basye 1919; Browing 1937; Drake
1940; Drake and Cayton 1958; DuBois 1907;
Ferguson 1937; Palmer 1944; Walker 1985; Weare
1973). We believe, nevertheless, that  these
organizations, often devoted to ensuring the care of the
sick and the burial of the dead, were integral to African
American urban society.

Yet Peters}mrg seems to stand out as especiauy
active. We woulc],, of course, have greater confidence in
this conclusion if our sample were larger, or our
unclersta.ncling of the roots of the phenomenon better
groun&ecl. What we do lznow, however, is that the
prevalence of 1oclge stones in Petersburg's African
American cemeteries is far greater than we have found
in other African American cemeteries in the lower
southeastern states.

Retuming to the issues of status and ethnicity
fora moment, we have found that status has been very
difficult to determine. We initially thought that the
different cemeteries in Petersburg, which seem to
overlap in use, migl'xt reflect different status. This does
not seem, however, to be the case. We have found the
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same families Lurying in all five. We also see the same
1oc1ges using all of the cemeteries (suggesting that
certain lodges were not tied specificany to certain
cemeteries). It seems more lileely that the choice of
which cemetery to use was tied to which burial place was
“in vogue” or was Leing best maintained at that
particular time, or perhaps even to which undertaker
you used. In other WOIAS, each cemetery appears to have
had its “ups and down” throughout its perio& of active
use and specific cemeteries seem more close]y tied to
particular un&ertalzing firms over different periocls of
time.

This question of status is raised by Sobel, who
observes that, “class differentiation in black church
organizations was a very significant factor” (Sobel
1979:191). Yet he also realizes that in Petersburg the
situation may have been different since, “Many free
blacks . . . remained in Gillfield [a{‘ter the 1810 split
with the formation of Elam Baptist Church in Charles
City ]oy free lalaclzs] , and the positions of lea&ership were
formaﬂy divided between slaves and free men” (Sol)el
1979:190). Whether this Llurring of social status and
class differences is unique to Peterslaurg can't be
addressed at this juncture.

Our ability to compare ethnic differences that
we believe to occur in Petersburg is also limited. The
only other Virginia stucly we have identified that
provides comparative data is the 1981 thesis by Conrad
Goodwin where six (three black and three white)
Lancaster Countyl, Virginia church graveyar&s were
comparecl. All of the churches were established about
the same time perio& and all evidenced approximately
the same range of use (basec], on extant stones).

Goodwin found a number of differences
between the black and white cemeteries. For example,
far more cement burial vaults are found in black
cemeteries than in white graveyarcls; black cemeteries
exhibit more cement, marl)le, aluminum, iron, and
wood grave markers than do white cemeteries; and real
flowers are more common at black graveyar&s, while
plastic flowers are more often found in white cemeteries.

! Lancaster County is on the C}lesapealee about 70
miles northeast of Petersburg.
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Although we don't have the benefit of a good

examination of any white cemeteries in Petersburg,
Goodwin's observation, although focusing on rural
cemeteries, appear consistent with our fin&ings in the
various African American cemeteries of Petersburg.

Goodwin may be on less solid groun&, however,
when he attempts to explain some .o{ these differences.
For example, he takes a cultural materialist approach,
ol:serving that economics plays a deterministic role and
conclucling, “high status individuals within both ethnic
groups have more expensive grave markers” and
“affluent blacks are more like affluent whites than they
are like other blacks” (Goodwin 1981:120). This, of
course, assumes that grave markers indicate economic
status and that the amount of money spent on the
marker reflects the family's economic condition and
status in the community. It also assumes that one is
able to &istinguish "high status  individuals”
in&ependenﬂy of their markers.

We are far less rea&y to accept this approach
than many other coﬂeagues. There is, for example,
ample evidence in the documentary and oral histories to
suggest that, for whatever reason, blacks would cleprive
themselves in order to provicle “appropriately" for
funerals, coffins, and monuments. While an ela]oorate
monument migh’c indicate greater wealth than other
families, it might also indicate greater success {or ef'fort)
in demonstrating adherence to this cultural practice. We
are also }Jeginning to wonder if the monument might
not have been seconclary to the funeral itself. In other
worcls, if there were limited financial resources, the
famﬂy tended to spencl their money on the funeral itself,
forgoing an expensive marker, or perhaps any marker at
all.

Moreover, we doubt that status in the black
community can be equate& only with financial
condition. Status can be ascribed or acquire& and it

need not be associated with financial wealth.

In ad&i’cion, the seeming a&option of white
practices does not necessarily mean that some blacks
are “more like whites” then their fellow blacks. The
adoption of cultural values and norms is complex and
can have multiple explanations. In fact, might it not be
as much a case of convergence as adoption?

Although we are sensitive to the efforts to
further the study of ethnici’cy, we are also very cautious
in our concern that the available data will be stretched
too far — and in the process that any conclusions will
be mislea&ing, if not incorrect. Perhaps the major
benefit of this st'u&y is that it allows us to i&en’ci{'y and
clevelop avenues Worthy of additional research. These are
Lrieﬂy outlined in a conclu&ing section.

The Future of People's Cemetery

With the acquisition of People’s Memorial
Cemetery, the city assumed a variety of ol)ligations. Two
of the most significant involve future use of the
cemetery and the cemetery’s maintenance. These are
clearly important issues to the African American
community in Pe’cersl‘mrg and as a result we have spent
considerable effort to lay out appropriate plans of

action.

It is clear that whatever mapping there may
have been for People’s, what is extant today is
ina&equate to determine who is buried where. We have
preparecl a detailed map incorporating all of the available
data and have also prepared a detailed name index for
those inclivi&ua.ls wlxo we have reason to believe are, or
were, buried at Peoples.

With so much uncertainty, the number of
deeds for People’s lots (Figure 62), and the general
failure of families to record their own plots, it is pru&en’c
for the city to officially close People’s and make plans
for alternative burial locations.

A.Howing continued  burials at People's is
courting disaster. Sooner or later an interment will
disturb an earlier (prol)alnly unl:znown) burial. Although
this is currently happening at a&jacent Little Church
Cemetery, the city should not allow it to occur at
People's.

Just as significant are the issues of long-term
maintenance. People's Cemetery requires considerable
attention, including emergency conservation and
stabilization, as well as dedicated maintenance. Both of
these are o]:)ligations 1:>y the city to ensure the
preservation of the site. Tl—xey go far Leyond occasional
beautification projects (such as a new fence along Crater
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This deed made this IItNday of___Meay ____ 19.49by and between the Colored Cemetery Asso-
ciation, party of the first part, andgohn—-&-i':rs—-—ﬁa—y:?—hem _____ party of the second part

Witnesseth:
That in consideration of $--§_Q:~QQ_..,, receipts of which is hereby acknowledged, the Colored

Cemetery Association, party of the first part, doth grant unto the said-- FoharsMe-y-Thomes--

i

___________________ this deed to lot number_-8 in section number_ N AT of the People’s Me-

morial Cemetery, situated on the west side.of Petersburg, Virginia.. The said lot is in what was

formerly known as_ City Proerty It is further agreed that the party of the second

part doth hereby agree to pay annually for the upkeep of the said lot the sum of $_.3 .00 ______.
By Deed from City of Petersburg.Va

Colored Cemetery Association Party of the Second Part

---Thos- H-Brow . President
By----- HH b fkib b lh p g Seeretary o
----Therg - HeBYownr """~ ""-" Keeper

P
Signed and delivered in the presence of .. ______ <)

Brown, President and Keeper.

Figure 62. Example of twentieth century deed for a family p]ot in People's Memorial Cemetery from the Colored Cemetery Association, Thomas H
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Road) or short-term preservation projects (such as
nominating the site to the National Register) and will
require a line-item, yearly buaget‘ In other words, the
city has assumed a large responsihility and must now
begin planning, budgeting, and implementing.

It may be that discretionary funds will need to
be used, or that funds will need to be moved from other
departments. Regardless of the approach, the
requirements of People's Cemetery cannot be
overlooked and steps {ocusing on stone conservation and
increased  maintenance must be undertaken
immediately.

Recommendations for Future Research

Toward a Better Untlerstan&ing of
Petersburg's Cemeteries

Information should be developecl about the
disposition of burial grounds known to have been
destroye&: Why did it happen? Under whose ownership?
What became of the bodies? Investigation of this topic,
for exarnple, migh‘c reveal the definite location of the
plot purchasecl ]Jy the Benevolent Society of Free Men
of Color in 1818. It would certainly help us better
understand the historical attitudes toward burial
grounds and society's olaligations to care for them.

Little Church, East View, and the historicaﬂy
black section of Blandford all contain graves that
pre&ate the first deeds that refer to cemetery use.
Additional research might reveal how early these burial
grounc].s were actuaﬂy used, and under what
arrangement. Were these properties Leing used as
cemeteries with or without the owner's permission and
lenowleclge? Were deeds preparecl only when the

cemetery use precluded any other use?

Research should continue with studies of St.
Joseph's and B'rith Achim, then a consolidated report
can be written about lanclscape patterns, gravemarleers,
fences and artisans in all the city's historic cemeteries.
At present it is impossilvle to truly understand the
historic — or ethnic — trends since we haven’t been
able to explore all of the variation which is certainly
present.

Toward a Better Understanding of the
City's African-American Community

In general, too little has been pulnhshecl about
late-nineteenth and early—twentieth century Peterskurg.
While the focus on the city’s antebellum history is
unclerstan&aue, it leaves unfinished the rich his’cory of
the city’s African American population.

Any surviving records and minutes of the local
cl'xap’cers of fraternal orders (Masons, FElks, Odd
Fellows), benefit societies (NIBS, YMSLIC, etc.), and
other clubs would be extremely valuable. Women's

.]oenevolent organizations are especiaﬂy obscure.

Nineteenth century census returns should be
consulted to supplement oral histor‘y and city directory
information about undertakers. Records of the 1894
Hustings Court -case Ly which Thomas Brown gainecl
control of the Peoples Memorial Association would also
illuminate the rivalries and cooperations among
competing funeral directors and provicle valuable
information on the business practices of the area’s black
entrepreneurs.

Moreover, Leyoncl the Maclz self-help or

insurance organizations, what roles did preclominantly
white businesses play? For example, did any businesses
other than Seiclen})urg/American Suppliers foster the
sort of mutual support that is demonstrated lay
inscriptions on several gravestones?

Thomas Brown's records from the 1920s and
1930s (on microfilm, Petersburg Musetims) show that
many of the people he buried were born in the Pee Dee
region of South Carolina.  Bright-leaf tobacco
agriculture first entered the Pee Dee in the 1880s, and
still dominates its economy. Had the South Carolina
natives who died in Petersl)urg learned tobacco
operations at home, then moved to Virginia for better
opportunities? Were they the children of Peterslmrg
natives who had moved south with the in&ustry in the
nineteenth century and then returned home? Why were
there so many Pee Dee-born laborers in Petersburg?
The answers would shed hght on economic migration
and on Petersburg's early twentieth century labor forces.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Research Specific to People’s Cemetery

We have not located a photograph or detailed
clrawing of the iron fence placecl along South Crater
Road in 1906. Additional efforts to discover one (likely
a long~term project) should be undertaken. This may
involve scanning newspapers, maleing additional appeals
to the pu.blic, and laeginning 'the. arduous task of
scanning business records of firms known to have been
seHing fences in Virginia. Why was this fence not
replaced in 19437 We have not, for example, pulled all
of the highway department corresponclence. Nor have we
have scanned all of the newspapers of the period. What
became of the remnants?

It is also likely that considerably more detail
could be obtained on Peterslmrg's monument suppliers
— both those who worked in stone and those who
prepared concrete monuments. We have not, for
example, attemptecl any stylis’cic study of the various
monuments. Nor have we researched the stone cutters
that providecl markers to the black community. Also of
interest is any additional information on the concrete
artisan(s) responsible for the unusual barbed spears,
slender piclzets, and the African head monument found
in East View Cemetery.

Moving the Research into a Wider Framework

Al’chough our observations here are focused on
additional research in Peters}:urg, it is difficult to
clistinguish between local and regional work. In other
words, to truly understand Peters]:urg, it will be
necessary to explore what is also happening in Chatles
Cit’y, Portsmouth, Newport News, Richmond, and other
areas of Virginia. Only through a regional (or at least
much broader) perspective will many of the questions
raised cluring this research be addressed.

A stu&y of  cemeteries, particularly
African-American, near Peterslaurg in Dinwiddie and
Prince George counties would provicle perspectives on
those inside the city. Historic relationships among
families, undertaleers, beneficial associations,
landowners, cemeteries and gravemarlzers were never
controlled ]oy municipal boundaries. Such an approach
would help determine the clegree to which urban vs.
rural practices account for observed differences.
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This study should also be expanclecl to
incorporate other areas. Are 1odge stones as common in
these other cities as they are in Peters]ourg? If so, why
are they as prevalent in Virginia as they are, but
seemingly rare from the Carolinas? If they are not as
common in other Virginia cities, why are they so
prevalent in Peters}aurg — what made that city
different? This Will, of necessity, include much research
in the roles of loAges and beneficial societies in these
other areas, which will likely require not only the
compilation of oral histories, but also extensive
scanning of local newspapers, Lrancl'xing off into
research concerning local African American undertakers
and the broader themes of business and society.

To understand the meaning and signiﬁcance of
African American cemeteries in all of their complexity
is a claunting un&ertalzing and it will require far more
effort than simply loolzing for Africanisms or em};arlzing
on the trail of etl-micity and status. This is a topic which
is overdue and deserves far more scholarly attention.

Mizpah
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* names from previous forms not assigned a grave number
@ 1943 Crater Road burial removal from People’s Cemetery
+ reported owners in 1942 condemnation proceedings
T 1967 Crater Road burial removal from People’s Cemetery
§ Thomas H. Brown map of People’s Cemetery
Name Burial # Name
AW, 138 Banks, Mary E.
Adams, Maria 287 Barber, James Jr.
Agraves bl Barber, James S. Sr.
Alexan&er, Alise 72A Barl;er, Luluenia
Allen, James 354 Barber, Mattie C.
A.Hen, Katy 262 Barl)er, Willie
Anderson bl Barham, Mary
Anderson, Caroline 132 Baskerville
Anderson, Elizabeth 340 Bass
Anderson, J. 1 Bass, Rebecca A.
Anderson, J.H. + Bass, Shadrach
Anderson, John Edward 218 Bates, Daisy A.
Archer, Soplﬁa 30G Baugh, Robert
Armstead, Thomas 143 Baugh, Roger N.
Armstead, William Gustavus 395 Beasley, Mary A.
Artis, Leah 462 Beasley, Delia
Atkins, William 195 Bell
Aus’cin, Josephine + Ben, Ida K.
Avery 8§ Benn, Mark
Avery, Edward D. 332 Bennett, Albert
Avery, Emma 220 Bennett, Mary E.
Avery, John D. 334 Bernard, Hill
Avery, Leoma Williams 230 - Berry, Benjamin L.
Avery, Mattie L. 219 Berry, Bessie A.
Avery, Robert Alexander 333 Berry, David L.
B.D. 517 Berry, Helena Ruth
Bailey, Connie E. 53A Berry, J.K.
Bailey, James Albert Jr. 296 Berry, John
Balzer, Robert A. 9 Berry, Thomas B.
Baker, Wm. 136 Bevard
Balthrope, Annie B. 305 Black, Elizabeth

APPENDIX 1:
INVENTORY OF PEOPLE’S CEMETERY

“Burial #

186
247-1, 247-2
538

541

246

246

+

§

9,8

32C, +
32C

248

24A

51B
343-2
84A1, 84A2
71,9, §

+

382

15A

15A

162

13F

13C, 131
13H
13C, 13D
+ _
13C, 13E
92

8

227

153
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Name

Black, Rev. L.A.
Blac]zweu, Annie
Blacl:eweﬂ, Annie E.
Blaclzweﬂ, Margaret
Blalzes, Lorraine
Blalees, Louise Celestine
Bland

Blow, Clara

Boﬂing

Bouing, Capt. R. Charor
Bolling, Martha A.
Booker, James M.
Bough

Bowling, James R.
Boyce, Virginia H.
Boy&

Boycl, George E.
Bradd, Richard, Jr.
Bragg, Richard
Branch, Ella J.
Brewer, ]ulian
Brewer, Mabel
Briggs, A.

Briggs, Calvin
Briggs, Robert H.
Briggs, Sarah
Broaclnax, Christine V.
Brooks

Brooles, J.H.
Broolrzs, Nellie
Brown

Brown, Alice S.
Brown, Betty
Brown, Mrs. J.B.
Browm, Iosephine
Brown, Mary
Brown, Mother
Brown, Nannie
Brown, Rev. S.A.
Brown, Ru]:)y M. Pollard
Brown, Thomas H.
Brown, Virginia Lee
Brown, William
Brown, Willie
Bruke, H.C.P., Sr.
Burrell, Maynard
Burton, Annie L.

154

Burial #
404, 40B
30D2
30D1
276
245
518

§

+

bl

260
216

371

§

9

39C
45C
45A
50B
50A1, 50A2
422

*

137
113
48A
137
146
1

-+
431A
1,8
176

+
32B
o+
65A
275
+
353
232, +
172
133
449
+
159
9

Name

Butcher, Charles Thomas
Butcher, Samuel
Byers, Walter E.
Byxd

Byrcl, Anthony
Byrd, Anthony D.
Byrd, Harriet

Byrd, James H.
Byrd, Lester C. Jr.
By'rcl, Sarah '

Byrcl, Virginia C.
Camp})eﬂ, Robert
C.L.

Care

Carroll, Mary J.
Canron, William E.
Carter

Casteue, ]olan T.
Castelle, John Thomas Jr.
Chaml)liss, Indiana
Chambliss, Thomas C.
Chavers

Cheaves, William H.
Chissell

Clark, Delsey

Clarke, W.F.

Clary, [Ma]thew
Cliford Freeman
Cogbiu, Mary

Cogbiu, Pattie
Coleman

Coleman, N.B.
Coleman, Nellie
Coleman, Sarah Jane
Coleman, Thomas
Collins, Emma Harrison

Cook
Cook, Hadassah L.
Cook, ]ohn G.

"Cook, Margaret A.

Cooke, Maude
Copelancl, James A.
Comish, Ella Braxton
Cornish, Maj. David B.
Cornish, Richard Jr.
Cotton, James Allen Jr.

Burial #
19A
224
530

§

360A
360B
360A
4528

9
452A1,452A2,
+

T

+

480
45D

"13C, 13G, +

364
@
204
101
83C
83C
-+
107
7,8
213
+
405
11A
50A2
28A
T

-+
232, 375
311
375
39D
T
13A, 13C
240
527
376
83A
49A
40A
49B
299
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Name

Coureton, Tha&deus
Cousin

COX

Cox, Anna

Cox, Bertha

Cox, David

COX, Fathér

Cox, Henry

Cox, James T.

Cox, Mother

Cox, Sarah

Coy, Austin
Crawley, J.C.
Crawley, Marie
Crawley, Marie G. Grant
Crenshaw, Fannie P.
Crocker, Thomas H.
Crossingham, Richard
Crown

Crowcler, Addessia
Cmmp, McH.
Crump, William H.
Crurnpler

Crumpler, Corine
Cmmpler, George S
Crumpler, Gracie V.
Cmmpler, Infant
Crumpler, John R.
Crumpler, Pattie E.
Cryer

Curtist, Rebeccae F.
Da]aney

Dabney, Benj.
Da]oney, Emma L.
Da}mey, Nelson W.
Dalmey, Robert
Dabney, Rose
Dammoncl, Harriet
Danials

Danieﬁielcl, Carrie
Davis

Davis, B.

Davis, Bernice
Davis, Elwoocl
Davis, George C.
Davis, Henry J.
Davis, Irvin

Burial #
20A

@
1

62B
62C
281

.62E

62F
62A
62G
62D
223
+
18A2
18A1
446
212
1

@
29C
263
263
§
27F
27E
27A
27F
528A
27D
51
478
1
37A
37A
271
+

+
492A
1

-+
8,54D,169
§
198
472
54E
161
1

Name

Davis, Margaret
Davis, Nannie

Davis, Nelson

Davis, Nelson B.
Davis, Parthenia E.
Davis, Pathernia
Davis, Saral-l Scott
Davis, Susan

Davis, William N.
Dennis, Beatrice C.
Diamond, Estelle
Dickerson, Althea H.
Dickerson, Paul
Diggs, Matilda
Dilworth, Liﬂy
Doclson, Callie
Dozier, Rosa

Drake, Cassie
Dugger, ]ohn R.
Duglis, Jane

Duncan, Helen Jones
Duncan, Samuel Garfield
Dunn, Genevieve Cloyd
Durffey, Mary E.
E.L.S.

Eason, Edward
anar&s, Bessie Q
Elam, Joe Jr.

Elder, Patsy

Ellis

Ellis, Inex Roxlin Mabry
Ellis, James Thomas
Ellis, Thomas

Ells, Phil

Epps, William
Evans, Leonidas
Faison, Eva B.
Ferguson, Joanna
Ferguson, Thomas E.
Fields

Fielc}.s, Charlotte
F‘ielcls, Maria

Fiel&s, Charlotte
Fielc]s, Rebecca
Fields, Martha J.
Fisher, Clarence Wﬂcox
F‘isher, Willis

Burial #
501

336
54F

189
54C

+

188
42A
42B,54B
279

+

74C
74D
217G

S5A

" 408

331
475
94
199
19B
19C
83B
345
7
284
358C
98
241
T
315A
315A
222, 315A
154
363
467
T
174
370
@
494
419
494
32D
493
153
105

155
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Name

Flays, ]ulia

Flutz, Wm. McKenly
F‘oﬂes, Worther
Foster, Walter C.
Fouﬂzes, Emma L.
Foulkes, Jennie

Fox, Lucille P.

Fox, Lucille Eleanor Penister
Franlzlin, Thomas B.
Freeman

Freeman, Lucy A.

v Freeman, Otlia
Fuller

Fuller, Geo. Barbee O.
Fuﬂer, Marie
Gaines, Nelson
Gaﬂee, Eliza
Garrison, Lucy
Garrison, Robert
Gary, John

Gary, Math[xxx]
Gee, James Henry
Gholson, Percy W.
Gi]a]aons, Robert F.
Gil)]as, Mattie

Giles, Willie

Givens, Mary

Glover, Father and Mother
Goﬁiny, Benj.
Go{'ﬁny, Susie
Goo&ing, Green
Goodwyn, Laura
Gonlon, Alex.
Gorclon, Esthet Rose
Graham, Wm.
Gran’c, Isaiah

Grant, Isaiah Jr.
Grant, Isaiah Sr.
Graves

Graves, J. Franceno
Graves, Willie

Green

Green, Amanda
Green, Bettie

Green, Nancy
Green, Peter
Greene, Lewis T.
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Burial #
6
89A
228
q

108
109
21B
21A
+
1,8
11A
273

1

140
+
197
342
510
258

1

207
201
308
14A
+
129
9
17A
269
489
483
482
67

q

116
18C2
18B
18C1
@, §
225
166
@
436
76A
167B
167A
80B

Name

Griffin

Gri{{in, Ann

Griffin, Elizabeth D.
Griﬂin, Henry W.
Griffin, Willie

Crigg

Grigg, William A.
Han, Katie Wilson
Hall, Mattie E. Wilson
Halliday, Rufus
Hamlin, Edna Barber
Hammie

Hammie, Carrington
Hammie, Carrington P.
Hammie, M.A.
Hammie, Penn
Hampton, Frankie
Harcum, Clara E.
Hargrave, Peggy
Hargraves, Alice V.

Hargraves, Mary Ann Elizabeth

Harmon

Harmon, Rebecca
Harper

Harper, Alice P.
Harper, Fred Jr.
Harper, Fred Sr.
Harper, Grace
Harper, Samuel
Harper, Wyatt J.
Harris, Adasher
Harris, Alice
Harris, Doola
Harris, H.L.
Harris, jo}m H.
Harris, V.A.
Harrison

Harrison, Birdie
Harrison, Cornelius P.
Harrison, George
Harrison, Henry O.
Harrison, Nancy
Harrison, O.H.
Harrison, Robert
Harrison, Sarah Royan
Harrison, Virginia

Hatch

0 0
W
+

’

AR RO

g N
O
S ® >

W

23A2
23A1
23C

"23B

79B
184
130
507A
131
323
253
@,74G
74A, +
74H
741
74B
74E
58A
451
514

226
304
59

79A
39B

+=5+ﬁ

% () *
O
o8}
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Name

Hatch, Mary

Hawkes

Hawlzins, Allen L.
Hawkins, Esther C.
Hen&erson, ]ulia
Hen&erson, William O.
Henriclszs, Elizabeth E.
Henry, Ella

Hill, Capt. J.E.

Hill, James E.

Hiﬂ, Rose Zella
Hines, James

Hite, Marie

Homens, Sara
Horsley, Tom

Hoston, Link

Ho[ Js, Mary

M.

J. NA.

Jacleson

Ia.clzson Camp Memorial
Jacleson, Charles A.
]acleson, Charlie M.
Iaclzson, Dollie
Jackson, E. Tona O.
Jackson, Ella

]acleson, Emanuel
]acleson, Emma

]ackson, Lucy Parker

]aclzson, Maj. W.F.
]aclzson, Mary W,
Iaclzson, Nancy A.
Jackson, Richard Henry
Jaclzson, Robert
Jacleson, Thomas H.
]aclzson, Wm. T.
James

James, Alice Hargrave
James, Sarah Jane
Jarrett, Joe

Jefferson, Mary T.
]ennings, Nora
]enleins

Johns, Emma J.
]ohns, Iol'm Ww.
Io}ms, Willie Ben

]ohnson

Buria] #
112
@
214
9
35B
295
+
104
232
38A
38D
q

+
291
180-1, 180-2
302
44C
293
30F
@, §

393
325
181
33C
106
33A
1

+, 9
33B
306
30G, +
194

257

319

125

+

477

261

515

7

@, 1, 458

Name

]ohnson, Annie C.
]ol'mson, Bernard A.

Johnson, Cornelius (Nevis)

}ohnson, Eddie
Jol’mson, Gertrude
}ohnson, LA
]ol’mson, Lucrehus
Jol'mson, Major W.H.
]ollnson, Maria F.
Iohnson, Mary F.
Johnson, S.
Johnson, Thomas C.
Johnson, Virginia
Johnson, Wilma C.
Johnson, Wm.
Jon.s [sic], Nathan
Jomes

Jones, Ada

Jones, Alberta
Jones, Ascher Ellis
Jones, Caldonia
Jones, Cpl. Nathan.
Jones, Edward
Jones, Edward L.
]ones, Eliza}aeth
Jones, Emmett
Jones, Fredric
Jones, George O.
Jones, Hallie Mae
Jones, James
Jones, Jo}m

Jones, John H.
Jones, Julia A.
Jones, Lucinda K.
Jones, Margaret
Jones, Margaret V.
Jones, Mary J.
Jones, Moses
Jones, Rose

Jones, Roland A.
Jones, Susan A.
Jones, W. V.
Jones, William A.
Jones, William
Jones, [ ] Mae
Joms, Pearl Halsey
}or&an, Armstead

Burial #
-+

63E
497A
355
38C

+

263
232
268
55A
404
374
63D, 63E
497A
@

" 254

@

75A
506

+
178,22G
221

1

445
285
217
22H
282
127,151
41E
285
16A
270

2G

+
16A,75B, +
259
38E
41C

+

252
359
42C
77D
30B

157
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Name

Jorclan, Harriet

]orclan, James

Jor&an, James Jr.
Joyner, Elvee

Joyner, T.

Kennard

Kerr, Henry H.

Kerr, Melvin

King

King, Frances Warrington
King, William Henry
Lamax

Lancaster

Lancaster, Lucy

Lane, F.E.

Lanier, Martha Ann
Law, C.W.

Lee, D.T. Rosa E.
Lews, Charlie

Lewis, Dallas

Lewis, Earl

Lewis, Emily

Lewis, Ethel

Lewis, Louise

Lewis, Luther

Lewis, Susie

Lewis, William H.
Liggins, Eliza

Liwes, Richard

Lund, S.

Lw

MAE.

MAL

Mabry, Carrie Elizabeth Bell
Malory, Joe

Ma]ary, Joseph Edward Jr.
Mabry, Joseph Edward Sr.
Ma]ary, ]oshua

Mabry, Joshua H.
Mabry, Leroy Alexander
Ma]ory, Sancly

Macklin, Carrie

Mac}zy

Maclin

Magnum

Manuel, Lizzie

Manson

158

Burial #
30A

Name

Martin

Martin, Alease H. ("Doll")
Mason

Mason, Alice Da]aney
Mason, Edward
Mason, Edward S.
Mason, Fanny
Mason, Mrs. Melvin
Mason, Rebecca
Mason, Rebecca A.
Mason, Willie

May, William E.
Matthews, Lewis L.
McCoy, Elmira F.
McCoy, Sylvia Halsey
McCoy, Ulysses S. Jr.
McCoy, Ulysses S. (M.D.)
McCray, Frank
McCray, Harriet
Mcl’lrump, Robert
McLaughlin, R.V.
McQuillon, Moses
Merritt, John

Miller

Miller, Rev. Emmett E. (B.D.)

Miller, Terry Wayne
Miner, Thomas
Mitchell

Monroe, Aron
Moocly, Father
Moody, Levy
Moody, Martha
Moody, Mother
Moore, Ed
Moore, Eunice E.
Moore, Rev. J. Leo
Morgan

Morgan, John W.
Morgan, Julia A.
Morgan, Minnie W.
Morgan, Peter G.
Morgan, Sarah
Morris, Rev. AM.
Morris, Ruth
Morse, Chastine
Morse, John R.
Moss, Mary A.

Burial #
63A
74F

35D
152
155
432

330
203
529

79C
77B
77E
71C
T7A
267
67

381
128
123

37B
103
249

179
244
126
244
244
272
511
368

25C
25B
303
25A
25D
429
429

208
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Name Burial #
Moss, Nathaniel P. 170
Muchison, Rev. G.L. 457
Murry 1
Murry, Ellis §
Myers, Mary B. +
Myricl:z, Alexander 54A
N.B. 27C
Nelson, Mary P. 147
Nichols @
Nichols, William 66A
Nichols, Wm. 63C
Niclzols, W.S. +
Norman 1
Norris T
Omens, Sarah 291
Owens, Phiﬂips T
Pace, Rosa Brooks 175
Page, Willie 292
Palmer, George B. +
Palmer, Red q
Parham, Charles 327
Parham, Lyclia 328
Parham, Martha 148
Parham, Sercie 406
Parlnzer, A 80D
Parker, Mary E. 232
Patterson §
Patterson, Adam D. OA
Patterson, James Bosy 115
Patterson, Lena +
Patterson, Lula E. 69B
Patterson, Rebecca Penister 356C
Pecram, Violet 341A
Pegram, Celia 376
Pegram, Cl’xarles A Sr. 376
Pegram, Lucy 376
Pegram, Richar& 376
Penister §
Penister, Eleanor P. 21A
Penister, George 356B
Penister, George A. 21A
Penister, Lillian Louisa 21A
Penister, Thomas A. 356A
Peniston, Thos. E. 165
Penn, Mary A. 250
Perlzins, Nannie D. 76B
Perlzins, Susie 233

Name

Perlzins, Viola E.
Perry, Rosa

Plumher, Lucinda
Plummer

Plummer, Henry Otis

Plummer, Percy

Pollard

Poweﬂ, Hattie
Powell, Henry W. Sr.
Preston, Mattie
Price, Erma

Price, Hartwill

Price, Keziah

Quives, Mary Ann
Raines, Leroy Edward
Randolph, Montgomery
Randolpk, Rebecca
Reaves, Pinkey Green
Reynolds, Jammie A.
Rhocles, Lillie B.
Richar&son, Chazlie
Ricks

Ricks, Clifford L.
Ricks, Ella V.
Roberson, Sarah Ann
Ro})ertson, Elizabeth
Robinson

Robinson, Daughter
Robinson, David Scott
Robinson, Eliza Scott
Rol:inson, Elnora
Robinson, Father
Robinson, Iris Lewis
Robinson, James

Rol)inson, Leslie H.
Robinson, Martha
Robinson, Mother
Robinson, Rebecca
Ross, Susie T.
Roucle’ct, William
Roundtree
Rowlings, Elizabeth
Royall, Thomas C.
Ryan

Scott

Scott, Georgia
Scott, John Peter

Burial #
76B
448

460
461
12B, §

423

479
243
120
T

9

1
68A
484
121
202
8
29A
29B
361
183
§
34D
34A
34B
301
34E
34F
283
237
242
34C
238
297-1, 297-2
1
T
413
290
@
@, 1
+
38A

159



APPENDIX 1: INVENTORY OF PEOPLE’'S CEMETERY INDEX

Name

Scott, Maggie

Scott, Robert

Scott, Thomas

Scott, William Thomas
Seabrook

Sewart, W.M.

Shelton, Marie Baskerville

Slzidmore, Anthony
Slziclmore, H.U.
Slzidmore, Lillie
Skidmore, Mary
Smith

Smith, Agnes M.
Smi’th, Blanche B.
Smith, Ed

Smith, H.V.

Smith, Helen D.
Smith, James
Smith, ]ohn

Smith, Joseph
Smith, Reuben
Smith, William Robert
Smith, William T.
Smith, W.J.

Sneacl, Emanuel
Spencer, Alice Watson
Spencer, Willie
Square, A.
Stainback, James
Staﬂings, Alberta
Starlze, ]o}m W.
Starlae, ]oseph W.
Stephens, William
Stevens, Capt. J.A.C.
Stevens, C.B.
Stevens, Mary A.
Stevens, William N.
Stevenson, Peter P.
Steward, Susie
Stewart, Edward A.
Stewart, Jas.
Stewart, Mary A.
Stewart, Wm. E.
Stith, Ernest H.
Stith, Helen M.
Stith, William Lee
Stokes

160

Buria #
503
187
490

T
114
85A
52A
52B
52A
52A
§
12B
316
215
369
-+
99
415
1
274
64B
12A
56
443
234
307
53B
52A
191
111
96
398
232, 417
117
118
119
134, 135
435
38B
168
196
196
83E1, 83E2
83E2
83D

Name

Stokes, B.A.
Stolaes, G.A.
Stokes, Hattie
Stol::es, Lucy
Stokes, S.AJ.
Stward, Williame [sic]
Sydnor, Jennie
Syc].nor, Junus
Sykes, Alex
Sylees, Fannie

T., Eliza
Taliaferro, Charlie

Tate, Mrs. Augustua L.

Tate, R.L.
Taylor

Taylor, Ed
Taylor, Mary
Tazewell, Bennie
Terry, George Arthur
Thomas
Thomas, E.T.
Thomas, Emma
Thomas, John
Thomas, Mary

‘ Thompson, Herbert L.

Thompson, ]ohn Willis
Thomton, Mary S.
Thompson, Sara J.
Thorp, Peter
Thorpe, Peter
Thrift, Octavius
Thurman
Thurman, Annie
Thurman, Richard
Todd, Laura A.
Tompl:eins, Albenia
Tomplzins, Lucretia
Tomplzins, Mary J.
Tomplzins, Rebecca
Tomplzins, Robert J.
Tomplains, Ruth
Tucker
Tucker-Miles
Tucker, Cherry J.
Tucker, William H.
Tumer, Bessie
Turner, George

Burial #

41B
41A

329
21C
21C
93

387
30C
122

82A

124
158
1,8

211

229
206
51A

91-1
91-2
492B

4B
192
266
266
491
265
266
266
@, +

205
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Name

Turner, Thomas
Valentine

Valentine, D.C.
Valentine, Margaret B.
Vaughan

Vaughn, A.uJert
Vaughn, Eathell
Vaughn, Gertrude L.M.
Vaughn, Martl')a
Vx]king, Effie

Ww.C.

W.GJ.

Wagoner, Samuel Holmes
Walker

Walker, Ann

Walker, B.

Waﬂzer, Charles M.
Waﬂeer, Emmett
Walker, Freeman
Walker, Irving
Waﬂzer, Jane

Walker, L.C.
Wanaer, Martha M.
Walker, Queen V.
Walker, S.

Waﬂzer, Simon
Waﬂeer, William
Warsham, Rosa
Watkins, Annie
Wa‘ckins, Ollie
Watkins, D.

Webb, Capt. Pleasant
Wells

Wells, Mary Ella
Wells, Napoleon B.
Wells, Lottie W.B. Young
Wens, Theresa F.
West

West, Mrs. C.
White, Herbert Lee
White, Mary

White, Sarah Boyd
Wiggins, A.

Wiggins, Jol’m
Wiggins, Mariah
Wiﬂzerson, .M.
Wilkins, Elizabeth

Burial #
9

@

+
173
19
386
505
10
185
285
471
357
300
§
193
22C
264
q
182

22D,90
22A
513A
102-1, -2,-3
22E
22F
441

q

251

T

232, +
§

48A, +
48A
48A
48A

q

+

294
235
45B
22B
499
408
232

Name

Williams, Caroline
Wiﬂiams, J.
Wiﬂiarns, Maria
Wﬂson, Christine
Wilson, Emma
Wilson, Francis G.
Wﬂson, ]ohn
Wilson, Percy W.T.
Wim]oush, Pansy Patrice
Wim]:ush, Ruclolph
Winfield, James
Wood, Adlena
Woo&ed, Caroline
Worcl, Adelaide P.
Word

Worcl, Fletcher H.
Wynn, Anna W.
Wynn, Charles H. Jr.
Wynn, Charles H. Sr.
Young

Burial #
341C
95
145
+
44B
-+
28B
44F
64A
64A
157
+
110
9C
9B

" 0A

455
454
456
9
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This form is used for documenting multiple property groups relating to one or several historic contexts. See instructions in How to
Complete the Multiple Property Documentation Form (National Register Bulletin 16B). Complete each item by entering the
requested information. For additional space, use continuation sheets (Form 16-900-2). Use a typewriter, word processor, of computer
to complete ail items.

X New Submission __ Amended Submission

. 1820-1942

name/title Sarah Fick

organization Historic Preservation Consultants © date June 1999

street & number Post Office Box 1112 telephone _843-723-1746

city or town Charleston state _SC _ zipcode 29402

o o o e e o e e e e e e e S o e e T S S o T e e e e T e o 4 e e A S i e e e o o T e S i e e o o e e ot e e e e e

As the designated authority under the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended, I hereby certify that this documentation form
meets the National Register documentation standards and sets forth requirements for the listing of related properties consistent with
the National Register criteria. This submission meets the procedural and professional requirements set in 36 CFR Part 60 and the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and Historic Preservation. See continuation sheet for
additional comments.)

(—

Signature and title of certifying official Date

State or Federal agency and bureau

I certify that this multiple préperty documentation form has been approved by the National Register as a basis for evaluating related
properties for listing in the National Register.
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E. Statement of Historic Context
Development and Use of African-American Cemeteries in Petersburg, ca. 1820-1942

The historic African-American cemeteries in Petersburg reflect the long history of the
city and its environs. From its earliest colonial settlement, Petersburg was home to
free whites, enslaved blacks, and a separate class, “free persons of color.” After the
Civil War until some time in the mid-twentieth century, former slaves, antebellum free
blacks, and their children continued to comprise a community separate in many ways from
white-dominated society. African-Americans typically lived in their own neighborhoods,
worked in segregated occupations, went to school and church separately from whites, and
were buried in all-black cemeteries.

Much of the above-ground evidence of Petersburg’s early black history has been lost
with the destruction of buildings. The extant cemeteries help to illustrate the growth
and development of a distinctive African-American community from ca. 1820 to ca. 1942.
They are proo zheé> mu ssPstanc 2\ was | pos ¢ : a group whose
members, despi’f life of the
surrounding ci :

dditional

A number of cemeteries in Petersburg, white and black, have been destroyed over time.
Those that remain are in two contiguous complexes at either side of South Crater Road.
On the east side, from north to south are Blandford, St. Joseph’s, B‘rith Achim, and
East View. On the west are Little Church and People’s Memorial (itself made up of
several separate cemeteries). All these properties retain their essential physical
integrity and associations with nineteenth and twentieth century Petersburg. East
View, Little Church, and People‘s are significantly associated with the city’s African-
American community.

Very few surviving buildings are associated with Petersburg’s large antebellum free

black and slave population. There are slave quarters in the Poplar Lawn Historic
District (National Register), at Battersea (National Register), and in less well-
documented locations scattered throughout the city. The pre-Civil War Watson-McGill

Tobacco Factory is significant as the employer of many blacks, both slave and free.
Only a handful of buildings, such as the Jarratt House and the Esther Gilliam House,
are known to have been owned by or independently constructed by blacks.

In addition, there are several African-American churches, including Gillfield Baptist
and First (Harrison Street) Baptist, first established before the Civil War whose
congregations built new edifices in the late nineteenth century. Other important
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buildings, such as Oak Street AMEZ and St. Stephens Episcopal, were constructed for
churches that organized after the Civil War. There are also several late-nineteenth
century residences in various states of repair. These post-Civil War buildings, of
various types and styles, provide evidence that African-Americans in Petersburg
participated in the same architectural fashions that affected white society.

The same trend is clear in the city’s cemeteries. The influence of the nineteenth
century rural cemetery and lawn-park design aesthetics, as well as the twentieth
century memorial park movement, can be seen in the improvements and additions made by
African-Americans to their privately held or community-owned burial grounds. The
selection of styles, material and ornamentation of many gravemarkers also show tastes
consistent with the American mainstream.

Just as many of the historic gravemarkers in Petersburg‘s black cemeteries show strong
relationships with the contemporary mainstream, there are also a substantial number
that are unlike any that have been identified in white cemeterie The style of
several concret : ] i ; of the classic
obelisk or pede ”, commemorate
individual partici nal orders active

P

during the. late|n

Historical Background

From at least the early nineteenth century, Petersburg’s relatively open labor and
entrepreneurial opportunities drew many free blacks to the city. The census of 1810
found 310 free persons of color. By 1830, alongside 3,440 whites and 2,850 slaves

there were 2,032 free blacks. Many of them found employment side-by-side with slaves .

in Petersburg’s rapidly-growing tobacco factories. Other free people established
themselves as craftsmen, tradespeople, entrepreneurs, and property owners. By 1860
about one-~third of Petersburg’s 811 free Negro families (composed of 3,225 individuals)
owned property.!

Regardless of wealth or education, however, blacks could not enter white circles of
influence, and were further tied to their own community by the unwillingness of white-
managed associations to serve colored people. To participate in civic and community
improvement, blacks had no choice but to organize independently of whites. Therefore,
the free black community created its own societies to care for the sick or
impoverished, and to manage burials.

Bushey, Mary Ellen, Ann Creighton-Zollar, Lucious Edwards, Jr., L. Daniel Mouer and Robin L.
Ryder, “African Americans in Petersburg: BHistoric Contexts and Resources for Preservation
Planning, Research and Interpretation” (Petersburg: Department of Planning and Community
Development, 1994), pp. 22-24. Luther Porter Jackson, Free Negro Labor and Property Bolding in
Virginia, 1830-1860 (NY: D. Appleton-Century Co., 1942), passim.
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Private fraternal organizations, including secret ritual societies and mutual benefit
associations, have traditicnally had memberships based on ethnic and cultural affinity.
Working classes, white and black, were particularly interested in providing themselves
a respectable funeral or gravemarker. This became a primary role of benevolent
organizations.

Particularly among slaves, a group granted little dignity by the surrounding society,
the funeral had developed into a prominent religious ritual and social event, providing
a rare opportunity to acknowledge an individual’s life.? Yet many urban slaves and
free blacks, even churchgoers, were laid in a potter’s field, disposed of at the least
cost to the public. In cities such as Petersburg the benevolent societies and strong
churches that helped create an African-American community made it a priority to acquire
a suitable burial ground for its members.’ No other region of the county had such a
concentration of lodges and other mutual aid organizations as the Middle Atlantic
South, notably the cities of southeastern Virginia.' Before the Civil War nearly all
the large towns in Virginia had benevolent financial societies, many of them the owners
of cemeteries.?

Most lodges pai
or illness. F

e time of a death
ficial Society of
Free Men of Co ¢ ; E reasurer’s Account:
lump sums of $ to sﬁri;ivérs, sick members or $1
monthly to members’ widows. Each member was entitled to “a square in the place of
interment,” and each member was expected to attend every members’ funeral.® The cash
structure of such an organization could only be supported by a steady membership of
healthy, employed individuals such as the free black community in antebellum
Petersburg.

After the Civil War, tobacco factories continued to provide important employment for
Petersburg’s African-Americans, whose wages were a substantial support for other black
craftsmen and businesspeople. Undertaking was an especially attractive field, in part
because a successful African-American undertakér or funeral director could earn a
comfortable living in a trade mostly free from white interference.
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David R. Roediger, “And Die in Dixie,” in Massachusetts Review, Vol. 22, 1981,

David R. Goldfield, “Black Life in 0ld South Cities” (pp. 146-147 in Edward D. C. Campbell, Jr.,
ed., Before Freedom Came: African-American Life in the Antebellum South (Charlottesville:
University Press of Virginia, 1991), pp. 146-147.

‘ Joel Walker, The Social Welfare Policies, Strategies and Programs of Black Fraternal
Organizations in the Northeast United States 1896-1920 (Ph.D. dissertation, NKY: Columbia
University, 1985), p. 103.

James B. Browning, “The Beginnings of Insurance Enterprise among Negroes” in Carter G. Woodson,
ed., The Journal of Negro History XXII, October 1937.

Constitution, Rules and Regulations of the Beneficial Society of Free Men of Color, of the City
of Petersburg and State of Virginia, as revised on the 2nd day of August A.D. 1852 (Special
Collections, Virginia State University Archives).
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Before the rise of the career funeral director, some professions were associated with
funerals and burial. At least by 1858 Richard Kennard, a free man of color, was
operating a hack (horse and carriage for hire) business in Petersburg.’ Involvement in
funerals was probably one reason he joined nine other men in the purchase of cemetery
land in 1865. Another of the purchasers, Thomas Scott, also established a funeral home
which became one of the most successful in the city. Under his successor Thomas H.
Brown, the business lasted into the late 1940s. Its longevity is exceeded only by
Wilkerson Memorial Funeral Home, still a prominent enterprise in Petersburg.

Tobacco manufacturing boomed in the late nineteenth century, and in 1908 five large
tobacco factories employed 5,000 people making plug tobacco for export.® Most
occupations were racially segregated, and there was a color line within the tobacco
industry. White labor was chosen for machine-driven work, and African-Americans for
manual tasks such as stemming and twisting that predominated in the plants devoted to
dark tobacco in smoking, plug, twist and leaf form. After World War I, although
American and Eu markets abandoned dark tobacco in favor of lighter tobacco and
cigarettes, plu ev: | Aidw exp rket S rg’s stemmeries
continued to p: h-2 : II.° Because
mutual-benefit gmong their members,
the persistence val of Petersburg’s
African-America gther cities.

The mid-1870s saw a peak of fraternalism in America. In an era without government
benefits or even health insurance, lodges offered aid to ill members and death benefits
to their survivors, small sums that prevented starvation or homelessness. Between 1880
and 1900 hundreds of beneficial societies offering fellowship, cheap insurance and
initiatory ritual were established. For many of these, the secret rituals were the
glue that kept their members together.®® For others, membership was an aspect of
social networking. Officers were selected from the leaders of church and community,
and ambitious people found lodge membership an aid to advancement in business and
public life.'* Fraternal-beneficial societies and burial associations also helped to
create the first major black financial institutions, the most rapidly successful being
those that combined mystic fraternalism with finance. The best-known was the

Jackson, Free Negro Labor, p. 20.

* William D. Eenderson, The Unredeemed City: Reconstruction in Petersburg, Virginia, 1865-1874
(Washington DC: University Press of America, 1977), pp. 95, 115, 147. Petersburg, Virginia, “The
Cockade City,” Its Industries, Commerce and Finance (Seaboard Air Line Railway, nd, ca. 1909).
Charles L. Perdue, Jr., ed. The Negro in Virginia, compiled by workers of the Writers’' Program
of the Work Projects Administration in the State of Virginia. Winston-Salem NC: John F. Blair,
Publisher, 1994), p. 339.

Mark C. Carnes, Secret Ritual and Manhood in Victorian America (New Baven: Yale University Press,
1989), pp. 9-11.

Alrutheus A. Taylor, The Negro in the Reconstruction of Virginia (Washington DC: The Association
for the Study of Negro Life and History, 1926), p. 65.
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International Order of St. Luke and its Penny Savings Bank, which achieved tremendous
success under Maggie Walker of Richmond.®?

The 1880s, a decade of expanding industrial employment and wages, are considered to
have been the high point in black cultural life in Petersburg, but the interest in
benevolent and fraternal organizations lasted several more decades. 1In 1898 there were
at least twenty-two mutual benefit societies, alongside numerous secret and fraternal
lodges.*?

Most if not all of these organizations are inactive today, their buildings demolished
or converted to other uses. The most tangible reminders of the clubs are the
individual memorials they placed on the graves of their members. An important reason
for supporting large funerals was to ensure that friends would not be forgotten; the
individual lodgestones have become significant memorials to the clubs themselves.

As early as 1873 and as late as 1948, grave markers in Petersburg’s African-American
cemeteries bear ; hizations were
as active in t test number of
lodgestones beaj e earlier period
may have been 1lp Rmembership markers
was more popul olific in placing
markers were EIX enetfit Society, Young
Men’s Industrial Benefit Association, and Blandford Industrial Benefit Club.

The African-American Cemeteries

Petersburg’s earliest African-American cemeteries have been destroyed. As early as
1794 a “colored burying ground” was designated on Walnut Street, and from an early date
some blacks were buried within Blandford Cemetery or the adjacent potter‘s field. 1In
1818, at the same time that the City of Petersburg was purchasing the old Blandford
Churchyard as a public burying ground for whites, trustees of the Benevolent Society of
Free Men of Color paid $100 for a small parcel of land to become a burial ground,®*
doing for their own community what the government did for its citizens. The exact
location of the Benevolent Society’s Blandford-area plot, like that of a separate
cemetery in the Pocahontas section of Petersburg, has been forgotten. No above-ground
traces of the sites remain. Two later graveyards in the West End, near the poorhouse
and hospital, were obliterated in the 1970s, with the known Confederate soldiers being
relocated to Blandford.
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1 C. Eric Lincoln and Lawrence Mamiya, The Black Church in the African-American Expet.xence (Durham

NC: Duke University Press, 1990), pp. 244-245.

Walter B. Weare, Black Business in the New South. A Social History of the North Carolina Mutual
Life Insurance Company (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1973), p. 11.
City of Petersburg Hustings Court, Deed Book 5, p. 306 (in Jackson, Free Negro Labor, p. 162).
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Although intended for whites, Blandford initially permitted the burial of a slave in
the plot of the rare white family who wished it, and there was a potter’s field section
on the fringe of the cemetery. Then in 1837, reflecting a wave of repressive state
laws, a city ordinance forbade the burial of blacks in Blandford Cemetery. Shortly
afterward, in 1840 a group of 28 men bought a one-acre tract, the first deeded parcel
of today’s Peoples Memorial Cemetery. In 1865 the cemetery was enlarged, again by the
purchase of land by a group of African-American men, and eventually expanded to the
south to include land owned by undertaker Thomas Scott. By about 1915 his successor
Thomas Brown was generally recognized as the manager of Peoples Memorial Cemetery, a
consolidation of the several separate tracts.

Ownership of city’s other two extant historically African-American cemeteries became
vested in Wilkerson’s Funeral Hcme. James M. Wilkerson purchased Little Church in
1883; from about 1899, he was the superintendent of Providence (part of Peoples); by
1905 he was also managing East View Cemetery, which he acquired in 1911. 1In Petersburg
at least, an undertaker’s ownership or management of a cemetery was key to the survival
of both the busin

African-American . s jouts He re etersburg provide important
illustrations of the activities carried out by individuals and groups of like-minded
people in order to provide for the decent burial of members of their community. They
are significant under Criterion A in the areas of Community Planning, Ethnic History:
Black, and Social History. They may also be significant under Criterion C in the area
of Art. Those that are proposed for listing retain integrity of location, designm,
setting, materials, workmanship, feelings and association.

The end of the period of significance, ca. 1942, marks the first substantial alteration

to the boundaries of People’s Memorial Cemetery and Little Church Cemetery. This
involved widening South Crater Road to encroach on the east side of both cemeteries,
and the addition of a reinterment tract to the west side of People’s Memorial. East

View Cemetery was also affected by the project, as some of the disinterred bodies were
relocated to East View. A second widening of the road ca. 1968 also encroached on
People’s Memorial and Little Church, and resulted in reburials both at East View and
People’s Memorial. These changes were not so dramatic as to have destroyed the
essential integrity of any of the properties. The affected area was only a small
fraction of the total cemetery area, and the relationship of the properties to each
other and to the road was not noticeably changed.
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Proposed African-American Cemeteries Multiple Properties Submission

People’s Memorial Cemetery, Petersburg
Little Church Cemetery, Petersburg
East View Cemetery, Petersburg

erties Alread is in the National Register and Contributing in Whole or In Part
to_the Proposed Historic African-American Cemeteries Multiple Properties Submission

Blandford Cemetery, Petersburg DER File 123-110, Listed 1992
F. Associated Property Types
Property type: Historic African-American Cemeteries

Subtype:

Subtype:

Subtype: i i s 4

None are documented in Petersburg
Subtype: Mass graves related to historical events
None are documented in Petersburg

Subtype: African-American community cemeteries situated outside the core city ‘
Three are documented in Petersburg

Justification of Criteria

Properties in Petersburg that conform to the property type “Historic African-American
Cemeteries” all represent the subtype “African-American Community Cemeteries Situated
outside the Core City.” They are eligible under Criteria A and/or C, and under
Criteria Consideration D, in that they derive their primary significance from their
association with historic events or distinctive design features.

The period of significance begins ca. 1820, the era of the earliest gravestone (1821,
in Blandford’s “Negro section”) found in any of Petersburg’s extant African-American
cemeteries. Other burial grounds are known to have been used before 1820, but none are
extant. The end of the period of significance is 1942, the date that marks the city’s
acquisition of a one-acre tract of land in anticipation of a road-widening project that
would impact the east side of People’'s Cemetery and Little Church Cemetery.
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Description

Cemeteries originally situated outside a core city typically comprised at least one
acre. The terrain may include areas of level ground, slopes or hills, and there may be

wetlands or intermittent streams. The land was acquired for the purpose of
establishing a cemetery, which was then laid out as plots or squares, commonly planned
for eight graves, each square assigned to a family and filled gradually. Some

individual plots were also used, which would have been spaced and aligned in a similar

fashion to those in squares. A few burials may have pre-existed the designation of the

larger area that included them, but their number is small compared to the numbers of
grave plots that were laid out to surround them.

The land acquired for a suburban cemetery may have been farmland, pasture, or cutover
woods lot, and was not heavily forested. The general appearance of the cemetery is
grassy, with scattered trees and some smaller ornamental shrubs in family plots. To
make maximum use of the land, new areas were not set aside for tree planting. Some
existing specime e £ maPhave /5 etaif that have grown up are
typically encros ‘ i r may not have
included suffic: inned may have been
abandened. It areas intended as
paths, and som

Which plots would be deeded first depended upon the rate of demand, and the pattern of
planning. Where a complete grid was imposed early on, families could select sites
scattered about the property. In those cemeteries, the earliest burials are not in
adjacent squares. Other cemeteries were treated in sections, each laid out when all
the squares in an earlier section had been assigned. 1In those cemeteries, plots can be
seen to be grouped according to the date of their earliest burial. 1In either case,
however, the time period represented by each square may be long, and some nineteenth
century plots still await twenty-first century burials.

Families had the option of enclosing their square with fencing or coping, but this was
not always done. Over time, deeds and memories have been lost, so that plot boundaries
have not been physically maintained. Squares may be indistinguishable from individual
burials or unused areas.

Landscaping, fencing, and markers bearing the name of the deceased are conventional
grave care customs that vary according to time, place, economics, and spiritual values.
Some of the characteristic features of cemeteries outside the core city of Petersburg -
grid organization and family members grouped together - are common to Blandford, the
historic municipal cemetery, and to the African-American cemeteries, which were
historically privately owned. Other characteristic elements of the African-American
cemeteries - irregular transportation networks, abandoned maintenance of plots, fences
or coping, loss of information about burial locations - have resulted from the lack of
a stable repository of records.
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As with the general layout of the land, the extant historic gravemarkers reflect the
cultural values of the community over time. Their typical placement at the head of the
grave, and also limited penetrometer testing, seem to indicate that most burials were
oriented west to east. This pattern is common throughout Western European and American
Christian tradition, and may alsoc be compatible with some West African cultures. Their
designs, materials, and inscriptions generally reflect the attitudes of contemporary
society toward marking burials, with some demonstrating the strong emotional attachment
of family or church members to the deceased. There are also some concrete markers
unlike any that have been documented in the city’s white cemeteries. These dindicate
some divergence by African-American consumers from the mainstream of marker design.
One very notable way in which Petersburg’s black community traditionally demonstrated
remembrance was by placing small “lodge stones” to commemerate membership in a
fraternal or mutual-assistance organization. These markers testify to the importance
that fraternal and benevolent societies placed on mutual reliance, community, and
remembrance.

The significan rac F s emetéries situated
outside the co * : eqularly-sized
family plots, ; nd walkways; the few
specimen trees ddle{»cos"jt gravestones with
standardized i camples of flodge stones,” small
ial or fraternal organization; and
the juxtaposition of two opposite types of grander markers, mainstream-America marble
obelisks and uniquely crafted concrete pedestals.

14

These elements are closely associated with the history of the African-American
community in Petersburg. They are related to the early acquisition and layout of the
properties by mutual benefit societies or successful undertakers; the importance of
economy over substantial landscaping; the artistic and cultural values the community
shared with white Petersburg and the American mainstream; and the high premium placed
on mutual self-help and remembrance in an ethnically separate working-class community.
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niricance

Cemeteries that qualify for registration with this nomination are important resources
that provide information about the African-American community in Petersburg, ca. 1820 -
1942. Under Criteria Consideration D, a cemetery is eligible if it derives its primary
significance from its association with historic events or distinctive design features.
Those that qualify with this nomination reflect various aspects of black ethnic history
in Petersburg, and through their location, grave markers, and landscape plans they
illuminate the commonalties between Petersburg’s two separate cultures. They represent
broad patterns of attitudes or behavior in an ethnic group whose impact on the larger
community was significant but is not well documented in other resources. They qualify
under Criterion A, and should be listed under the areas of ETHNIC HERITAGE: BLACK, and
SOCIAL EISTORY. Some may also qualify for listing in the area of COMMUNITY PLANNING
AND DEVELOPMENT.

Those that retaj
distinctively
Criterion C for

e or marble, or
qualify under

To qualify for registration, properties must have been used for burial of African-
Americans during the period of significance, ca. 1820 - ca. 1942. The key registration
requirements are a grid organization into regularly-sized family plots; casual drives
and walkways; a few trees in a grassy landscape; the predominance of middle-cost
gravestones with standardized iconography and text; and the juxtaposition of other
types of markers: well-carved marble obelisks, uniquely crafted concrete pedestals and
pulpit stones, and the small “lodge stones” that reflect identification with a
membership group that crossed family and church lines.

To be listed, properties must retain their essential integrity of location, design,
setting, materials, workmanship, feelings and association. The boundaries may have
shifted over time, but the area presently recognized as the cemetery will be a
generally open ground, with grassy cover, scattered trees or shrubs, and uncurbed walks
or driveways. Individual or family plots may feature a variety of fencing or curbing.
Burials and above-ground markers may continue to be added up to the present, but
earlier gravestones or unmarked graves will predominate. The proportional number, size
and scale of the new features must not be so imposing as to overwhelm the overall
historic appearance. Some of the historic gravestones may be broken or show evidence
of repairs, and as a group they will show a range of effects from aging. They will not
have been subjected to a wholesale cleaning and repair effort (which besides giving a
fresh new appearance may well damage stones drastically).
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Maintenance of cemeteries varies. For them to retain integrity, any modern buildings
or service structures must be small-scale and simply designed. Obviously modern
fencing should not be present along® the principal street £rontage. There may be

overgrowth, but brush will be periodically cut to avoid forestation. Rubbish produced
during lot-clearing activities, and fragments of historic material, should be confined
to the edges of the site.

Ongoing maintenance and new burials may have some negative effect on historic
cemeteries, but these factors are very important to their persistence. Continuity of
use promotes identification with the property as a meaningful part of the community,
and encourages the preservation of the burial ground as the resting place of
individuals who are personally remembered.

G. Geographical Data

B.

i

The multiple property listing of African-American cemeteries in Petersburg, Virginia,
is based upon a 1998-99 survey of African~ABmerican cemeteries in the City of Petersburg
conducted by Chicora Foundation, Inc., and Historic Preservation Consultants, under the
auspices of the Virginia Department of Eistoric Resources and the City of Petersburg.
The research goals were to collect historical information concerning the extant
African-American cemeteries in Petersburg, to conduct a reconnaissance of the
historically black section of the National Register-listed Blandford Cemetery, to
generally survey two that are privately-owned (Little Church and East View), and to
thoroughly map and survey People’s Memorial Cemetery, which has been owned by the City
of Petersburg since 1984. Associated goals were the preparation of a preliminary
preservation plan for People’s Memorial, recommendations as to National Register
eligibility, and preparation of a draft Multiple Property Nomination cover sheet for
those considered eligible for listing. The survey report written by Michael Trinkley,
Debi Hacker, and Sarah Fick, The African-American Cemeteries of Petersburg, Virginia:

.Continuity and Change (Chicora Foundation Research Series 55, Columbia 8C, 1999)

provided information for the National Register documentation.

A second goal was to explore the feasibility of using the information developed in
Petersburg to develop a context for evaluating historically African-American cemeteries
throughout the Commonwealth of Virginia.

Background research into plats, deeds and newspaper records, supplemented by “African
Americans in Petersburg: Historic Contexts and Resources for Preservation Planning,
Research and Interpretation” (a 1994 report prepared by Mary Ellen Bushey et. al. for
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the City of Petersburg under an earlier cost-share grant from the Department of
Historic Resources) provided a preliminary context for evaluating properties in light
of Petersburg’'s rich African-2merican history. The properties to be surveyed -
People’s Memorial, Little Church, and East View - were identified for the consultants
by the City of Petersburg‘s Museums Manager and Director of Planning, so that a general
reconnaissance survey was not necessary. Instead, at the same time that research
began, fieldworkers began site surveys of the cemeteries. Their findings as to the
layouts of the grounds, marker types and dates, and plot organization directed the
intensive research into the historic contexts most closely related to the visible
features of the cemeteries. These were determined to be employment and associational
patterns within Petersburg‘s African-American community, cemetery ownership and
management, and contemporary trends in other American cemeteries. Based on their
significance within the context of Petersburg’s African-American history, and their
retention of sufficient integrity to express their associations with the context, all
three of the surveyed properties were recommended as eligible by the consultants.

Upon review of
to the property
one subtype, “Ce

of

rsburg related
ound all to be
subtypes known to
exist in Virg ¢ amily cemeteries,
churchyard cem 5/ rel 3 historijcal | events, are not
represented in urg. ¢ propérties nominated Tnder this cover sheet
are limited to the single subtype.
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historic name People’s Memorial Cemetery

other names/site number

————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————— e ——— o —
street & number South Crater Road ___not for publication

city or town __Petersburg

state Virginia code VA county _Petersburg code _730  zipcode 23803

As the designated authority u
determination of eligibility
the procedural and professio
Register criteria. I recommes
additional comments.)

ation ___ request for
of Historic Places and meets
does not meet the National

Signature of certifying official/Title Date

1 hereby certify that this property is: Signature of the Keeper Date of Action

_____entered in the National Register
. See continuation sheet.
____ determined eligible for the National Register
___ See continuation sheet.
____determined not eligible for the National Register
____removed from the National Register
. other (explain):
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People’s Memorial Cemetery Petersburg, Virginia
Name of Property County and State

Ownership of Property Category of Property Number of Resources within Property
(Check as many boxes as apply) (Check only one box) (Do not include previously listed resources in the count.)
private building Contributing Noncontributing
X public-local district buildings
public-State X site 1 sites
public-Federal structure structures
. oObject objects
1 Total
Name of related multiple property listing Number of contributing resources previously
(Enter "N/A" if property is not part of a multiple property listing.) listed in the National Register
African-American Cemeteries in Petersburg, Virginia 0
6. Function or Use
Historic Functions Current Functions
(Enter categories from instructions) (Enter categories {rom instructions)
Funerary/Cemetery Funerary/Cemetery

Architectural Classi
(Enter categories from instrug!

W .
egories from instructipnsy
it i s

i ]

n/a foundations
walls
roof
other: Stone: Marble
Granite
Concrete

Narrative Description
(Describe the historic and current condition of the property on.one or more continuation sheets.)
See Continuation Sheets
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People’'s Memorial Cemeter Petersburqg, Virginia
Name of Property County and State

Applicable National Register Criteria Areas of Significance
(Mark "x" in one or more boxes for the criteria qualifying the property (Enter categories from instructions)
for National Register listing)

_X_ A Property is associated with events that have made a Community Planning and Development
. significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history. Ethnic Heritage: Black
___ B Property is associated with the lives of persons significant Social History
in our past. ’

C  Property embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type,
period, or method of construction or represents the work of

a master, or possesses high artistic values, or represents a Period of Significance
significant and distinguishable entity whose components ca. 1840 ~ ca. 1942
lack individual distinction.

D  Property has yielded, or is likely to yield information
important in prehistory or history.

Criteria Considerations Significant Dates
(Mark "X" in all the boxes that apply.) 1840, 1866, 1880
Property is:
A owned by a religious institution or used for religious Significant Person
purposes. (Complete if Criterion B is marked above.)

removed from its original location.
a birthplace or grave.

__B

__C

X D acemetery.
___ E areconstruct
__ F acommemor
__ G lessthanS0y

Narrative Statement of Significance
(Explain the significance of the property on one or more continuation sheets.)
See Continuation Sheets

Bibliography
(Cite the bobks, articles, and other sources used in preparing this form on one or more continuation sheets.)
Previous documentation on file (NPS) Primary Location of Additional Data
___ preliminary determination of individual listing (36 CFR 67) has _X__ State Historic Preservation Office
been requested. — Other State agency
___previously listed in the National Register ___ Federal agency
___previously determined eligible by the National Register _X Local government
__ designated 2 National Historic Landmark — University
__recorded by Historic American Buildings Survey # ___Other
____recorded by Historic American Engineering Record # Name of repository:
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People‘s Memorial Cemetery Petersburg, Virginia
Name of Property County and State

Acreage of Property _8.17 acre

UTM References
(Place additional UTM references on a continuation sheet)

Zone Easting Northing Zone Easting Northing
1 _ 3

2 - 4

__ Sec continuation sheet.

Verbal Boundary Description
(Describe the boundaries of the property on a continuation sheet.)

Boundary Justification
(Explain why the boundaries were selected on a continuation sheet.)

namel/title Sarah Fick

organization Historic Preservation Consultants date June 1999

street & number Post Office Box 1112 telephone 843-723-1746
city or town Charleston state sC zpoode 29402

Additional Docum

Submit the following items ¥
Continuation Sheets
Maps
AUSGS map (7.5
A sketch map for his
Photographs
Representative black and white photographs of the property.
Additional items
(Check with the SHPO or FPO for any additional items)

Property Owner
(Complete this item at the request of the SHPO or FPQO.)

name/title City of Petersburg
street & number Nor nion S telephone __804-733-2308
city or town Petersburg state VA zipcode __23803

Paperwork Reduction Act Statement: This information is being collected for applications to the National Register of Historic Places to
nominate properties for listing or determine eligibility for listing, to list properties, and to amend existing listings. Response to this request is
required to obtain a benefit in accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.).

Estimated Burden Statement: Public reporting burden for this form is estimated to average 18.1 hours per response including the time for
reviewing instructions, gathering and maintaining data, and completing and reviewing the forn. Direct comments regarding this burden estimate
or any aspect of this form to the Chief, Administrative Services Division, National Park Service, P.0. Box 37127, Washington, DC 20013-
7127, and the Office of Management and Budget. Paperwork Reductions Project (1024-0018), Washington, DC 20503.
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8

is surely higher, but how high is unknowable. One early-twentieth century observer claimed
that there were 8,852 burials between 1892 and 1943': an apparently high figure that is in
fact consistent with a reasonable death rate among Petersburg’s African-American
population, which averaged 12,280 from 1890 to 1940.

The original plan of the cemetery has not been documented, but surviving records indicate
that plots were sold to members of beneficial societies on the basis of family squares.
Based on remnant portions of coping and fencing, family plots were probably around 17’ X
17, following the general scheme of the rural cemetery movement of the early nineteenth
century. Many of the family plots are surrounded by low concrete coping or retain some
remnants of former coping. There are also a few plots with remnant iron fencing. Only two
markers have been found that represent permanent recordkeeping: an urn-shaped column on
concrete base marked “A SQUARE”, and a tablet noting “Henry H. Kerr’'s Square.”

An improvement prot
walkways, but litt}l
curved driveway
principal drive th
connection from Sou

n of drives and
of a horseshoe-
be seen, but the
twentieth century

The cemetery remained in active use for generations, so there is a broad range of marker
types and styles. Some grave markers include a lodge or church affiliation along with the
names and dates of the deceased. There are only a few obelisks or pedestal tombs, but
those that remain are of good quality and were obviously costly. Over half the monuments
are headstones or dies-in-socket, in traditional marble or granite styles with square,
rounded, or segmented tops. These range in date from the mid-nineteenth to the mid-
twentieth century. Some are finely carved, with lengthy inscriptions, and more than twenty
were identified as having been made by C. M. Walsh or Burns and Campbell, two well-known
white Petersburg firms. Others are concrete, probably locally crafted. Although the
makers have not been identified, several of the stones are clearly from the same hand,

Among the headstones are “lodge stones,” small (12" high, 8-12” across) tablet stones, with
flat or rounded-arched tops. Lodge stones typically supplement a more customary grave
marker. Lettering is simple, with the lodge affiliation usually above the name or initials
of the deceased; dates may be full or merely the year of death. Many are cut in marble,
some’ of them with Burns and Campbell’s mark. Lodge stones from the 1930s and later also
include lawn-type markers of similar size. .

! Thomas B. Brown, letter to members of People’'s Memorial Cemetery Committee, 10 October 1931 (People’s

Cemetery files, City of Petersburg Museums).
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People’s Memorial Cemetery has been enlarged several times. The original 1840 parcel was
one acre; two acres to its south were added in 1865, and another five acres added by 1880
completed the nineteenth century grounds. A one-acre parcel was added to the west side of
the cemetery in 1942 in preparation for relocating a number of graves from South Crater
Road’s expanded right-of-way. This reinterment section of People’s Cemetery is part of the
nominated acreage. N

Alterations to the cemetery include the loss of about 0.6 acre from the east side, along
South Crater Road. 1In 1943 and again in 1968 the road was widened. Each time, the right-
of-way acquisitions required the removal of vaults, curbing, headstones, and unmarked
remains. Reinterments took place in the west section of People’s and also at East View
Cemetery at the opposite side of South Crater Road. The relocation of graves, even as it
involved a number of new headstones, did not impair the essential historic integrity of the
property. A mor ignificant which p ly oc i the removal of an
iron fence and : cemetery, with an
arched sign pane h the gate was an
important histor several decades after
the cemetery’s element of People’s
Memorial Cemeter

Other changes that have occurred over time are very typical of African-American cemeteries.
Maintenance and recordkeeping have been erratic, so that the drives have been rerouted, and
may well traverse burials. The existing gravel drive bisecting the cemetery is rutted and
eroded. Some gravestones are out of place; many have been 1lost; others are broken or
toppled. Fencing and curbing at many plots have not been maintained. The grounds are
unplanned, with a mix of informal plantings and untended mature trees. The continuing use
of family plots over decades has resulted in modern headstones and occasional lawn-cemetery
type markers being scattered among earlier grave markers. Because there has not been any
wholesale redesign of the landscape, the modern elements of the cemetery do not overwhelm
its sense of time and place as a nineteenth century suburban burial ground.

Summary Statement of Significance

People’s Memorial Cemetery reflects the long history of Petersburg’s African-American
community from ca. 1840 to ca. 1942. The economic status and community interest of the
antebellum free black population led to the initial development of a burial ground,
separated under ordinance from Blandford, the municipal cemetery for whites. The cemetery
was enlarged during the nineteenth century through the efforts of benevolent mutual-
assistance societies and also through the entrepreneurial drive of black funeral directors.
From its beginnings to the present day, it has been used for burials of members of all of
Petersburg’s historically black churches and many of the city’s long-established families.
The variety of gravemarker types within the informally organized grounds reflect the broad
range of people who were buried there during years of unofficial ownership by a succession

of semi-organized entities, which lasted until the property was acquired by the City of
Petersburg in 1986.
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Justification of Criteria

People’s Memorial Cemetery is eligible under Criterion A in the areas of COMMUNITY PLANNING
AND DEVELOPMENT, ETHENIC HISTORY: BLACK, and SOCIAL HISTORY. It represents a significant
achievement by Petersburg’s antebellum free blacks in purchasing land for a community-
managed cemetery, and by the African-American community from Reconstruction through the
twentieth century in managing the funerals and burials of its own members. The property
retains physical reminders of Petersburg’s black lodges and fraternal orders, churches,
families, and African-American businesspeople such as undertakers and craftsmen.

People’s Memorial Cemetery is eligible under Criteria Consideration D because it derives
its primary significance from its association from historic events, in that it reflects
important aspects of Petersburg’s community history.

People‘’s Memorial
use *as a burying
on behalf of a mut —penefi
to its dues-paying members.

irmland purchased for
men of r. They were acting

- ol . .
~/proviéd ntial welfare' and social services

The burial ground was enlarged in 1865 when another group of men purchased a two-acre tract
for cemetery use. This section became known as Scott Cemetery for funeral director Thomas
Scott, one of its original purchasers. In 1880 he acquired a larger site to the south, a
small-farm estate of just over five acres where three family grave plots had been laid out.
Over the years until the late 1920s, the three pieces of land were visually inseparable as
one burial ground, but sections bore various names that reflected their management or

ownership by several benevolent societies and undertakers: Old Beneficial, Beneficial
Board, Providence Beneficial, Scott, and Jackson Memorial. By the 1930s the whole parcel
was considered to be one, the People’s Memorial Cemetery. For a time, Little Church

Cemetery was also considered part of People‘’s Memorial, and the northernmost section of
People’s today is within the original Little Church plot.

The 1land had been titled in the nineteenth <century not to chartered nonprofit
orgdnizations, but to individuals acting in trust for the groups. When these associations
became inactive, new deeds were not filed. The land was left in the ownership of the first
purchasers’ heirs, a situation that was repeated when the City of Petersburg recognized the
trustees of a new group, the People’s Memorial Cemetery Association, to be the owners of
the cemetery. It was from their heirs that the city finally acquired the land in 1986.
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Decades of legal limbo as heirs’ property had several effects. First, although many
families retained a connection with the plots that were deeded to them by one or another of
the societies that claimed ownership of the land, others did not. With no continuity of
organizational recordkeeping, knowledge of many burials has been lost. Second, from time
to time various funeral directors operated all or parts of the cemetery as if they owned
it, an essential factor in the long-term success of businessmen such as Thomas Scott and
his successor Thomas H. Brown, and also the Wilkerson family of funeral directors. Most
important, however, the unofficial ownership of its grounds facilitated the identification
of mahy families, beneficial associations, and fraternal lodges with the cemetery.
Improvements were made to the grounds by mutual benefit societies, the *“colored Chamber of
Commerce” of Petersburg, Masonic lodges, women‘s groups, and church organizations - in
short, by every interested party except city government. Since the nineteenth century,
People’s Memorial Cemetery has been considered to be the mutual property of Petersburg’s
African-American ity. L funerals, church funerals, and private funerals all
found their way t ‘ y . ugh the 1950s are
reminders of the h.

.
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Ve oundary Desgcription

The boundaries for People’s Memorial Cemetery are the same as Tax Parcel 21-17.

undar: ustificatio

The youndaries for the nominated property are the same as the boundaries for People’s
Memorial Cemetery. It includes all the land designated as People’s Memorial Cemetery by
the owner, the City of Petersburg.
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historic name Little u Cemete

other names/site number

street & number Mingea Street __ not for publication
city or town Petersburg
state Virginia

of Historic Places and meets
___ does not meet the National
___ See continuation sheet for

determination of eligibility
the procedural and professiar
Register criteria. | recomm
additional comments.)

Signature of certifying official/Title Date

State or Federal agency and bureau
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I bereby certify that this property is: Signature of the Keeper Date of Action

_____entered in the National Register
___See continuation sheet.
____ determined eligible for the National Register
___ See continuation sheet.
.. determined not eligible for the National Register
___removed from the National Register
___ other (explain):
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Little Church Cemetery Petersburg, Virginia
Name of Property County and State

Ownership of Property Category of Property Number of Resources within Property
(Check as many boxes as apply) (Check only one box) (Do not include previously listed resources in the count.)
X _ prvate building Contributing Noncontributing
public-local district buildings
public-State X site 1 sites
public-Federal structure structures
object objects
1 Total
Name of related multiple property listing Number of contributing resources previously
(Enter "N/A" if property is not part of a multiple property listing.) listed in the National Register
African-American Cemeteries in Petersburg, Virginia 0

Historic Functions Current Functions
(Enter categories from instructions) (Enter categories from instructions)
Funerary/Cemetery Funerary/Cemetery

Architectural Class -
from instruétj’g{g;i

. . 13
(Enter categories from instr

n/a foundations
walls
roof
other: Stone: Marble
Granite.
Concrete

Narrative Description
(Describe the historic and current condition of the property on one or more continuation sheets. )
See Continuation Sheets
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Little Church Cemetery Petersburg, Virginia
Name of Property County and State

Applicable National Register Criteria Areas of Significance
(Mark "x" in one or more boxes for the criteria qualifying the property (Enter categories from instructions)
for National Register listing)

_X A Property is associated with events that have made a Ethnic Heritage: Black
significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history. Social History

____ B Property is associated with the lives of persons significant Art
in our past.

X_C  Property embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type.

period, or method of construction or represents the work of
amaster, or possesses high artistic values, or represents a Period of Significance
significant and distinguishable entity whose components ca. 1883 - ca. 1942

lack individual distinction.

D Property has yielded, or is likely to yield information
important in prehistory or history.

Criteria Considerations Significant Dates
(Mark "X" in all the boxes that apply.)

Property is:
__ A owned by areligious institution or used for religious Significant Person
purposes. (Complete if Criterion B is marked above.)
B removed from its original location.
__ C abirthplace or grave.
X D acemetery. Cultural Affiliation
___E areconstructed i ;
__F acommemorati
G lessthan 50 y
within the past

Narrative Statement of Significance
(Explain the significance of the property on one or more continuation sheets.)
See Continuation Sheets

Bibliography
(Cite the books, articles, and other sources used in preparing this form on one or more continuation sheets.)
Previous documentation on file (NPS) Primary Location of Additional Data
___ preliminary determination of individual listing (36 CFR 67) has _X_ State Historic Preservation Office
been requested. _.. Other State agency
___previously listed in the National Register ___Federal agency
___previously determined eligible by the National Register X Local government
___ designated a National Historic Landmark ___ University
___recorded by Historic American Buildings Survey #___ ___Other
___recorded by Historic American Engineering Record # Name of repository:
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Little Church Cemetery Petersburg, Virginia
Name of Property County and State

Acreage of Property 2.5

UTM References

(Place additional UTM references on a continuation sheet)

Zone Easting Northing Zone Easting Northing

1 — - 3
4 __

__ See continuation sheet.

Verbal Boundary Description
(Describe the boundaries of the property on a continuation sheet.)

Boundary Justification
(Explain why the boundaries were selected on a continuation sheet.)

name/title Sarah Fick )
organization Historic Preservation Congultants date June 1999
street & number __Post Office Box 1112 telephone 843-723-1746
city or town Charleston state sC znpcode 29402

Submit the following item
Continuation Shee
Maps ~
A USGS map (7.5%
A sketch map for historic districts and properties having large acreage or numerous resources.
Photographs
Representative black and white photographs of the property.
Additional items
(Check with the SHPO or FPO for any additional items)
Property Owner
(Complete this item at the request of the SHPO or FPO.)

name/title es M. Wi son Funeral Establishme ne.
street & number 102 South Avenue telephone 804-732-8911
city or town Petersburg state va zipcode __ 23803

Paperwork Reduction Act Statement This information is being coilected for applications to the National Register of Historic Places to
nominate properties for listing or determine eligibility for listing, to list properties, and to amend existing listings. Response to this request is
required to obtain a benefit in accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.).

Estimated Burden Statement: Public reporting burden for this form is estimated to average 18.1 hours per response including the time for
reviewing instructions, gathering and maintaining data, and completing and reviewing the form. Direct comments regarding this burden estimate
or any aspect of this form to the Chief, Administrative Services Division, National Park Service, P.0. Box 37127, Washington, DC 20013-
7127, and the Office of Management and Budget, Paperwork Reductions Project (1024-0018), Washington, DC 20303.



THE AFRICAN AMERICAN CEMETERIES OF PETERSBURG

NPS Form 10-900-a OMB No. 1024-0018

(8-86)

- United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service
NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES
CONTINUATION SHEET
Little Church Cemetery
name of property

African-American Cemeteries in Petersburg, Virginia
name of multiple property listing

Petersburg (Independent Citv), Virginia

Section _7_ Page 1 county and state

Summary Description

Little Church Cemetery conforms to the property type “Historic African-American
Cemeteries,” subtype “African-American Community Cemeteries Situated outside the Core
City.” Established by the early 1880s on two of the southernmost parcels of a tract of
farmland being subdivided as the “Village of New Blandford,” it was later enlarged eastward
to South Crater Road. Because of its establishment on platted lots, the boundary lines are
straight, resulting in a trapezoidal form with a rectangular extension, a total area of
about 2.5 acres.

The slightly elevated site is entered from Mingea Street, its north boundary. There are
three sets of concrete steps up from the road to the unenclecsed cemetery. Cover is low
grass dotted with a few ocak and cedar trees but no ornamental shrubs. Most burials seem to
be organized rough ; ] ; 3 ouped in 16-foot
square plots. ’

The earliest extam
granite, or concre Yictorian and early-
twentieth century 3 Williams (d. 1900)
dominates the cemetery. There are also locally-made concrete headstones, some marked “MR”
by the maker, Milton Rivers, some by unknown artisans, and a number of small marble “lodge
stones” from at least ten different fraternal orders or lodges. Stones and other monuments
show variations in condition, with some toppled or leaning as a result of graves settling.

General Description

At the south side of Mingea Street, bounded by People’s Memorial Cemetery to its south,
Talliaferro Road to its west, and South Crater Road and a row of commercial properties to
its east, Little Church Cemetery occupies about 2.5 acres of the western portion of the
ridge along which Crater Road runs south from Petersburg. It was established on a suburban
farm lot that was occupied in the late nineteenth century by a house and outbuildings owned
by the heirs of John W. Mingea, a prominent white citizen.

The fairly level ground drops off at the west and south sides, toward Talliaferro Street
and.People’s Memorial Cemetery, and provides a gentle climb up from the entrances on Mingea
Street. A double-leaf iron gate in a common bow-and-picket style, with the shield of
Cincinnati Iron Gate Company, is set at the head of one set of steps. Within the
unenclosed site, the ground undulates considerably, suggesting many unmarked graves. Cover
is low grass dotted with a few ocak and cedar trees, and no ornamental shrubs. Although
there is a section where concrete markers and unmarked depressions indicate single graves,
the majority of burials are grouped in 16-foot square plots. Four of these are surrounded
by iron fences dating from the late-nineteenth or early twentieth century. Three of these
are designs of the Stewart Iron Works Company, and one has the shield of “C. Hanika &
Sons.” Other plots have been enclosed by low coping walls of concrete. A few are marked
to indicate full- or half-plot.
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Stones and other monuments show variations in condition, with some toppled or leaning as a
result of graves settling. The earliest extant stone marks a burial in 1883. Most
monuments are headstones or dies-in-socket of marble or granite, with some very good
examples of traditional Victorian and early-twentieth century designs. Eleven extant
obelisks range in date from 1889 through 1921, and the pedestal tomb of the Reverend Henry
Williams (d. 1900) dominating the center of the cemetery. Some of these are from the
Petersburg workshop of Burns- and Campbell. Much smaller marble “lodge stones” from at
least ten different fraternal orders or lodges have been identified, many of thenm
supplementing other gravestones. There are also several locally-made concrete headstones,
some marked “MR” by Milton Rivers (active 1890s-1917).

The number of concrete markers that remain in place at Little Church Cemetery is unusual,
and the makers of most of them have not been identified. Some of them are clearly by the
same craftsman, wh ommercially-available
stone markers. Th . 1dwn~type markers,
with a variety of “mass-produced thin
metal letters set consfumé:i preference or the
artisan‘s choice. ewasheél ‘at; one time, although
most of the coati 3 y : ‘the whitewa Shed surfaces, these
concrete markers are a dlst:.nctlve example of a  vernacular styl hat persisted in a
community that had access to, and could afford, gravemarkers of granite or even marble that
were commonly used in white and black cemeteries.

Alterations to the cemetery are very typical of African-American cemeteries. Maintenance
and recordkeeping have been erratic. Some gravestones are out of place; many have been
lost; others are broken or toppled. Some fences and curbing are very deteriorated, and at
least one plot fence (surrounding the Williams monument) has been lost completely. The
continuing use of family plots over decades has resulted in modern headstones and
occasional lawn-cemetery type markers being scattered among earlier grave markers. Because
there has not been any wholesale redesign of the landscape, the modern elements of the
cemetery do not overwhelm its sense of time and place as a nineteenth century suburban
burial ground. Despite the deterioration or losses of some elements, and the addition of
some clearly modern markers, the general appearance retains integrity as a privately-owned
burial ground in which maintenance of separately-deeded plots is the responsibility of
individual lot holders.
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ummary Statement of Significanc

Little Church Cemetery reflects important aspects of the history of Petersburg’s African-
American community from ca. 1883 to ca. 1942. The land was acquired (with at least some
burials already having occurred) in 1883 by James M. Wilkerson, who operated the cemetery
as part of his undertaking establishment for years. Ownership of a burial ground was a key
component of his successful business, which also operated a funeral home with a rental hall
that became an important meeting place for African-American lodges and more purely social
activities. The Wilkerson family were closely associated with Gillfield Baptist Church,
whose first black minister, the Reverend Henry Williams, Jr., was buried here in 1900.
Despite their elite status and close ties with that church, the cemetery has been used for
burials of members of most of Petersburg’s historically black churches, many of its long-
established families, and nearly a dozen different fraternal organizations.

Little Church Ceme
which were probabl
mid-twentieth cent

gte gravemarkers,

Justification of

Little Church Cemetery is eligible under Criterion A in the areas of ETHNIC HISTORY: BLACK,
and SOCIAL EISTORY. It represents a significant achievement by an entrepreneurial family
in purchasing land for their company and using it to secure business while providing for
the needs of the African-American community. The property retains physical reminders of
Petersburg’s black lodges and fraternal orders, churches, families, and African-American
businesspeople such as undertakers and craftsmen. .
Little Church Cemetery is also eligible under Criterion C in the area of ART because of the
significant collection of concrete gravestones, a vernacular adaptation of traditional
headstones.

Little Church Cemetery is eligible under Criteria Consideration D because it derives its
primary significance from its association from historic events or distinctive design
features.

istorica ck und

Little Church Cemetery (the name refers not to a church, but to a nearby road, Little
Church Street) was established on a suburban farm lot that was occupied in the late
nineteenth century by a house and outbuildings owned by the heirs of John W. Mingea, a
prominent white citizen. When the Mingea heirs sold the plot in 1882, at least some
burials had already taken place, although their identity or location within the tract is
unknown. The first African-American purchasers, John C. and Eloise Drake, were connected
to the Jackson family, who had owned part of the land that became People’s Memorial
Cemetery. They sold it very shortly to James Wilkerson, Jr.
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Wilkerson became one of Petersburg’s most prominent funeral directors, and James M.
Wilkerson Funeral Establishment is still an active concern. Having started in the business
as a partner in the firm Parker & Wilkerson, he became an independent undertaker during the
1880s. His financial success is indicated by his family’s well-built house at 1205 Rome
Street, constructed during the 1890s.* Cemetery ownership was an important component of
Wilkerson’s business operation (he bought East View Cemetery in 1911). Lot sales produced
revenue, and families preparing to bury there would be inclined to arrange the funeral
through his firm.

Lots may have sold quickly, but the organization of the grounds into family squares meant
that burials in each took place over several generations. Markers in the cemetery show a
range of dates almost to the present. Although the cemetery is considered to be “full,”
and the sections dedicated to single graves have closely spaced and even overlapping
burials, there are amilysp

rental: and he had a hall
O ganifzatgons. Despite these
ventures into rel that hgwmhrketed fencing or
gravestones. The § tside Pe tersburg, and probably
sold through one or more local dealers. Gravemarkers, too, were made by a number of
artisans. Historic monuments that can be attributed were provided by Burns and Campbell (a
white firm) and Milton Rivers (an African-American maker who worked mostly in concrete).
Few of the marble lodge stones or concrete markers are signed. Several similar lodge
stones at People’s Memorial Cemetery were made by Burns and Campbell, which may have been
responsible for some of those at Little Church as well.

Wilkerson's busines
built near his fun

The concrete markers and low coping walls were probably made locally. They were cast in a
variety of forms, indicating that Milton Rivers had more than one . competitor. The
selection of concrete markers for a cemetery whose customers counted themselves among the
upper ranks of their community is intriguing. They may have been supporting businesses run
by their peers, or they may have been consciously choosing gravemarkers atypical of those
in white cemeteries. Regardless of the reasons for the use of concrete, the large
collection that remains will provide a wvaluable sample for further study. Little Church
Cemetery embodies distinctive characteristics of a type and method of construction, and

represents a significant and distinguishable entity whose components lack individual
distinction. '

Bushey et. al., p. 40 (photo), p. 50.
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Verb un escription

The boundaries for Little Church Cemetery are the same as Tax Parcel 21-17.

Boundary Justification

The area of Little
century. A small
lost during the hi
strip 80’ deep, 1
have not been loca £ting Lo
nominated property are the boundaries indicated on the tax map, which includes all the land
designated as Little Church Cemetery.

g the twentieth
th Crater Road was
larger section, a
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United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service

NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES
REGISTRATION FORM

This form is for use in nominating or requesting determinations for individual properties and districts. Sec instructions in How 1o Compleie the
National Register of Historic Places Registration Form (National Register Bulletin 16A). Complete each item by marking “X" in the
appropriate box or by entering the information requested. [f an item does not apply to the property being documented., enter “N/a” for “not
applicable.” For functions, architectural classification, materials, and areas of significance, enter only categories and subcategories from the
instructions. Place additional eatries and narrative items on continuation sheets (NPS Form 10-900a). Usc a typewriter, word processor, or
computer to complete all items.

historic name East View Cemetery

other names/site number

street & number South Crater Road __ not for publication
city or town Petersburg
state Virginia code VA _county _Petersburg code _730  zipcode __23803

smination __ request for
2 e8! of Historic Places and meets
gerty __jmeets| __ does not meet the National
statewide ___jlocaily. (__ See continuation sheet for

i

As the designated authority
determination of eligibility
the procedural and professio;
Register criteria. [ recom
additional comments.)

Signature of certifying official/Tite Date

I hereby certify that this property is: Signature of the Keeper Date of Action

___entered in the National Register
____ See continuation sheet.
. determined eligible for the National Register
__ See continuation sheet.
__determined not eligible for the National Register
___removed from the National Register
. other (explain):
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East View Cemetery Petersburg, Virginia
Name of Property County and State

Ownership of Property Category of Property Number of Resources within Property
(Check as many boxes as apply) « (Check only one box) (Do not include previously listed resources in the count.)
X _ private building Contributing Noncontributing
public-local district buildings
public-State X _ site 1 sites
public-Federal structure ' structures
object objects
1 Total
Name of related multiple property listing Number of contributing resources previously
(Enter "N/A" if property is not part of a multiple property listing.) listed in the National Register
African-American Cemeteries in Petersburg, Virginia Q

Historic Functions : Current Functions
(Enter categories from instructions) (Enter categories from instructions)
Funerary/Cemetery Funerary/Cemetery

Architectural Cla
(Enter categories from inst

from instru¢tions

foundations

walls
roof
other. Stone: Marble
Granite
Concrete

Narrative Description
(Describe the historic and current condition of the property on one or more continuation sheets.)
See Continuation Sheets
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East View Cemetery Petersburg, Virginia
Name of Property County and State

Applicable National Register Criteria Areas of Significance
(Mark "x" in one or more boxes for the criteria qualifying the property (Enter categones from instructions)
for National Register listing) '

X A Property is associated with events that have made a Ethnic Heritage: Black
significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history. Social History

____ B Property is associated with the lives of persons significant Art
in our past.

X_C  Property embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type,
period, or method of construction or represents the work of

a master, or possesses high artistic values, or represents a Period of Significance
significant and distinguishable entity whose components ca. 1866 - ca. 1942
lack individual distinction.

D Property has yielded, or is likely to yield information
important in prehistory or history.

Criteria Considerations Significant Dates
(Mark "X" in all the boxes that apply.) 1911 ,
Property is:
___ A ‘owned by areligious institution or used for religious Significant Person
purposes. (Complete if Criterion B is marked above.)
___ B ' removed from its original location.
_. C abirthplace or grave.
X D acemetery. Cultural Affiliation
__F
.G

Narrative Statement of Significance
(Explain the significance of the property on one or more continuation sheets.)
See Continuation Sheets

Bibliography

(Cite the books, articles, and other sources used in preparing this form on one or more continuation sheets.)

Previous documentation on file (NPS) Primary Location of Additional Data

— preliminary determination of individual listing (36 CFR 67) has _X_ State Historic Preservation Office -
been requested. __ Other State agency

__ previously listed in the National Register _Federal agency

— previously determined eligible by the National Register X Local government

_ designated a National Historic Landmark — University

— recorded by Historic American Buildings Survey # __Other

. recorded by Historic American Engineering Record # Narme of repository:
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Name of Property County and State

Acreage of Property _26.75 acres

UTM References
(Place additional UTM references on a continuation sheet)

Zone Easting Northing Zone Easting Northing

1 . 3
4 __ N

__ See continuation sheet.

Verbal Boundary Descriptioﬁ
(Describe the boundaries of the property on a continuation sheet.)

Boundary Justification
(Explain why the boundaries were selected on a continuation sheet.)

name/title Sarah Fick

organization Historic Preservation Consultants date June 1999

street & number Post Office Box 1112 telephone 843-723-1746
city or town Charleston state sc zipcode _ 29402

Submit the following item :
Continuation Sheet

Maps ‘ )
A USGS map (7.5 1 o rty's location. :
A sketch map for historic districts and properties having large acreage or numerous resources.
Photographs

Representative black and white photographs of the property.
Additional items
(Check with the SHPO or FPO for any additional items)

Property Owner
(Complete this item at the request of the SHPO or FPO.)

name/title James M. Wilkerson m'nega; Establishment, Inc.

street & number 102 South Avenue telephone 804-732-8911
city or town Petersburg state va zipcode 23803

Paperwork Reduction Act Statement: This information is being collected for applications to the National Register of Historic Places to
nominate properties for listing or determine eligibility for listing, to list properties, and to amend existing listings. Response to this request is
required to obtain a benefit in accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.).

Estimated Burden Statement: Public reporting burden for this form is estimated to average 18.1 hours per response including the time for
reviewing instructions, gathering and maintaining data, and completing and reviewing the form, Direct comments regarding this burden estimate
or any aspect of this form to the Chief, Administrative Services Division, National Park Service, P.0. Box 37127, Washington, DC 20013-
7127; and the Office of Management and Budget, Paperwork Reductions Project (1024-0018}), Washington, DC 20503.
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Summary Description

East View Cemetery conforms to the property type “Historic African-American Cemeteries,”
subtype “African-American Community Cemeteries Situated outside the Core City.”
Established as early as 1866 on several parcels of a tract of farmland laid out as regular
lots at either side of a straight road, the 26.75-acre property is generally rectangular
with its south line following the uneven course of a branch that separates it from today‘s
Petersburg National Battlefield.

The level site is entered from Page Street, its south boundary. There is a low brick wall
with entry posts along South Crater Road, but the drive that they access is unused today.
The property is unenclosed except the front wall and a brick-and-concrete wall that
demarcates the east half of the boundary with B‘rith Achim Cemetery to the north. Cover is
low grass dotted d dar t with ] east and southeast
boundaries of th gar north sections
of the cemetery.

The earliest extarn Most monuments are

headstones of marp it ¢ traditional Victorian
and early-twentieth century designs, “lodge stones”
commemorating membership in beneficial or fraternal associations. The historic markers

that can be attributed came from the Petersburg shops of C. M. Walsh, Burns and Campbell,
and Milton Rivers. There is also an exceptional range of concrete markers, all of which
appear to have originally been whitewashed. They include plaque markers and tabletstones,
thicker tabletstones that resemble pulpit markers, pointed-arched monuments that seem to
represent upward-pointing arrows, and even a concrete obelisk. Most unusual are several
concrete markers cast as obelisks, but with barbs or roofs raking out from the shaft.
These are the work of a very skilled craftsman, as is the March monument (B. P. March,
1859-1900). This slender concrete column is topped by a concrete head of an African-
American man, the only such example found in any of Petersburg’s cemeteries. The makers of
these notable gravemarkers have not been identified.

General Description

At the east side of South Crater Road, bounded by Page Street and a residential
neighborhood to the south, Blandford Cemetery to the west, and B’'rith Achim Cemetery to the
north, East View Cemetery occupies about 26.75 acres of a level plain above Poor Creek.
Only at the southern edge, where the property slopes down to the creek, do the elevations
show more than local variation.

The cemetery can be viewed as several sections. The west portion, about 4.2 acres, is
bisected by a two-rut gravel road perpendicular to South Crater Road that eventually turns
south to connect with Page Street. A brick wall with entry columns but no gate faces the
highway, but the cemetery is otherwise unenclosed except by the common wall that divides it
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from B‘rith Achim. Beyond the east end of the wall, trees have grown up to virtually
overtake a strip of graves, many of which are marked. The layout of their plots cannot be
determined. Except that overgrown area, the grassy aspect of this section of the cemetery
is interrupted only by a few oak and cedar trees. It can be seen to have been organized
into uniform lots of about 16’ square, in keeping with the rural cemetery movement which
emphasized lot enclosures and individual monuments. Many of the squares have remnants of
coping walls, but much of the coping material has been removed. Only four plots are
fenced. Two fences are of modern pipe-rails, and two are late-nineteenth or early
twentieth century iron fences probably produced by Stewart Iron Works for retailing by a
local firm.

Extant stones in this portion of East View indicate that it began to be heavily used only
in the early 1920s, but one marble tabletstone with a date of 1890 was identified. The
early gravestones ble obelisks, and
small marble lodg lodge affiliation
of the deceased. from the Petersburg
shops of C. M. W on Rivers (concrete).
One notable mon di bronze casting of a
face, a portrait p ! f also an exceptional
range of concrete markers, all of whlch appear to have orlglnally been whitewashed. They
include plaque markers and tabletstones, thicker tabletstones that resemble pulpit markers,
pointed-arched monuments that seem to represent upward-pointing arrows, and even a concrete
obelisk. Most unusual are several concrete markers cast as obelisks, but with barbs or
roofs raking out from the shaft. These are the work of a very skilled craftsman, as is the
March monument (B. P. March, 1859-1900). This slender concrete column is topped by a
concrete head of an African-American man, the only such example found in any of
Petersburg’s cemeteries.

Beyond the western “front” section of East View Cemetery is an open grassed field where the
victims of an early-twentieth century epidemic are said to be buried. No markers of any
sort break this expanse, and there are no signs of the settling graves that may be expected
in a hastily-used area of many individual burials.

The public road, Page Street, terminates just beyond the open field. A brick pillar,
perhaps originally one of a pair, marks the entry to an unpaved continuation of Page Street
that extends to a woods line marking the approximate east boundary of the cemetery. The
rear or eastern section of East View Cemetery extends north and south of this unpaved lane.
At the north side, adjacent to Blandford Cemetery, is a woods line at least 100’ across, in
which are hundreds of graves, marked and unmarked, dating to the 1920s. South of the Page

Street extension, the cemetery is further subdivided by several drives. 1In the southeast
quadrant are the earliest headstones found at East View Cemetery, marble tabletstones
dating the 1866 and 1868. The early sections at far south and north blend into the

center-rear section where markers typically date from the 1930s to the present, indicating
continuing use of family plots that were first conveyed ca. 1930.
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The eastern portion of East View Cemetery, also called Wilkerson Memorial Cemetery, has
been opened in sections over time. A major expansion cane in 1942-43, when a number of
graves were relocated from the edge of People’s Memorial Cemetery that was to be affected
by a highway widening project. This was repeated in 1968.

The Wilkerson interests may have envisioned the rear section of East View as” a memorial
park, a cemetery landscape that became dominant in the first gquarter of the twentieth
century. Their goal of easy maintenance was thwarted by the families who used the site,
who continued to place curbing of granite, concrete or brick and above-ground monuments on
their plots. Ownership of some family plots must predate the Wilkerson’s acquisition of
the entire cemetery in 1911, and may have been claimed since the time Henry Bowman acquired
Lots 7 and 8 of the Taylor Estate in the 1850s.

The Wilkerson M
marker dates and
1940s; granite ob
concrete); many
stones than are fg¢ 3 Memox
lawn-type markers| gh withl the grass £
commonly date from after World War II.

iderable range of
mithe 1860s through
lsewhere was only in
ach ] proportion of lodge
h Cemetel: There are also many
vault slza s;;} two types that most

The gravemarkers that were made after the end of the period of significance ca. 1942
(including some placed during the reinterment work) do not overwhelm the sense of the site
as a historic cemetery. Surrounded by earlier gravestones, they dominate only part of its
rear sections. Although they are clearly modern, they are additions, not substantial
alterations, and the property retains its overall integrity and sense of time and place.

Most alterations to East View Cemetery are very typical of African-American cemeteries.
Maintenance and recordkeeping have been erratic. Some gravestones are out of place; many
have been lost; others are broken or toppled. Coping and fence elements are deteriorated
or missing. The lack of maintenance is most apparent and severe in the “fringe” sections
along the north boundary of the cemetery. In these overgrown areas, abandoned by the
cemetery’s management, only a few graves are tended. The overgrown section near Blandford,
the woods line at the east boundary, and the slope leading to Poor Creek, are all used as
disposal areas for coping material and even some markers. Some may have been displaced at
an early date, in pursuit of the goal of a low-maintenance lawn park memorial cemetery, but
dumping has continued as elements seem incapable of repair or merely inconveniences to
mowing or gravedigging activities. These unfortunate alterations do not outweigh the
general integrity of the property or its ability to convey its significant historic
associations as a cemetery where commercial ownership of the land coexists with separately-
deeded plots whose markers and maintenance are the responsibility of individual lot
holders.
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Summary Statement of Significance

East View Cemetery reflects important aspects of the history of Petersburg’s African-
American community from ca. 1866 to ca. 1942. It was laid out on several lots of a farm
that was surveyed and subdivided for sale in 1855. The earliest burials took place while
the land was owned by Henry Bowman and his heirs from the 1850s until 1911. At least by
1905 the burial ground was known as East View Cemetery. After having managed the cemetery
for some years as part of his undertaking establishment, in 1911 James M. Wilkerson, Jr.,
purchased the property from John C. Bowman. For decades Wilkerson Funeral Bome/James M.
Wilkerson Funeral Establishment has sold lots to families and individuals, opening new
sections as previous areas are completely sold. This gradual expansion has not resulted in
clearly defined “old” and “new” sections, because the use as family plots assures a range
of burial dates even in the oldest squares. The cemetery has been used for burials of
members of most ¢ tersbuy s—historica, - of its long-
established famil ) nes commemorating
y and Little Church

East View Cemeter / at for ollectl rete gravemarkers, which
were probably locally produced, dating ate nineteenth century through the mid-
twentieth century.

Justification of Criteria

East View Cemetery is eligible under Criterion A in the areas of ETHNIC EISTORY: BLACK, and
SOCIAL HISTORY. It represents a significant achievement by an entrepreneurial family in
purchasing land for their company and using it to secure business while providing for the
needs of the African-American community. The property retains physical reminders of
Petersburg’s black lodges and fraternal orders, churches, families, and BAfrican-American
businesspeople such as undertakers and craftsmen.

Eagt View Cemetery is also eligible under Criterion C in the area of ART because of the
significant collection of concrete gravestones, some of them vernacular adaptations of
traditional headstones and some of them in styles that are previously unrecorded.

East View Cemetery is eligible under Criteria Consideration D because it derives its
primary significance from its association from historic events or distinctive design
features.
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Bistorical Background

East View Cemetery was established on a suburban farm lot that was surveyed for the Estate
of Elizabeth Taylor in 1855. By the time the plat was recorded, Henry Bowman had acquired
Lot #7 (five acres); before his death he also acquired Lot #8 (about 12 acres). Henry
.Bowman‘’s identity is unknown. Apparently an African-American, he also owned land at the
opposite side of South Cratér Road (below today’s People’s Memorial Cemetery), and may have
resided on the Taylor tract, which was outside the corporate boundaries of Petersburg until
1945. For that reason, Bowman has not been traced through the Petersburg census records
that can provide much information about antebellum free blacks within the city.

Bowman's son John gained title from the other heirs in 1902, and in 1904 added Parcel #5
(nine acres) of the Taylor farm to his property. It is unlikely that the entire Bowman
holdings were origi di emetery, b 1866 some burials,
marked by marble SO perty, where the
land slopes steep the dded nine acres,
the city directory ? for the first time.
A few years late View Cemetery today
also includes pargks . became B'rith Achim
Cemetery (which was

Wilkerson was one of Petersburg’s most prominent funeral directors, and his business is
still an active concern. Having started as a partner in the firm Parker & Wilkerson, he
became an independent undertaker during the 1880s and purchased Little Church Cemetery in
1883. His financial success is indicated by his family’s well-built house at 1205 Rome
Street, constructed during the 1890s.? Management and ownership of a cemetery was an
important component of the business. Lot sales produced revenue, and families preparing to
bury on his grounds would be inclined to arrange the funeral through Wilkerson.

Wilkerson or his predecessor organized much of the cemetery into family squares, so that
burials in each took place over several generations. Markers in the cemetery show a range
of dates up to the present. Obviously, sections that were laid out for lot sales in the
twentieth century do not hold early gravestones, but plots with very early stones may also
have recent burials.

Wilkerson’s business periodically extended into coach and hack rentals, and he had a hall
built near his funeral home for rental to lodges and other organizations. Despite these
ventures into related services, there is no evidence that he marketed fencing or
gravestones. The iron fences that survive were made outside Petersburg, and probably sold
through one or more local dealers. Gravemarkers, too, were made by a number of artisans.
The historic monuments that can be attributed were locally made, by two white firms, C. M.
Walsh and Burns & Campbell, and Milton Rivers, an African-American who worked mostly in

_ Bushey et. al., p. 40 (photo), p. 50.
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concrete but who carved several of the granite obelisks at East View. Charles Sparks, a
Wilkerson relative who managed the cemetery for years, is also thought to have made some
concrete markers and coping walls, but which ones he made have not been identified.’

All the concrete markers and low coping walls were probably made locally. They were cast
in a variety of forms, and all appear to have originally been whitewashed. Many are in
traditional styles that resemble commercially-made granite or marble markers. Others are
less common, and indicate great skill on the part of the artisan(s) who prepared the molds.
There is an obelisk in a cross form, and several headstones with steeply gabled arches that
may represent upward-pointing arrows. These markers may all be seen as unusual or local
expressions of traditional Western Christian thought, but there are others which cannot.
The cultural values behind the markers cast as obelisks with barbs or roofs raking out from
the shaft are obscure, but the objects themselves demonstrate high levels of creativity and
technical ability.— iqu ncrete -, that y ent is likewise
the work of a mast >

The selection of ¢
and could afford

who clearly valued
4 pporting businesses
run by their peerp; the rs atypical of those
in white cemeteries; other examples have
been lost. Regardless of the reasons for the use of concrete, the collection that remains
at East View Cemetery embodies distinctive characteristics of a type and method of
construction, and represents a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may
lack individual distinction.
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Verbal Boundary Description
The boundaries for East View Cemetery are the same as Tax Parcels 20-1-4 and 20-5-5.
Boundary Justification

The boundaries for the nominated property are the boundaries indicated on the tax map,
which includes all the land designated as East View Cemetery.

- Interview, Pernell A. Simms, 12/16/1998.
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SCALE IN FEET

Figure 25. Plan showing the _graclual “erosion” of People's Cemetery resulting from the 1943 and 1968 road widenings.
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PEOPLE’S MEMORIAL CEMETARY

Figure 26: Thomas H. Brown's sketch map of People’s Cemetary.
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