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ABSTRACT 

 Small shops are an example of vernacular commercial architecture at a micro scale. 

Though the typology is found across the country, the research for this thesis focuses on those 

shops which are located in Charleston, South Carolina. Historically, small shops housed the 

city’s first small businesses. African Americans, European immigrants, and other members of the 

middle-to-lower class working population built these shops to house such operations as tailors, 

barbershops, groceries, and doctors offices. Less than a quarter of Charleston’s original small 

shops remain intact, making it a precious historic resource. Small shops, as an architectural 

typology, represent a unique building form, which has not yet been identified or thoroughly 

studied. By closely analyzing the evolution of the small shop’s form, and considering the social 

histories of three case study sites, this thesis tells of the entrepreneurial risks, successes, and 

failures associated with the small shop, which helped to shape the overall development of 

Charleston’s vernacular architectural and commercial landscapes. 
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Chapter I 

INTRODUCTION 

The Question 

 The diverse stock of historic homes, churches, and civic buildings in Charleston, South 

Carolina, has long been regarded as some of the best-preserved architecture in America.  1

However, most tourists who visit the city, anticipating the shady lanes south of Broad Street, 

lined with elegant homes, breezy piazzas, and lush gardens, rarely consider the architectural 

resources that exist on the middle or upper peninsula. Charleston’s vernacular and post-

nineteenth century cultural resources have, historically, not received the same level of attention 

from the preservation field as the ‘tourist-approved’ architecture ‘South of Broad.’ One building 

type that has been particularly overlooked by historians and preservation professionals alike is 

the ‘small shop.’ These unassuming, single-story vernacular commercial buildings were 

constructed across the peninsula in the century following the Civil War, with especially heavy 

concentrations in the Cannonborough/Elliottborough, Radcliffeborough, and East Side 

neighborhoods.  What is it about these buildings that makes them a significant part of 2

Charleston’s architectural history and, therefore, worth preserving? This thesis will examine the 

!1

 Jonathan Poston, The Buildings of Charleston: A Guide to the City’s Architecture (Columbia: University of South 1

Carolina Press, 1997), 30.

 The exact date that small shop construction began is unknown. However, based on evidence from Sanborn Fire 2

Insurance Maps and the known developmental periods of the neighborhoods where many small shops were built, it 
can be estimated that their construction began around the 1860s. There may be earlier occurrences of this building 
type prior to this date, but the author found no supporting evidence for this in Charleston.



small shop’s architectural development and associated social histories, in order to answer this 

question. 

 Small shops are a unique building typology; however, they are not unique to Charleston. 

Though there is no comprehensive survey of small shops, they have been found in other cities 

across South Carolina, as well as in North Carolina, Georgia, Florida, Virginia, Ohio, California, 

Pennsylvania, and even Jamaica.  This list may not be a comprehensive picture of where small 3

shops exist, but it does suggest that the buildings, as a typology, are not a distinctly Charleston-

based phenomenon. However, because the city has an exceptionally dense concentration of small 

shops, and more extant shops exist here than have been identified in any other city, Charleston is 

a good place to begin analyzing small shops as a typology. For the purposes of this thesis, all 

research conducted and generalizations made about the typology’s uses and patterns of 

architectural development pertain solely to those small shops which are, or were, located in 

Charleston. Clear similarities exist in the architectural form and siting of small shops in 

Charleston and elsewhere; however, no conclusions have been reached about the historic uses of 

small shops in other cities. 

 As noted, small shops are single-story (and most often single-room) vernacular buildings. 

However, these are not their only defining characteristics. Architecturally, a small shop is 

considered to be a building that has an area of 450 square feet or less, only consists of a single 

story, and falls within one of the four sub-typologies defined in Chapter III of this thesis (figure 

1.1). They can range from vernacular, yet ornate, wood-frame structures to simple concrete block 

!2

 Leeann Dickerson, “The Charleston Sweet Shop” (report prepared for the Preservation Society of Charleston, 3

Charleston, South Carolina, August 2013), 25; See Appendix F for specific examples of small shops in each of these 
locations.



buildings. The final, and most crucial, defining characteristics of a small shop are location and 

use. In order to be considered a small shop, a building must have historically housed a 

commercial function and must be located within a historically residential neighborhood. It 

cannot be a located within a district that is zoned for exclusive commercial use, nor can it be 

attached to more than one other building that is also used in the operation of a business. 

!

!  
Figure 1.1: Examples of the four small shop sub-typologies. Clockwise, from the upper left: 11 
Aiken Street, mid-block shop; 4 John Street, three-bay shop; 57 1/2 Carolina Street, corner shop; 
and 147 Spring Street, attached shop.  4

!

!3

 Photos by author.4



 The name ‘small shop’ has been derived from the building’s uniquely compact footprint, 

as well as the small businesses that historically occupied them. Although small shops have not 

been the exclusive subject of a research endeavor in the past, local historians, and a recent area 

character appraisal for the Cannonborough-Elliottborough neighborhood, have recognized them 

as being a unique building form which adds to the historic character of the surrounding 

architectural landscape. However, they have never been given an official name. Some reports 

refer to them as “sweet shops,” while others make no attempt at defining them as a typology and 

instead simply call them “single-story commercial spaces.”  Because research on Charleston-5

area small shops does not indicate that the majority of these buildings ever housed businesses 

associated with the sale of confectionary products, it is most appropriate to forego the use of the 

term “sweet shop” in favor of “small shop.” Eliminating ‘sweet’ provides a name which is more 

generic in its implications of the building’s function and, therefore, can be applied to all 

structures that fit into the defined architectural typology, both in and outside of Charleston.  6

 In order to answer the thesis question, “What makes small shops a significant part of 

Charleston’s architectural and commercial history?” each chapter details an aspect of the small 

shop’s past, present, and future, which helps to support the argument for their preservation. 

Chapter II sets the scene for the small shop and introduces the time periods in which these shops 

were built. By first analyzing the general developmental history of Charleston, both 

architecturally and socially, one can begin to understand how and why small shops came into 

being. The chapter then introduces the specific neighborhoods where shops were built, looking 

!4

 Dickerson, “The Charleston Sweet Shop;” Robert and Company, “Area Character Appraisal: Cannonborough-5

Elliottborough” (report prepared for the City of Charleston, South Carolina, August 2009), 51.

 Dickerson, “The Charleston Sweet Shop,” 7.6



primarily at those neighborhoods that are situated in the middle peninsula region. Chapter III 

studies the form and function of the small shop by identifying the four distinct architectural sub-

typologies that small shops fall into, analyzing their development over time, and comparing and 

contrasting small shops to other similar architectural typologies. Chapter IV closely analyzes 

three case study sites. Each case study was chosen to represent one of three categories of small 

shops: those shops that are still standing today, but sit vacant; those shops that are still actively 

utilized for commercial operations; and those shops that have been lost over time. While Chapter 

III makes the case for small shops’ significance from an architectural point of view, this chapter 

focuses on the unique social and cultural histories associated with the buildings. Finally, Chapter 

V analyzes the decline of small shops and discusses the challenges currently facing this 

unprotected architectural style. 

Research Background and Methodology 

 Inspired by the overwhelming lack of recognition for the small-scale vernacular 

commercial structures commonly found north of Broad Street, the Preservation Society of 

Charleston named small shops, then known as “sweet shops,” to its Seven to Save list in 2012. 

“‘Seven to Save’ is an annual outreach program of the [society] designed to focus the work of the 

organization in a proactive and constructive way, delivering intellectual and financial resources 

to raise awareness and support for key preservation projects in Charleston and the region.”  By 7

including the city’s small shops on this list, the Preservation Society became the first 

organization to officially bring attention to these structures as being historically significant in 

their own right. In order to carry out its mission to “support the saving of these important, yet 

!5

 “Seven to Save Program,” Preservation Society of Charleston, last modified 2014, http://7

www.preservationsociety.org/SeventoSave/.

http://www.preservationsociety.org/SeventoSave/


often overlooked, historic structures,” the society hired an intern (the author) during the summer 

of 2013 to carry out an initial survey and study of the shops.  Major research goals for that 8

summer included locating, mapping, and photographing all extant shops; identifying shops that 

existed historically but have since been lost; beginning to develop a cultural context for the 

shops; and defining the characteristic features of this previously unrecognized architectural 

typology. The following instructions detail the survey process, which the author undertook in 

order to identify all extant shops. 

 The survey region was defined as being all of Charleston located within the landmass of 

the main peninsula, and being all properties located along, or south of, Mount Pleasant Street, 

which is the northern boundary line for the city. From here, the survey region was divided into 

twelve historic districts based on the 1954 city ward boundaries (figure 1.2).  Starting with Ward 9

12 and moving south towards Ward 1, the author walked every street within each district of 

Charleston, looking for extant small shops. A survey form and photographic study was 

completed for each shop. The form was developed by the Preservation Society of Charleston 

based on the model of the South Carolina Historic Preservation Office’s cultural resource survey 

form and altered by the author to better suit the specific criteria of small shop identification. The 

forms include: a unique identification number for each property surveyed; the property’s tax 

assessor identification number; the historic neighborhood in which each property is located; the 

shop’s sub-typology and address; the building’s current occupant, if known; a brief description of  

!6

 “Seven to Save 2012,” Preservation Society of Charleston, last modified 2012, http://www.preservationsociety.org/8

press/SeventoSave2012.pdf.

 The city of Charleston has been divided into wards since 1783. This study utilized those boundary lines delineated 9

in the 1954 ward map because the major street patterns that exist today were in place for the entire peninsula. Also, 
this map reflects the way that the city would have looked during the development of small shops. For a complete 
history of Charleston’s ward boundaries, see “Wards of Charleston, 1783-1960,” a document compiled by Nicholas 
Butler, Manager of the Charleston Archives at the Charleston County Public Library.

http://www.preservationsociety.org/press/SeventoSave2012.pdf


!  
Figure 1.2: 1954 map of the Charleston city wards by Joseph Needle.  10

!

!7

 Joseph Needle, Map of Charleston, S.C., Map (Charleston: Office of City Engineer, 1954), Charleston County 10

Register Mesne Conveyance Office.



all facades that were visible from the street; and an assessment rating the building’s overall 

condition, integrity, and reversibility of obvious changes.  After the survey concluded, data for 11

all extant small shop properties was compiled into a digital database for future use.  12

 In order to locate small shops that have been demolished during the last century, the 

author referenced Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps, which record the footprint of every building in 

the city and can be used to document change over time. These shops have a specific, unique form 

(a very small, rectangular footprint and one-story wood-frame or concrete block construction); 

therefore, they are relatively easy to identify on a Sanborn map. See figure 1.3 for an example of 

the Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps used during this research phase, and figures 1.4 through 1.9 for 

images of each shop sub-typology, as they appear on Sanborn maps. 

 By compiling the addresses of all buildings recorded in the 1884, 1888, 1902, 1944, and 

1955 Sanborn maps which met the defined criteria of the small shop typology and are not still 

extant, the author was able to then cross-reference the data from each map set to identify the 

approximate period of demolition for each lost shop. Due to the limited years of publication, 

however, total counts could only be calculated for shops built prior to 1902/44 but lost before 

1955; shops built before 1902/44 but lost after 1955; shops built between 1902/44-1955 but lost 

after 1955; shops built before 1902/44 and still standing in 2013; and shops built between 

1902/44-1955 and still standing in 2013.  The developmental patterns and history of these lost  13

!8

 For an example survey form, see Appendix A. All completed forms are on file as “Sweet Shop Survey — Summer 11

2013” in the Preservation Society of Charleston’s office, which is located at 147 King Street, Charleston, SC.

 See Appendix B for the results from this survey process, including any known background information and 12

images for each extant small shop. The digital database created during the survey is available in the Preservation 
Society of Charleston’s digital archives under the title “Sweet Shop Survey Results.”

 The ‘1902/44’ date is used because the referenced Sanborn maps had a 1902 base map with 1944 alterations 13

pasted over the original data; see “The Charleston Sweet Shop” for further information on each of these datasets.



!  
Figure 1.3: Sheet 15 from a 1944 Sanborn Fire Insurance map with all small shops marked in 
red.  14

!

!  
Figure 1.4: A wood-frame mid-block, three-bay, or gable front small shop. Due to the fact that 
sub-typologies are distinguishable by detailing on the facades, it is impossible to tell between 
these three types from a plan view.  15

!9

 Sheet 15, “Charleston, South Carolina,” 1944, Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps, available in the Charleston County 14

Public Library.

 Ibid.15
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!  
Figure 1.5: A concrete block mid-block, three-bay, or gable front small shop.  16

!!

!  
Figure 1.6: A ‘side’ variation of the attached shop, which shares a wall with one other building.  17

!!

!  
Figure 1.7: A ‘front’ variation of the attached shop.  18

!!

!10

 Ibid.16

 Ibid.17

 Ibid.18



!  
Figure 1.8: For comparison, this is an example of an auto-house, or garage, which is similar in 
size, shape, and siting to a small shop, but is not reported to have a commercial function.  19

!!

!  
Figure 1.9: For comparison, this shows a small shop’s size in relation to larger commercial 
buildings, such as restaurants and corner stores.  20

!
shops will be further discussed in Chapter III. Finally, Google Maps Engine, an online mapping 

tool, was utilized to map the locations of all extant and lost shops. This map also includes ward 

boundaries from the 1954 ward maps, as well as the northern Charleston city boundary line.  21

 Once all extant and lost shops had been located, work began on defining the small shop 

as an architectural typology. Although the broad characteristics of small shops were already 

!11

 Ibid.19

 Ibid.20

 To view the map online, visit https://mapsengine.google.com/map/edit?mid=zMW4D42uSdnY.kjLw9webdyUA.21

https://mapsengine.google.com/map/edit?mid=zMW4D42uSdnY.kjLw9webdyUA


loosely defined (having a maximum area of 450 square feet, using single-story construction 

methods, and housing a commercial function in a residential setting), the typology’s architectural 

features, as a whole, had not yet been analyzed. By comparing photographs of extant shops to the 

few historic photographs of small shops available at the time, the overall small shop building 

typology was divided into five sub-typologies: the mid-block shop, the attached shop, the gable 

front shop, the three-bay shop, and the corner shop.  Each sub-typology is characterized by a 22

unique set of architectural features; they are then unified under the larger “small shop” 

classification by their commercial use and siting within residential neighborhoods. The 

architectural features that define each of these sub-typologies will be further discussed in 

Chapter III. 

 Of the eighty-five extant shops located on the peninsula, twenty-five were selected for a 

more in-depth study of the small shop’s social context.  The research objectives for each 23

property included creating a chain of title and a comprehensive list of occupants, defining 

architectural change over time, and determining an approximate construction date for the shops. 

Each shop was chosen based on its architectural appearance today; therefore, they provide a 

random sampling of the historic businesses that occupied these buildings, but do not include any 

lost shops. There are examples from each of the five sub-typologies. The author utilized property 

records in the Charleston County Register Mesne Conveyance Office, city directories available 

in the Charleston County Public Library’s South Carolina Room, and Sanborn Fire Insurance 

!12

 The reader should note that, although this initial survey identified five sub-typologies, the research conducted for 22

this thesis concludes that there are only four small shop sub-typologies: the mid-block shop, the attached shop, the 
three-bay shop, and the corner shop. What was previously identified as the ‘gable front shop’ has been recategorized 
as a variation of the three-bay shop.

 Although the initial survey identified eighty-five extant small shops, conclusions drawn from further research 23

indicate that seventeen of these shops are ineligible, as they do not meet the criteria of size, form, and/or siting as 
defined in Chapter III of this thesis.



maps to compile a brief history for each of the twenty-five properties. The project focused on 

creating a general history for the small shop as a typology, rather than creating in-depth, 

individual building profiles.  24

 It is the author’s work in researching the social histories associated with the small shop 

which led to this thesis. The stories uncovered during the final phase of this research project 

revealed that these buildings hold histories which are crucial to understanding the experiences of 

some of Charleston’s first small business owners. Not only are they an unrecognized building 

type, many of which display remarkable sophistication in their vernacular forms, but they were 

also owned and operated by people whose stories are often overlooked in Charleston’s history: 

European immigrant, African American, and female business owners. By giving this building 

type a name and clearly defining its architectural features, this thesis will be the first step in 

recognizing the small shop’s important role in the development of a vernacular commercialism.  

!13

 For a complete list of properties researched as part of this project, see Appendix C.24
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Chapter II 

SETTING THE SCENE 

Introduction 

 In order to understand the small shop’s role in Charleston’s commercial history, one must 

first consider how the city, as a whole, developed. Small shop construction is not known to have 

begun until the years following the Civil War; however, Charleston’s history began 

approximately 200 years prior. These early years shaped the settlement patterns of immigrant 

communities and impacted the evolution of the city’s architectural landscapes, ultimately leading 

to the creation of the small shop. By introducing the many factors that have shaped Charleston’s 

history, this chapter sets the scene for the small shop. It begins with the earliest years, describing 

the founding of Charleston, the development patterns of the city, and the early rise of a 

mercantile elite. The chapter then discusses Charleston’s complex race relations and the rivalry 

for employment between European immigrants and African Americans, the primary populations 

associated with the small shop. Finally, the chapter discusses the evolution of Charleston’s 

commercial history and architecture and introduces the four neighborhoods most associated with 

small shop development. 

 Due to the narrow scope of this thesis, there is no need to recount Charleston’s entire 

history, from its founding to present day. Therefore, the author extracted only those general 

details necessary for the reader to understand the city’s basic historical context, while keeping 

focus on the economic, architectural, and social histories that are most important to the small 

!14



shop’s development. As Barbara Bellows, Charleston-native, historian, and author of 

Benevolence among Slaveholders: Caring for the Poor in Charleston, 1670-1860, noted, “South 

Carolina’s port city [Charleston] is beginning to rival Boston as a focus of scholarly attention.”  25

Indeed, nearly every historian who has come through Charleston felt compelled to write a book, 

article, or novel on some aspect of the city’s history, resulting in the breadth of sources currently 

available on Charleston’s past. However, in this thesis, three major secondary sources have been 

chosen, based on their content and reputability, to provide a brief, historical overview of this 

historic port city. 

 The first, Charleston! Charleston! The History of the Southern City, by Walter J. Fraser, 

professor and chair emeritus of Georgia Southern University’s history department, provides 

much of the city’s general history.  Widely considered the “first comprehensive study of [the 26

city’s] history,” Charleston! Charleston! is a thorough, chronological retelling of Charleston’s 

past.  Charles Joyner, distinguished professor emeritus of southern history and culture at Coastal 27

Carolina University, remarks that “Fraser attempts in his analysis to grasp Charleston’s history 

holistically and to portray slow structural change over a long period of time.”  He continues, to 28

say that “Charleston! Charleston! is based on an extraordinary depth of research in both primary 

and secondary sources. Fraser’s bibliography is itself of inestimable value.”  Even those 29

!15

 Barbara L. Bellows, Benevolence Among Slaveholders: Assisting the Poor in Charleston, 1670-1860 (Baton 25

Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1993); Barbara L. Bellows, review of Charleston! Charleston! The History 
of a Southern City, by Walter J. Fraser, Georgia Historical Society, The Georgia Historical Quarterly 74, no. 4 
(Winter 1990): 727-729.

 Walter J. Fraser, Jr., Charleston! Charleston! The History of a Southern City (Columbia: University of South 26

Carolina Press, 1989).

 Paula A. Treckel, review of Charleston! Charleston! The History of a Southern City, by Walter J. Fraser, 27

Kentucky Historical Society, The Register of the Kentucky Historical Society 88, no. 4 (Autumn 1990): 466-467.

 Charles Joyner, review of Charleston! Charleston! The History of a Southern City, by Walter J. Fraser, Florida 28

Historical Society, The Florida Historical Quarterly 70, no. 1 (July 1991): 97-98.

 Ibid.29



reviewers who find fault in Fraser’s work admit that their qualms are “unduly finicky,” or worry 

only that the “grand overview” he presents will not aid “historians searching for specialized 

studies.”  Overall, however, this book provides ample context for this thesis and continues to be 30

the most notable work written on Charleston’s overall history; therefore, it is relied upon 

extensively in the following sections. 

 Though Charleston! Charleston! covers the vast majority of the city’s history, certain 

areas, such as the development of Charleston’s architectural styles and working class population, 

require greater attention within the context of this thesis. More recent works by Dr. Bernard 

Powers, professor of history at the College of Charleston, and Jonathan Poston, former director 

of the Preservation Division of the Historic Charleston Foundation, provide the needed 

specificity in each of these subjects. Poston’s The Buildings of Charleston: A Guide to the City’s 

Architecture was written as a “sourcebook” on the city’s architecture and social development.  31

As such, the thesis references this book to create a general architectural context for the small 

shop. On the other hand, Powers’ work, Black Charlestonians: A Social History, 1822-1885, 

focuses more on the African-American experience in the city and provides a thorough study of 

the black population’s economic development.  Therefore, the thesis utilizes this source in order 32

to create an economic and social context for the small shop. 

!16

 Robert P. Stockton, review of Charleston! Charleston! The History of a Southern City, by Walter J. Fraser, South 30

Carolina Historical Society, The South Carolina Historical Magazine 92, no. 2 (April 1991): 137-138; A. V. Huff, 
Jr., review of Charleston! Charleston! The History of a Southern City, by Walter J. Fraser, Organization of American 
Historians, The Journal of American History, 78, no. 1 (June 1991): 295.

 Kenneth Severens, review of The Buildings of Charleston: A Guide to the City’s Architecture, by Jonathan H. 31

Poston, South Carolina Historical Society, The South Carolina Historical Magazine 99, no. 2 (April 1998): 197-199.
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 Together, these three authors help to introduce Charleston through their unbiased 

retellings of a long and complicated past. Although the following chapter is not intended to serve 

as a comprehensive history for the city, it does provide an analysis of Fraser’s, Powers’, and 

Poston’s studies, as they relate to the small shop. Despite its humble size, the small shop’s 

developmental history is directly related to the racial, cultural, and economic background of the 

city as a whole. Therefore, one must first understand the larger picture before the small shop’s 

story can be introduced. 

General History of Charleston 

 Like many colonial towns in America, Charleston’s history is one that begins with 

immigrants staking their claim in a new land. Although constantly challenged by fires, natural 

disasters, and disease, the people have continuously built and rebuilt their precious city, clinging 

to the marshy lands upon which they first set foot in April 1670. The original ninety-three 

settlers, most of whom started their lives in the Low Country as indentured servants, initially 

established a camp on the inland marshes of Charles Towne Landing. The area’s humid, 

mosquito-infested living conditions soon proved to be unsatisfactory and they moved downriver 

to Albemarle Point the same year.  However, settling so far from the harbor left these early 33

residents vulnerable to attack, so they began scouting the peninsula of Oyster Point, across the 

river. Its strategic location at the confluence of the Ashley and Cooper Rivers impressed the 

settlement’s leaders, and in December 1679 they officially announced their decision to settle a 

port called Charles Towne on the site of Oyster Point (figure 2.1).  34
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!  
Figure 2.1: Portion of a 1711 map showing the Charleston area; the author labeled Charles 
Towne Landing, Albemarle Point, and Oyster Point (Charleston) as 1, 2, and 3, respectively.  35

!
 At the outset, surveyors designed broad, straight streets for the city, which was protected 

by a wall on three sides and the harbor on the fourth. City blocks were laid out according to the 

plan of the “Grand Modell” and residents were required to construct substantial, two-story 

dwellings within their first two years of owning property.  The population rapidly increased in 36

the early 1680s, and Charles Towne soon became a booming port city surrounded by sprawling 
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plantations, many of which grew rice, the city’s major export.  By 1706, approximately 3,500 37

people lived in town, and in 1729, the city began growing outside of its walls, nearly doubling its 

original eighty acres over the period of ten years.  The city then began spreading to the 38

southwest and northwest, which prompted the filling of low-lying lands and the construction of 

new streets and bridges (figure 2.2). Ansonborough, one of Charles Towne’s first suburbs, was 

established during the 1760s. King Street became the main landward entrance to the city, and 

small businesses opened along this major thoroughfare, giving rise to the commercial corridor 

that still exists.  During this same period, the city became known as Charlestown.  39 40

 Charlestown experienced a building boom throughout the late 1760s and early 1770s, as 

private developers laid out suburbs northeast of Ansonborough and south of Boundary Street, 

which served as the city’s northernmost edge. In 1770, the Assembly approved development of a 

second suburb, Harleston Village, along the city’s northwestern periphery. The next subdivision 

was established around St. Philip’s Church, which carved its Glebe Lands into thirty-eight 

income-producing lots.  By the early 1770s, the city’s population had reached approximately 41

12,000 people, of which at least fifty percent were black slaves and twenty-five percent were 

poor whites.  After the signing of the Declaration of Independence in 1776, and a brief fall to 42

British occupation from 1780-1782, the city reincorporated itself and was henceforth known as 

Charleston.  43
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!  
Figure 2.2: 1780 map of Charleston, with the original walled city marked in red by author.  44
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 In 1850, Charleston’s layout resembled much of what we see today. Its city limits covered 

the entire peninsula, from the Ashley to the Cooper Rivers, and into the Neck. The population of 

nearly 43,000 generally lived in mixed socioeconomic communities, but the majority of poorer 

residents (free blacks, whites, and some slaves) lived near the wharves or north of Calhoun 

Street. The wealthy elite were clustered on the lower peninsula and in the western suburbs of 

Harleston, Cannonborough, and Radcliffeborough. Following the post-Civil War depression, 

Charleston experienced a building boom from 1881-1885, in which over 1,000 structures were 

built north of Line, Cannon, and Amherst streets.  This rapid expansion coincides with the first 45

major wave of small shop construction throughout the middle peninsula.  

 With some exceptions, Charleston’s principle streets were all laid out by 1900.  The city 46

followed nationwide population shifts throughout the twentieth century, with a depression 

following World War I and a major upswing immediately after World War II, which led to the 

growth of Charleston’s outlying suburban neighborhoods. The interstate highway system came 

through in the 1960s, and the city expanded its area from five to eighteen square miles between 

1959 and 1969, encompassing the suburbs and shopping malls that had sprung up across the 

Ashley River (figure 2.3).  47

 The highs and lows of Charleston’s economy generally followed national historic trends, 

but the city was also plagued by fires, natural disasters, and disease, which threatened its survival 

nearly every decade. The first inhabitants experienced each of these within their first thirty years  

!
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!  
Figure 2.3: Current city boundaries for the city of Charleston indicated by tan areas; major 
thoroughfares are highlighted in green and red.  48

!
in the area.  The city’s first major fire occurred in November of 1740. It burned for four hours 49

and destroyed 300 houses, as well as a major portion of Charleston’s business district. A 

hurricane in 1752 put the city under nine feet of water, damaging many of the surrounding fields 

and natural resources upon which Charleston’s shipping industry relied.  The city then actually 50

benefited from the French and Indian War, which lasted from 1754 until 1763, because the period 
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of wartime scarcity allowed the value of Carolina products to soar.  Another fire in 1812 raged 51

from Church to Queen Street and into Broad Street, destroying nearly 200 houses.  Two 52

moderate-sized fires in 1835, and a more devastating one in 1838, demolished over 700 acres of 

Charleston’s downtown.  Finally, “The Great Fire of 1861,” in combination with the Civil War, 53

sunk the city into its deepest depression yet. The fire started at Hasell and East Bay streets and 

burned diagonally across the entire peninsula. It destroyed over 540 acres and 575 private homes. 

The damage from this fire lasted throughout the war and for years following. Charleston’s elite 

class was largely destroyed during these years; mansions were opened as boarding houses, or 

abandoned. For the first time in their lives, members of elite families had to join the workforce, 

and much of Charleston lay in ruin.  54

 However, this was not the end of Charleston’s troubles. Another fire tore through the city 

in 1876, burning up King Street, west to St. Philip’s Street. Ninety percent of the city’s private 

homes were damaged by a hurricane in 1885, and exactly one year later a massive earthquake hit 

the city, damaging an estimated 2,000 buildings.  However, despite its many set-backs, 55

Charleston’s people, who are “an industrious, independent, and enterprising bunch,” have turned 

their peninsula into one of the best-known assemblages of historic architecture in the world.  56

The preservation movement took hold of Charleston in the 1920s, during a period of thriving 

business and tourism. The city’s first zoning ordinance was passed in 1929 and the Old and 
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Historic Charleston district, which contains the high-style Neoclassical and Georgian homes for 

which the city is so famous, was established in 1931.  57

 The tumultuous political and racial climate of the south surrounding the Civil War, 

combined with the many disasters that struck the city and its various population influxes, have 

given Charleston a complex history. Scholars have long been fascinated by the stories associated 

with the city’s architecture, people, and culture. However, there are three particular histories 

which played the biggest role in shaping the development of Charleston’s small shops. 

Settlement patterns of the city’s many racially diverse groups, the development of 

commercialism across the city, and Charleston’s vernacular architectural history each offer 

unique insight about the lifecycle of the small shop. 

The Small Shop: A Product of Social History 

 Charleston’s first immigrants were the British settlers who landed in 1670. Needing a 

labor force to build this new colony, they began importing slaves from Bermuda only five 

months after their arrival. South Carolina was one of the first North American English 

settlements to adopt slavery, which foreshadows the increasingly large role that the black 

population has played in Charleston’s history.  Most white immigrants who entered Charleston 58

during the seventeenth century were German-speaking peasants, who were the poorer members 

of Switzerland’s agrarian communities.  The first Jewish settlers were recorded in 1695, and in 59

1708 a majority black population was recorded in South Carolina for the first time.  This 60
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“dramatic increase of Africans” concerned Charlestonians, who began encouraging the 

immigration of white Europeans to regain a social balance.   61

 These early years of immigration shaped Charleston’s commercial history, as many 

European men began seeking careers as merchants within the city. Jewish immigrants settled 

around the port, where they ran the indigo trade, and British immigrants comprised the majority 

of Charleston’s wealthy mercantile class by the end of the eighteenth century. However, despite 

the wealth that merchants continued to amass throughout Charleston’s history, Fraser comments 

that “the retailing trade was [viewed as] the occupation of ‘Yankees’ and Jews,” resulting in the 

large number of retail operations owned by newly immigrated families.  This trend continues to 62

be evident through the later ownership patterns of small shops, which were dominantly owned 

and operated by members of the city’s middle-class working population. Though small shop 

ownership was determined more by socioeconomic class than it was by race, many of the early 

owners fell in to this category of ‘newly immigrated families.’ 

 Throughout the 1760s, Charleston’s society became highly stratified, with wealthy elites 

comprising approximately five percent of the city’s white population. The remaining poor white 

laborers, and those black slaves who were allowed to seek employment outside of their masters’ 

homes, competed for jobs. White laborers consistently lost out either because they were 

unwilling to do the same work as the slaves, or because slaves were cheaper labor. This created 

an ever-growing unemployment rate amongst poor whites. Wealthy merchants and traders 

monopolized export-import trades and were often linked by marriage, blood, and pre-existing 
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business partnerships. However, poor immigrants, coming primarily from Ireland, continued to 

arrive during the 1760s.  63

 Much of the small shop’s developmental history has been shaped by Charleston’s racially 

diverse past. As slaves gained their freedom, either through purchase or being released by their 

master’s will, a free black community began forming as early as the 1690s. By 1850 this 

population had reached over 3,000 people.  Many members of the free black population 64

continued working in the same artisanal trades that they had been assigned as slaves, which later 

become the primary occupations associated with small shops. The 1850 census reports that free 

black men held at least sixty-five different occupations (including carpenters, painters, coopers, 

tailors, shoemakers, brick masons, blacksmiths, butchers, bakers, and barbers) while free black 

women were more limited to domestic trades (such as laundering and needlecraft work).  65

Although small shops are not known to have been built until after the Civil War, they were often 

owned by African Americans operating these same types of businesses. 

 While Charleston has historically been a city characterized by its integrated residential 

areas, the decades leading up to the Civil War became a time of increasingly tense race relations 

where the threat of rebellion seemed imminent.  An influx of Irish and German immigrants in 66

the 1840s sparked fierce competition between white immigrants and free blacks for low-level 

labor positions.  In 1850 “almost 82 percent of all free black workers were engaged in either 67

skilled or semiskilled occupations, [while] the Irish immigrants had approximately 27 percent 
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and the German immigrants 28 percent of their workers in these categories.”  Despite the 68

oppressive political climate of the region, an “elite brown class” was able to form.  By the Civil 69

War, members of this elite class had become well-known entrepreneurs and many owned 

property in affluent neighborhoods.   70

 Following the war and the abolition of slavery, large numbers of freedmen moved to 

Charleston in search of better jobs and working conditions. About 50 percent of these men found 

employment in the industrial side of Charleston’s economy, working in the phosphate mines, 

along the railroad lines, or in lumber, rice, and phosphate mills.  However, more crucial to the 71

development of small shops, is the percentage of black Charlestonians who worked as skilled 

craftsmen, such as carpenters, brick masons, tailors, bakers, coopers, blacksmiths, shoemakers, 

painters, barbers, or butchers. Throughout the era of Reconstruction, about 38 percent of the 

working African-American population, 59 percent of the working Irish population, and 58 

percent of the working German population held one of these occupations.  In 1874 John 72

Wagener, who worked for the Bureau of Emigration, actively encouraged white immigrants to 

take on these skilled positions, which effectively pushed African Americans out of the market. In 

the year following the Civil War, “blacks who desired to practice mechanical trades, to maintain 

shops, or to engage in any employment or business other than husbandry or domestic service,” 

were required to obtain a license from a district court judge that had to be renewed annually at a 
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cost of one hundred dollars for shopkeepers.  This law was set aside in 1866, which may have 73

spurred the boom of small shop construction that began during this period. 

 Despite these challenges faced by enterprising African Americans, Bernard Powers, who 

studied black life in Charleston for his doctoral dissertation at Northwestern University, tells 

countless stories of black men who made an adequate living in their middle-class, skilled labor 

positions; artisans who maintained shops of various kinds, and found economic success in their 

small-scale operations; and the black elite class who owned and operated luxurious hotels, large-

scale lumber yards, and other well-respected businesses throughout Charleston.  He also claims 74

that “skilled workers had [a] greater chance of obtaining property than other black workers,” 

remarking that 20 percent of butchers and 14 percent of tailors owned real property in 1871, 

while only 4 and 5 percent of blacksmiths and coopers were property owners.  By 1880, 25 75

percent of all butchers and 19 percent of all barbers and tailors held property, which shows that 

people in skilled positions became upwardly mobile and able to purchase property in their 

lifetimes.  While Powers does address the significance of property ownership amongst these 76

business owners, and rightly so, he fails to discuss the architectural typologies that made the 

dream of property and business ownership a reality for middle-class entrepreneurs. Small shops 

and other forms of vernacular architecture played a crucial role in the history of African 

Americans and European immigrants in postbellum Charleston. However, small shops have not 

been identified as a unique architectural resource and, therefore, are missing from the existing 
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scholarship about these communities. In order to understand how these shops represent the 

entrepreneurial class of Charleston in a way that no other identified commercial architecture can, 

one must also consider the developmental patterns of Charleston’s businesses and the associated 

commercial districts. 

Charleston’s Commercial Development 

 Being a port town, the first commercial district of Charleston was located along the 

wharves of East Bay Street, where tradesmen sold imported goods such as beer, rum, butter, 

spices, wines, and textiles. There were also merchants along Broad Street who focused their 

marketing on the upper class, particularly women, and sold imported goods, furniture, jewelry, 

and clothing. Elliott Street, then called Middle Street, opened in the early 1730s and several 

merchants moved their operations here to sell wine, rum, and lime juice.  Storefronts sprang up 77

along the wharves of Charleston’s eastern edge, with Middle Wharf containing the Old Market.  78

By the time the fire of 1740 hit, the commercial districts along Broad, Church, Elliott, Tradd, and 

Bay Streets were populated enough that their loss was devastating for the city’s merchant class.  79

However, they were quickly able to recover their losses, and by the mid-1740s Charleston’s 

wealthy elite class was comprised largely of merchants and lawyers. In addition to operating 

successful businesses, merchants also began to dominate the leadership roles of Charleston’s 

Assembly and Council. Although their economic successes depended on the price of exports, 

which, in turn, depended on the fluctuating market for Charleston’s cash crops, merchants 

continued to dominate the city’s upper class throughout the eighteenth century. Construction of 
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the Exchange Building began in 1768, which symbolized Charleston’s successes in both the 

public and private sector trade and mercantile systems during this time.  80

 The monopolization of power by the elites affected small merchants and artisans, who 

suffered under the post-Revolutionary War legislation favoring the importation of goods from 

British merchants.  This sparked a battle for power between Charleston’s laboring and 81

aristocratic classes, which came to a head in the contentious election year of 1784. Artisans 

fought for positions on City Council, but lost out to the wealthier incumbent candidates.  82

Although the success of Charleston’s mercantile class left less room for middle-class 

entrepreneurs, these early merchants “were far sighted and enterprising business men,” who 

helped make the city’s trade territory larger than the other colonies’ combined. Their exports 

outnumbered exports in other colonies and they established Charleston as “the most important… 

commerce in America.”  Without this initial period of wealth for the merchant class, the city 83

would not have been able to support the variety of retail operations that opened throughout the 

nineteenth century. As Fraser observed, “If you had plenty of money or credit, Charles Town was 

one of the best places in North America to go shopping.”  84

 Merchants continued to center their trade activities on Church and East Bay Streets, but 

as the city grew in the late-eighteenth and early-nineteenth centuries the focus of Charleston’s 

commercial and public life took root along King and Market Streets. King Street was mostly 
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residential before 1800, but was a “bustling retail corridor” by the 1830s.  While business 85

owners operated their shops along King Street with little regard to race or ethnicity, these stores 

represented only the wealthier portion of Charleston’s retail class. Sephardic Jews, Germans, 

and, later, eastern and southern European immigrants, comprised the majority of the merchant 

class living along King Street.  However, several members of the “black elite class,” previously 86

discussed by Powers, also operated successful businesses along King Street.   87

 As King Street became the recognized retail corridor for the city, businesses across the 

city consolidated their offices into centralized commercial districts. Lawyers flocked to Broad 

Street, banks and merchants clustered around the intersection of Broad and East Bay Streets, and 

other retail operations sporadically popped up along Tradd, Queen, Meeting, Broad, and East 

Bay Streets. A moderate building boom took place in 1837, which resulted in the construction of 

several new stores at State and Market Streets and increased sales in the shops along King 

Street.  Rail lines came in to Charleston in the 1840s, further invigorating the area’s economy 88

by opening trade inland.  89

 Like all southern cities, Charleston’s economy suffered in the wake of the Civil War. As 

blacks and whites learned to coexist in the new political climate of equality and freedom, 

Charleston’s businesses experienced a brief period of recovery. Carpenters were able to find 

work rebuilding the burned portions of the city and retailers briefly prospered, as people tried to 

return to their normal lives. However, the city’s slowly recuperating economy was quickly 
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deflated by the worldwide economic downturn, which lasted until 1896.  Following this period 90

of depression, several new stores were built along King Street, which remained the city’s retail 

center, in contemporary architectural styles. Upper King, or the area north of Calhoun Street, 

started to develop during this period and became known as “New Jerusalem” because Jewish 

business owners operated many small clothing, dry-goods, fruit, drug, and second-hand furniture 

stores in this area.  91

 The first decades of the twentieth century were some of the most difficult years for 

Charleston’s African-American inhabitants. Though the majority of the city’s residential 

neighborhoods remained integrated, black citizens were increasingly pushed further north until 

there was a clear residential segregation of races by the mid-twentieth century.  Commercial 92

patterns mirrored the shifting populations, and Upper King Street became regarded as the 

African-American side of town, while whites shopped south of Calhoun Street (figure 2.4).  93

Charleston’s urban population grew by almost sixty percent from 1940 to 1944.  This 94

population boom brought with it the opportunity for both industrial and retail expansion in the 

city.  For the first time, Charleston attracted nearly 200 new industrial and other business firms 95

within the five year period following the war.  Reports on retail trade for 1948 show that food 96

sales were the most profitable category, followed by automobile and filling station sales, general  
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!  
Figure 2.4: 1931 map of commercially zoned properties; Calhoun Street marked by author.  97
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merchandise, home furnishings, and apparel (in order of sales totals). Grocers operated regional 

chain stores, national super-markets, as well as local chains.  98

 Although this has been a condensed version of Charleston’s commercial history, it was 

compiled from the work of scholars who have spent decades researching the city’s overall 

development. It covered overall trends in commercial activity, such as the shift from 

mercantilism to a retail-oriented economy, and related commercialism to the many ethnic groups 

and classes who helped to develop its history. However, small shops (or similar commercial 

operations of comparable scale, location, or function) were never even alluded to. These authors 

focused generally on the large-scale commercialism that has existed throughout Charleston’s 

history, without looking beyond the well-established commercial districts to the neighborhood 

retail market. Powers came the closest, with his discussions of the class of free black 

entrepreneurs and artisans, but he did not extend his arguments into the built environment. While 

architectural historians have been more willing to delve into the idea of a vernacular 

commercialism in Charleston, which will be discussed at the end of this chapter, an examination 

of the architectural and social histories related to the topic of small shops is needed in order to 

complete the picture of this city’s diverse commercial past. 

Small Shop Neighborhoods 

 During the author’s initial survey process, it was discovered that eleven of Charleston’s 

twelve wards have, at some point since 1884, contained a small shop (figure 2.5).  By mapping 99

the locations of all extant and lost shops, however, it becomes clear that the majority were  
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!  
Figure 2.5: Map identifying the location of all extant shops (indicated by green dots) and known 
lost shops (indicated by red dots); 1954 ward boundaries are delineated by pink lines.  100
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constructed in Wards 9, 10, 11, and 12, the region of Charleston that is otherwise known as the 

upper peninsula. Considering the settlement patterns of African Americans and working-class 

European immigrants, this does not come as a surprise. Following the Civil War, it was not 

uncommon for African-American and white residents to live in racially-mixed neighborhoods on 

the southern end of the peninsula, as “economic stagnation preserved the prewar pattern of 

integrated neighborhoods.”  However, there were “general declining gradients of status [that] 101

were discernible from west to east and from south to north,” meaning that lower-class residents 

generally settled in the north eastern region of the peninsula.   102

 By 1880, most of the city’s professionals lived south of Calhoun Street in the western 

wards, which correlates to the areas that have historically held the fewest small shops. The 

southeastern tip of the peninsula held the grandest homes, mostly owned by lowcountry planters, 

and the most desirable neighborhoods, north of Calhoun Street, were located around the 

Hempstead Mall (between Meeting and East Bay Streets, around Columbus Street) and the West 

End (between Calhoun and Spring Streets, west of Rutledge Avenue). These northern  

communities represent some of the heaviest concentrations of small shops on the entire 

peninsula. About one-third of the city’s professionals lived in these neighborhoods, which were 

generally identified with the working class.  Residents of the northernmost wards represented 103

some of the highest rates of unemployment and poverty in the entire city.  This shows that, 104

although the city did have racial boundaries, Charleston’s neighborhoods, and the architecture 

!36

 Fraser, Charleston! Charleston!, 307.101

 Powers, Black Charlestonians, 246-247.102

 Ibid., 248.103

 Powers, Black Charlestonians, 248.104



therein, developed as a reflection of the socioeconomic classes that lived there, rather than as a 

manifestation of race. 

 Following the Civil War, Charleston became more divided by racial segregation. While 

neighborhoods continued to be separated on a socioeconomic basis, the lines dividing the classes 

became more and more about a separation of races. By 1880, Wards 6 and 8 — which, at this 

time, constituted the entire west side of the peninsula, north of Calhoun Street — held the largest 

concentrations of African Americans.  This does not suggest that these portions of town were 105

considered ‘slums’; much of the African American population during this time were considered 

middle class. Many black residents were skilled craftsmen and/or property owners, owning real 

property generally valued between 250 and 999 dollars.  For context, in 1887 the lot associated 106

with 53 Radcliffe Street — a wood-frame small shop, constructed circa 1880 — sold for 

$1,315.  At this time, the lot contained a two story single house, as well as a shop.  Assuming 107 108

that each building’s value is based on the same price per square foot, and the single-house 

occupies approximately four times more square feet than the shop, the shop would have had an 

estimated value of $263, and the house would had had an estimated value of $1,052. This would 

mean that the property-owning African Americans who owned property valued at $250 could 

have owned a small shop. 

 Just as small shops are not typically found in the neighborhoods of Charleston’s 

wealthiest residents, they are also missing from the poorest sections of town. Elliott Street, the 
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surrounding alleys, and Gabeau’s Row, around Elizabeth and Charlotte Streets, were home to the 

city’s lowest classes in the late-nineteenth century.  Collectively, these streets form Ward 5, 109

which holds only eight small shops, seven of which were located along the southernmost edge of 

Calhoun Street. The steady presence of small shops in middle-class working neighborhoods 

indicates that they are a building typology representative of the people who worked in them. 

They became icons of their neighborhoods, dotting nearly every street and effectively turning the 

residential districts of Charleston’s middle and upper peninsula into self-sustaining ‘live/work’ 

communities, as early as the nineteenth century. 

 Racial tension plays a larger role in the eventual mass-demolition of small shops than it 

did in their construction. During the mid-twentieth century, Charleston saw middle-class whites 

fleeing the urban center in favor of newly constructed suburbs in the northernmost regions of the 

peninsula. At the same time, African Americans began moving from the countryside into 

Charleston’s east side neighborhoods.  These neighborhoods, which represented some of the 110

densest populations of small shops, were soon considered to offer the worst housing conditions 

in the city. In 1934, federal funds were used to construct two housing projects in the northeastern 

portion of the city under the auspices of “slum clearance.”  An additional 500 public housing 111

units were constructed in the area during Mayor Joseph P. Riley’s second term in office 

(1979-1983), as the east side had became known as the most depressed region of Charleston.  112

By creating these public housing developments, city officials approved the clearance of a 
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substantial portion of Charleston’s northeastern neighborhoods, evidenced by the large quantity 

of lost small shops in this area. 

 During this same time period, the middle peninsula’s western neighborhoods were also 

becoming characterized as predominately African-American and predominately poor parts of 

town. In his 1947 book, Charleston: A Gracious History, Robert Molloy described the 

neighborhoods north of Calhoun Street as looking “like New York’s lower East Side. East and 

west of [King Street] are to be found some fine houses, intermingled, in the fashion of 

Charleston, with Negro slums and tumble-down areas.”  He goes on to say that, “Outside of a 113

few curiosities and landmarks the extreme northern end of the city has little to offer the 

visitor.”  His sentiment is indicative of the sharp racial divide that formed in Charleston during 114

the middle of the twentieth century. A city that was once renowned for its racially and 

socioeconomically diverse neighborhoods was now characterized by a ‘North of Calhoun Street’ 

vs. ‘South of Calhoun Street’ attitude. 

 After Charleston’s Civil Rights Movement came to a climax in 1969, the city’s 

preservation societies began to reconsider what resources were ‘worthy’ of preservation. The 

Historic Charleston Foundation began its first neighborhood-wide revitalization efforts in 

Ansonborough (figure 2.6), the area bounded by Meeting, Calhoun, East Bay, and Pinckney 

Streets, in the 1950s. This early work in Ansonborough became synonymous with the dangers of 

the relationship between historic preservation and gentrification. As new, upper-middle-class 

white residents moved in, the low-income tenants, who were often African-American, were 

!39

 Robert Molloy, Charleston: A Gracious Heritage (New York: D. Appleton-Century Company, Inc., 1947), 12.113

 Ibid., 12.114



displaced.  Realizing their folly, the Foundation decided “to target low- to moderate-income 115

African American neighborhoods” for its next venture.  The chosen communities, 116

Wraggborough and Radcliffeborough (figure 2.7), were revitalized in the 1970s and 1980s.  117

Although a significant number of small shops exist in Radcliffeborough, the Historic Charleston 

Foundation’s work focused primarily on residential restoration while the shops, which represent 

some of the finest architectural examples of early small shops in the entire city, were ignored. 

!

!  
Figure 2.6: Map of Ansonborough neighborhood.  118
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!  
Figure 2.7: Map of Wraggborough and Radcliffeborough neighborhoods.  119

!
 As Charleston’s development crept northerly up the peninsula, small shops followed. One 

hundred eighty-seven shops, or over half of all small shops ever built in Charleston, were built in 

the east and west side neighborhoods between Calhoun and Line Streets. As Harlan Greene, 

Head of Special Collections at the College of Charleston’s Avery Research Center for African 

American History and Culture, has noted, the people who lived in these neighborhoods “are 

those who have been left out of the Charleston story — bookbinders, drummers, masseuses,… 

and single mothers heading families.”  In response to this lack of study about Charleston’s 120

middle-class workers, local preservationist and former Adjunct Professor at the College of 

Charleston, Lissa D’Aquisto Felzer, undertook a study of the ‘freedman’s cottage’ in the early 

2000s (figure 2.8). Freedman’s cottages are a vernacular house-type that were constructed 
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throughout these neighborhoods, between 1830 and 1925, by working-class African American 

and European immigrant families.  Like small shops, these houses originally followed a very 121

simple form: one room wide, two rooms deep, with a side piazza running along the entry facade. 

These cottages resembled miniature single houses, with the narrow facade facing the street and a 

false door separating the private piazza from the sidewalk.  The stories that Felzer includes in 122

her book, The Charleston “Freedman’s Cottage,” create a useful context for the small shop’s 

history. Because these buildings were built around the same time period, in the same region of 

the peninsula, and by the same classes of people, small shops and cottages developed in much 

the same way. 

!

!  
Figure 2.8: Example of the Charleston freedman’s cottage.  123

!
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 Although some cottages were built before the Civil War, the vast majority were 

constructed between 1880 and 1900. Felzer claims that this influx in construction may be 

explained by a boom in the economy, as 1883 was the best fiscal year the city had experienced 

since the War.  Small shops also experienced a similar building boom during this time, with 124

wood-frame shops becoming most popular between the 1880s and the 1920s, and concrete block 

shops emerging in the 1920s, and lasting through the 1960s. A concrete block variation of the 

cottages started being built in the early 1900s. This was unique for residential architecture in 

Charleston, which generally conformed to wood-frame construction techniques. When 

introducing these concrete block buildings, Felzer says, “This use of an alternative material for a 

traditional form speaks to the relative success of the building’s type,” which is a statement that 

could be aptly applied to small shops.  She also suggests that, because concrete block was not 125

widely available in the United States until the 1920s, it would seem that this early use of the 

material made these cottages “technologically advanced for their time. However, there were at 

least two concrete companies in Charleston at this time and other concrete projects were 

underway right around the time of their construction, such as the Charleston sea walls, which 

began construction in 1909 and 1917.”  Felzer’s apt analysis of the use of concrete block as a 126

building material for cottages could also explain its contemporaneous use in small shop 

construction. 

 In addition to the similarities that exist in the architectural development of small shops 

and cottages, they also shared the same types of inhabitants. In her book, Felzer speaks of 
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cottage owners who worked as plumbers, bakers, letter carriers, carpenters, sales clerks, 

dressmakers, seamstresses, grocers, butchers, barbers, and electricians — all occupations that 

were associated with small shops. Although there has not yet been a direct comparison made of 

small shop owners and cottage residents, it is probable that the people living in these cottages 

were the same people who built and worked in small shops. 

 While Felzer’s research intentionally works to give “these modest homes great human 

and architectural interest [without the] snobbery of only the high born and high style” 

architecture that is characteristic of the city’s past, she was one of the first historians to focus on 

the vernacular side of Charleston’s architectural history.  Prior to this, architectural historians 127

focused their work almost exclusively on Charleston’s Old and Historic District. Jonothan 

Poston, in The Buildings of Charleston, notes that his research focuses on Charleston’s historic 

district and monumental architecture, which “by no means indicates lesser importance for the 

significant boroughs in the upper peninsula.”  He continues to say that no part of the city’s 128

dynamic architectural history ought to be ignored. However, he and the architectural historians 

who came before him, such as Arthur Mazyck,  Alice Ravenel Huger Smith,  Albert Simons 129 130

and Samuel Lapham,  the Carolina Art Association,  and the Junior League of Charleston,  131 132 133

have primarily kept their published research interests south of Calhoun Street. Robert Molloy 
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even went so far as to say, “there is not much of interest higher up [than Calhoun Street] except 

the post-Civil War Lutheran Church of St. Matthew.”  Working within this context, the study of 134

small shops is an integral step in creating a comprehensive picture of what life was like for 

residents of the middle peninsula neighborhoods. Numerous historians have created detailed 

accounts of the city’s grandiose architecture, both commercial and residential, and Felzer has 

provided the basis for Charleston’s vernacular residential architecture; however, the story of 

vernacular commercialism is not yet complete. The following section on the development of 

commercial architecture, in conjunction with the existing body of work on Charleston’s 

architectural history, serves as the framework within which the small shop’s architectural 

development is considered. 

Commercial Architectural History 

 Commercial architecture has been analyzed from many points of view, including its 

economic influence on consumers and its role in the development of skyscraper technology. A. 

K. Sandoval-Strausz, an associate professor of history at the University of New Mexico, claims 

that, because of its link to the public sphere and civil society, the architecture of commercialism 

is being studied by political scientists, philosophers, gender theorists, anthropologists, 

sociologists, and literary scholars.  However, despite this increased attention on commercial 135

architecture as a vernacular building type associated with our everyday urban landscapes, studies 

have still generally focused on large-scale commercial architecture.  
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 The United States Small Business Administration defines ‘small businesses’ as being any 

operation employing less than 100-1,000 people.  However, for the purposes of studying small 136

shops, this thesis only considers the development of small-scale commercial buildings associated 

with microbusinesses, or small businesses that employ five or fewer people.  This includes a 137

discussion of businesses traditionally located along Main Street, as well as those located within 

neighborhood settings.  138

 Howard Davis, a Professor of Architecture at the University of Oregon, has identified the 

‘shop/house’ as “one of the most common urban buildings” in the world, saying that “it is the 

spatial manifestation in one structure of two common economic conditions of the city: it puts 

commerce on the street, and it lets people live where they work.”  Davis defines the shop/house 139

typology to include: 

the small buildings on American main streets with stores below and apartments 
above; American houses to which a room has been added to serve as a store or 
workshop; New York apartment buildings with stores on their ground floors; 
London terraced houses with ground-floor shops or with shop extensions towards 
the street; shophouses in Japan, China and southeast Asia; and seventeenth-
century canal houses in Amsterdam.   140

!
 Although small shops are not necessarily an example of the traditional shop/house 

building type, they do represent the same goal of bringing people’s work closer to their home. 

The shop/house, as Davis describes it, is not any single architectural form. Although the basic 
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use of the building remains the same across regions, the specific architectural expressions of the 

shop/house buildings are the result of cultural migrations.  Asian shophouses, for example, are 141

multi-story spaces where the bottom level houses the commercial use and the entire front wall 

opens to the street (figure 2.9). Although European and American urban mixed-use buildings 

resemble the same layout of commercialism on the street level and apartments above, the 

detailing and treatment of the store facade is more indicative of western architectural traditions 

(figure 2.10). Davis identifies the most common shop/house type in North America as the corner 

grocery store (figure 2.11). Corner stores are found throughout all regions of the Charleston 

peninsula, especially in the small shop neighborhoods, but are distinct from small shops in both 

their form and function.  142

!  
Figure 2.9: Example of Asian shophouses, as discussed by Howard Davis.  143
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!  
Figure 2.10: Example of European and American urban mixed-use buildings, as discussed by 
Howard Davis.  144

!!

!  
Figure 2.11: Example of the two-story corner grocery store, as discussed by Howard Davis.  145
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 In 2010, Andrea McCarthy, a graduate student at the University of New Orleans, wrote a 

thesis on the culture of neighborhood corner stores in New Orleans. She defines the corner store 

as being “similar in scale and style to the surrounding buildings, with slight modifications to 

accommodate a commercial use,” and always sited on a corner lot.  Small shops, on the other 146

hand, are characterized by being smaller in scale than their surrounding structures, built 

specifically for a commercial purpose, and located throughout residential blocks. McCarthy also 

makes the point that corner stores were dominated by grocery and restaurant functions, with 

some stores developing into multi-location chains.  Charleston’s corner stores share a similar 147

history. Like small shops, many were owned by immigrant families; however, the corner stores 

often generated more business and, therefore, led to their owners becoming wealthier members 

of society, capable of opening multiple stores.  Small shops, however, were consistently owned 148

and operated as single-location small businesses, varying in use from artisan workshops to 

general stores. There is no evidence that their owners ever became so commercially successful 

that they opened multiple storefronts. Instead, the small shop story is more closely associated 

with the common working family, producing only enough business to support their families. 

Many of the points raised in McCarthy’s thesis, particularly those related to issues of modern 

zoning restrictions and economic feasibility of corner stores, are applicable to small shops.  149
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The building types, however, are not interchangeable in terms of architectural significance and 

the role they played in the development of Charleston’s working class. 

 Though small shops are a form of neighborhood-based commercialism, these buildings 

are an integral part of Charleston’s overall commercial development. The city’s commercial 

districts along King, Market, and Meeting Streets feature a variety of architectural forms, all of 

which are included in Richard Longstreth’s book, The Buildings of Main Street, as styles 

typically associated with commercial functions in America. When introducing the reader to 

commercial architecture as a unique typology, Longstreth defines the following characteristics as 

being typical of commercial development: buildings abut the sidewalk and are built ‘cheek-by-

jowl’ with adjacent buildings; commercial functions “[consume], or at least [dominate], adjacent 

land rather than sharing it with extensive residential development;” and there exists a visible 

difference between commercial buildings and other public-use structures.  From just this 150

cursory analysis of commercial architecture, it is clear that small shops are unique, as they were 

built as freestanding buildings within residential developments. However, as Longstreth 

continues on to define the specific types of commercial architecture, it becomes undeniable that 

small shops represent an entirely new building typology, one which is missing from the existing 

literature on the architecture of commercialism. 

 Longstreth introduces eleven architectural typologies, which he admits are “applicable to 

most, although by no means all, of America’s commercial buildings erected before the mid-20th 

century.”  These include the two-part commercial block, one-part commercial block, enframed 151
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window wall, stacked vertical block, two-part vertical block, three-part vertical block, temple 

front, vault, enframed block, central block with wings, and arcaded block (figure 2.12). Beyond 

these main typologies, he discusses “combinations and exceptions,” as well as “new concepts of 

form,” which include larger retail spaces, modern department stores, and suburban retail 

operations.  Each of these expressions of commercialism exist in Charleston, although the only 152

one that comes close to resembling a small shop is the one-part commercial block, which is 

characterized by having a single story. He describes it thus: 

[The one-part commercial block] is essentially a fragment of the larger type and 
should not be confused with the one-story shop, freestanding and capped by a 
pitched roof, which could be found in the 18th and early 19th centuries. Rather 
than appearing somewhat like a small house or service facility on a sizable farm 
or plantation, the one-part commercial block is a simple box with a decorated 
facade and thoroughly urban in its overtone.  153!

!  
Figure 2.12: Diagrams of each commercial typology, as drawn by Richard Longstreth in The 
Buildings of Main Street.  154

Top row, from the left: two-part commercial block (pg. 24); one-part commercial block (pg. 54); 
enframed window wall (pg. 68); stacked vertical block (pg. 76); two-part vertical block (pg. 82) 
Bottom row, from the left: three-part vertical block (pg. 92); temple front, vault (pg. 109); 
enframed block (pg. 114); central block with wings (pg. 116); arcaded block (pg. 118) 
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  Although the small shop, when judged solely by its facade, arguably falls within the one-

part commercial block category, its other defining characteristics (most significantly, 

freestanding construction in a residential setting) are explicitly listed by Longstreth as being 

nonconforming to the typology. While one-part commercial blocks were often built as ‘place 

holders’ for property owners until they could afford to build a larger commercial structure, there 

is no indication that small shops were built only as a last resort.  Instead, they were a symbol of 155

a working family’s success, which set them apart from other members of their community. Small 

shops more closely resemble the “one-story shop[s], freestanding and capped by a pitched roof,” 

with a simple pediment covering the roofline, which Longstreth mentions in passing but does not 

revisit throughout the rest of his book.  In an earlier study of commercial building types, he 156

defines this building style as the “false-fronted emporium;” however, he says they do not 

constitute a unique typology.  157

 Even histories specifically studying the commercial architecture of Charleston make no 

effort to define the small shop as a unique typology. Poston makes reference to a small shop on 

John Street, saying it is a “small one-story corner store in the front yard of [a] house.”  158

However, he fails to identify the building as an expression of commercialism that is separate 

from building types already recognized as a ‘corner store’; nor does he relate it to the other 

‘small one-story stores’ found throughout the city (i.e. small shops).  
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 Explorations of Charleston’s vernacular architecture, and vernacular architectural history 

in general, have also overlooked the small shop. When searching for vernacular architecture 

associated with Charleston, one can find multiple histories of the single house,  or studies of 159

the ways in which Caribbean and African cultures have influenced the city’s built 

environment,  but these all conspicuously lack a discussion of the small shop. In her study of 160

the material culture associated with American working-class homes, Lizabeth Cohen, Dean of 

the Radcliffe Institute and the Howard Mumford Jones Professor of American Studies at Harvard 

University, argues that historians have thoroughly investigated “the workplace and local 

communit[ies]” associated with the American working-class, but have ignored the associated 

domestic settings.  However, when defining vernacular commercialism and urban vernacular 161

forms, historians tend to skip from the development of rural or village shops to the mixed-use 

buildings of Main Street, leaving out the history of urban, neighborhood-scale commercialism. 

This does not represent a complete investigation of vernacular commercial architecture. 

Conclusion 

 Small shops provide a tangible link to the history of Charleston’s working-class 

immigrant and African-American populations, communities which do not often leave behind 

intact cultural landscapes. It has long been accepted that these types of vernacular resources are 

an indispensable part of history, due to their association with significant and/or little-told social 
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histories, both of which can be said of small shops. While scholarship surrounding the social 

development of the immigrant and African-American experience in Charleston is not lacking, the 

architectural resources associated with these communities have only been studied from a 

residential perspective, when it was, in fact, their entrepreneurial progress that allowed them to 

achieve the most significant social mobility. By dissecting small shops from both an architectural 

and a social point of view, this thesis works to fill a void that currently exists in the scholarship 

about Charleston’s vernacular history. The following chapters study the small shop’s pattern of 

architectural development, defining those characteristics which make it a distinct style of 

commercial architecture, and introduce three case studies, each of which explores a unique social 

history associated with the small shop typology.  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Chapter III 

ARCHITECTURE OF THE SMALL SHOP 

Introduction 

 In his efforts to categorize the “nationally applicable” styles of commercial architecture, 

Richard Longstreth wrote that “the facade gives the building most of its identity.”  He 162

continues to say that the mass of a building is unimportant because it is only a factor of the lot 

size and, likewise, the floor plan is irrelevant because they are “either too amorphous or too 

particularized for general classification purposes.”  It is on these philosophies that the 163

following definitions of small shop sub-typologies are based. 

 As stated in the introductory chapter, small shops share several defining characteristics: 

having a single-story (and often single-room) layout, containing an area of 450 square feet or 

less, and supporting a commercial function in a residential setting. However, each of these 

criteria fall under Longstreth’s ideas of ‘unimportant’ aspects related to the definition of a 

commercial building typology. Therefore, this thesis will examine the composition and 

architectural detailing of small shops’ front facades, which can be broken down into four distinct 

sub-typologies.  Much as Longstreth analyzed commercial buildings across the country based 164

on their simplest forms and geometries, the small shop can be broken down in order to examine 
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the fundamental features of the overall typology. By doing this, one will subsequently be able to 

define those elements which are most significant to the integrity of a small shop facade. 

 The four sub-typologies of small shops share some general characteristics, which include 

shifts in materiality and ornamentation. As a general rule, small shops built prior to the 1930s 

feature wood-frame construction methods and were more heavily ornamented with decorative 

moldings and rooflines, while shops built after this period were constructed of concrete block 

and utilized simpler lines. However, as is later discussed in this chapter, generalities made about 

the small shop’s architectural development are limited to only those sixty-eight shops which 

remain standing today. A significant number of shops have been torn down over the past century, 

leaving behind little, if any, evidence of their construction methods or architectural style. 

Accepting these limitations, the extant shops still provide enough physical proof that small shops 

developed into four main styles: the mid-block shop, the three-bay shop, the attached shop, and 

the corner shop. The following diagrams (figure 3.1) introduce each sub-typology in its purest 

form. The remainder of this chapter will then analyze each sub-typology, providing more 

thorough descriptions of how these styles developed throughout Charleston’s history. 

Small Shop Sub-Typologies 

 The first known small shop constructed in Charleston, 52 Meeting Street, conforms to the 

mid-block shop sub-typology (figure 3.2 and 3.3). Mid-block shops used wood-frame 

construction from approximately 1860 until the 1930s, at which point the concrete block 

variation was introduced. There is no evidence that concrete block and wood-frame construction 

periods overlapped; once concrete was available as a building material, the wood-frame variation 

fell out of favor. This indicates small shops’ relationship to the middle class, as owners valued 
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!  
Figure 3.1: Diagrams illustrating each of the four small shop sub-typologies. From the left, 
corner shop, mid-block shop, three-bay shop, and attached shop.  165

!!!

!  
Figure 3.2: 53 Radcliffe Street, an example of a wood-frame mid-block shop.  166
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!  
Figure 3.3: 401 Huger Street, an example of a concrete block mid-block shop.  167

!
the rapid, cheap construction methods offered by concrete block over wood-frame construction. 

As its name suggests, mid-block shops are located within a residential block, rather than on a 

corner lot, as most other commercial buildings are. This is due to the fact that small shops 

housed a variety of specialized businesses, making it more likely that customers would make a 

point to seek out their services. Therefore, it was not critical for the business owner to maintain a 

costlier, and more accessible, corner-lot location. 

 In their simplest forms, wood-frame and concrete block variations of the mid-block shop 

share the same asymmetrical facade layout, with the main entryway located opposite of a 

window opening. With the exception of the first shop, which has a gable roof, mid-block shops 

were constructed with a rectangular parapet front, often delineated by a cornice. This cornice 
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takes several forms, from a simple wooden overhang, to ornate molding supported by carved 

brackets. Wood-frame shops often feature paired one-over-one windows, particularly during the 

earliest period of construction, while concrete block shops are more likely to have a single, larger 

window. The entries of wood-frame shops are characterized by a transom window above the 

doorway, which is protected by an overhang, and decorative molding located along either side of 

the doorframe. Due to the nature of concrete block construction, later shops do not feature 

transom windows or decorative moldings. However, they do utilize the blocks to create stepped 

parapets, a detail that is unique to concrete block shops. The front facade, and occasionally the 

sides, of concrete shops are covered in stucco and then painted. The side facades of both mid-

block variations are generally left free of decoration with hopper windows or single-hung 

windows placed at equal intervals along the facade. Alterations made to wood-frame shops 

include the removal of original windows, doors, and molding; the addition of brick front facades; 

and, later, the replacement of wood siding with vinyl. Concrete block shops have not been 

altered as extensively as wood-frame shops, but the most common change has been replacement 

of the original doors and windows with aluminum versions, often enlarging the windows during 

this process. Each of the four sub-typologies have also been modified by additions, typically 

made to the rear of the building, which enlarge the commercial space or allow the owner to 

change the building’s functionality from a commercial use to a residential one. 

 Mid-block shops were historically associated with a variety of businesses. 52 Meeting 

Street, the first known small shop in Charleston, was originally constructed as a doctor’s office 

and was later used as a gift shop, a private residence, and a ticket office. Other mid-block shops 

built as doctor’s offices include 89 1/2 Wentworth Street, 53 Radcliffe Street, and 92 A Spring 
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Street. However, the open floor plan associated with small shops allowed for many other 

businesses to operate from this building typology as well, including tailors, beauty salons, 

general mercantile stores, and a shoe-shine parlor.  168

 The three-bay shop, like the mid-block sub-typology, features both wood-frame and 

concrete block variations. The time period for these two materials is much the same, with wood-

frame construction methods being replaced by concrete block in the 1930s or 1940s. In addition 

to these variations, the three-bay shop takes on two very distinct forms: the gable front and the 

parapet front shop (figure 3.4 and 3.5). Both types feature a central entryway, flanked windows. 

The windows are generally larger than those found on mid-block shops and, because of the three-

bay facade, these shops have the widest footprint of any small shop sub-typology. Three-bay 

shops can be found at both corner lot and mid-block locations across the peninsula. 

 Early gable front shops feature distinct double-door entryways and have more intricate 

detailing than the early mid-block shops were known for. The three bays are demarcated by 

pilasters and bulkhead paneling beneath the windows. As gable front shops transitioned into 

concrete block construction, these details were replaced by brick or stucco facades, large plate 

glass windows, and single-door entries. Modifications to gable front shops include alterations to  

window style and placement; the addition of brick facades; and removal of the central doorway, 

which is this sub-typology’s main defining feature. 
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!  
Figure 3.4: 160 1/2 Smith Street, an example of a wood-frame, gable front three-bay shop.  169

!

!  
Figure 3.5: 192 Jackson Street, an example of a concrete block, parapet front three-bay shop.  170
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 The three-bay, parapet front shop is more similar in form to the mid-block shop. Wooden 

parapets are visually separated from the front facade by a cornice, while concrete block shops 

often feature stepped parapets. Windows are generally one-over-one or two-over-two single-hung 

windows, and there is evidence that the central doorway was occasionally flanked by sidelights. 

Like the mid-block shop, three-bay shops feature undecorated side facades with windows placed 

at equal intervals along the length of the building. Alterations to the original building fabric 

include replacement of the front facade with plate glass display windows; the addition of brick 

facades; and removal of original doors and windows. 

 The three-bay shop’s slightly larger footprint historically allowed for a more diverse use 

of the space. Businesses which required more space for machinery and storage, such as 

groceries, bakeries, furniture stores, and print shops, could easily operate from a three-bay shop. 

However, businesses typically associated with other small shop typologies, such as tailors and 

barbers, also operated from these store fronts.  171

 Corner shops, as their name suggests, are often located on corner lots. However, this is 

not always the case and, therefore, is not considered a defining feature. The main defining 

characteristic of corner shops is the corner entryway, which is located at a forty-five degree angle 

from the front facade. Wood-frame corner shops feature an overhang, which projects over the 

doorway, while concrete block shops have a truncated corner entry with no overhang. As is 

suggested by scarring and ghost lines on the front and side facades of the shop located at 68 1/2 

Lee Street, it is likely that concrete corner shops often featured awnings above the door and 

windows (figure 3.6). Due to the fact that the extant wood-frame corner shops have been so 
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heavily altered, it is difficult to be certain what original doorways, windows, and moldings 

looked like. However, it is likely that shops featured transom windows and sidelights around the 

doorway, with larger multi-pane display windows on the front, and potentially side, facades 

(figure 3.7). The cornice is a more prominent element on corner shops than it is for mid-block 

shops, as it wraps around both the front and side facades to demarcate the corner entrance. 

Alterations to wood-frame shops include the addition of substantial brick facades; removal of 

original windows and doors; and the use of stucco over wood-frame siding. 

!

!  
Figure 3.6: 68 1/2 Lee Street, an example of a concrete block corner shop.  172

!63

 Photo by author.172



!  
Figure 3.7: 33 Moultrie Street, an example of a wood-frame corner shop.  173

!
 Very few corner concrete block shops remain; however, 165 President Street appears to 

be one of the earliest concrete block small shops ever built on the peninsula. The use of brick 

detailing around the entryway and below the windows of this shop indicate an earlier 

construction period than those shops built exclusively of concrete block, placing its date of 

construction in the early 1930s or late 1920s. Only eight corner shops remain standing today, 

making them the rarest sub-typology of small shops. Historically, these shops operated as 

produce stores, snack bars, grocery stores, and restaurants.  174

 The final, and most diverse, sub-typology is the attached shop. More than one-third of all 

extant shops fall under the attached shop category, suggesting that it was the most common type 

of small shop to be built in Charleston. There are two distinct variations of attached shops, front 

!64

 Photo by author.173

 Dickerson, “The Charleston Sweet Shop,” 13-23.174



and side, both of which are characterized by being attached to another building along the full 

length of one wall (figures 3.8 and 3.9). Attached front shops are built at a later period than their 

associated residential structure, as an obvious addition to the house’s front facade. They project 

from the house anywhere from five to fifteen feet, with the front facade of the shop abutting the 

sidewalk, and never exceed one story in height. Due to their later construction period (c. 1930 

through the 1960s), front shops are the only sub-typology known to be constructed almost 

exclusively of concrete block. 

!
!

!  
Figure 3.8: 493 A Meeting Street, an example of an attached front shop.  175
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!  
Figure 3.9: 46 A Spring Street, an example of an attached side shop.  176

!
 The second variation, side shops, are attached to an adjacent building along the entire 

length of a side facade. Unlike other small shops, these buildings are associated with other 

commercial structures. However, they still fall under the small shop typology because, despite 

being attached to a larger commercial building, side shops are attached only along a single side 

and are still located within a residential setting. Most often, these buildings share a wall with a 

two-story corner store, although there are at least two extant examples of side shops that are 

attached to residential structures (2 Duncan Street and 5 Warren Street).  Some side shops seem 177

to be related to their attached corner stores, either through ownership or a shared business 

operation, but this is not true for all shops of this type. 
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 Both variations of the attached shop utilize mid-block and three-bay facade patterns, as 

well as some modified facades, which include the use of side entries, a windowless front facade, 

or recessed doorways, to suit the needs of particularly small sites. Alterations to attached shops 

include removal of original windows and doors; modification of rooflines; and historically 

inappropriate use of stucco. The wide-ranging scale, layout, and siting of attached shops have 

allowed these buildings to support a variety of small business operations, from beauty salons and 

barber shops to pharmacies, jewelry stores, or office space.  178

 On the whole, a small shop’s sub-typology does not directly correlate to the shop’s use, 

period of construction, or location. However, some generalizations can be made about the 

relationship between sub-typology and location. For example, corner shops and attached front 

shops are more likely to be located near major commercial corridors, while the other sub-

typologies are found deeper within residential districts. Due to their later period of construction, 

concrete block shops of any type are located almost exclusively north of Cannon Street. The only 

extant shop which does not conform to this rule is 289 East Bay Street, which is located on the 

edge between a residential and industrial district south of Calhoun Street. As the map referenced 

in Chapter II (Small Shops, pg. 35) illustrated, the majority of all small shop sub-typologies are 

most heavily concentrated north of Bee, Radcliffe, and Mary Streets, which serve as the 

southernmost boundaries for Wards 9, 10, 11, and 12. 

 The relationships between sub-typology, use, and period of construction are more 

uncertain. A small shop’s appearance bears little to no indication of its occupant’s profession. 

Rather, it seems that owners selected their shop’s style and size based on the available lot, their 
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financial ability, and personal preference in architectural style or level of skill in construction. 

Similarly, period of construction is more closely related to building material than it is to the 

shop’s architectural design. Concrete block shops were built beginning in the 1930s and, once 

they came into style, wood-frame construction techniques were no longer used. This is likely 

related to the speed with which concrete block buildings can be constructed, as well as the 

general affordability of concrete block as a construction material. Concrete remained in use until 

the 1960s, when small shop construction came to an end. The level of ornamental detail on a 

shop’s facade is likely related to the owner’s socioeconomic status. For example, 160 1/2 Smith 

Street and 4 John Street, examples of ‘high style’ small shops, were constructed by successful 

European immigrant families, while 53 Radcliffe Street and 92 A Spring Street, comparatively 

more vernacular shops built during the same time period, were constructed by first-generation 

African American professionals.  179

 Though the four sub-typologies of small shops vary from one another both stylistically 

and developmentally, they have a shared purpose — to provide Charleston’s middle-class 

citizens with the opportunities of property ownership and self-employment in a professional 

capacity. These small commercial structures are unique from other, larger commercial buildings 

in that their vernacular design is at once indicative of a larger typology (the small shop) and an 

expression of their individual owner’s architectural preferences. They particularly stand out as a 

unique building type in Charleston, a city where most of the building stock can be classified as a 

single or double house, a two- or three-part commercial block, or a municipal or religious 
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structure. The small shop’s distinct size and sub-typologies greatly contribute to its overall 

historical significance. 

Lost Shops 

 Although sixty-eight shops remain in Charleston today, over 200 shops (or more than 

three-quarters of all small shops ever to be built on the peninsula) have been demolished. Nearly 

half of these lost shops have been torn down in the past sixty years. Since very little 

photographic evidence exists of these buildings, and Sanborn Fire Insurance maps can be used 

only to identify their general footprint, there is no way of knowing the architectural styles of 

demolished shops. Therefore, the ‘lost shop’ could theoretically be considered the ‘fifth sub-

typology.’ 

 The process of locating these lost shops included a careful analysis of Sanborn Fire 

Insurance maps, which were compared against a lot’s existing site plan. Since small shops have 

such a specific, unique form (a very small, rectangular footprint and one-story wood-frame or 

concrete block construction) they are relatively easy to differentiate from other buildings on a 

Sanborn map. By systematically analyzing every Sanborn map of the peninsula created from 

1902 through 1955, a list could be compiled with the address of every building constructed 

during this time period that meets the defined criteria of the small shop typology. This list was 

then cross-referenced against the addresses of all extant shops to come up with the final estimate 

of 213 shops that have been lost in the past century. 

 Once the lost shops were located and mapped, it became apparent that certain patterns of 

demolition exist across the peninsula. For example, many lost shops once stood along the 

existing I-26 and I-17 corridors, as well as in the east side neighborhoods that were affected by 
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the construction of the John P. Grace Memorial Bridge in 1929 and the Silas N. Pearman Bridge 

in 1966.  These neighborhoods, most notably Hampstead Village, became essentially choked-180

off from the rest of the peninsula with the construction of Grace Memorial Bridge (figure 3.10). 

I-17 and the bridge ran along the neighborhood’s northernmost border, while railroad tracks 

delineated the other three sides. This made it exceptionally difficult for commercial operations to 

survive in the area. The only benefit associated with this loss of small shops is the photographic 

record created by the South Carolina Department of Transportation of all properties “that were 

destroyed, relocated, or otherwise modified because they were in the right-of-way” of 

construction for I-26 and I-17.  These images are now available online through the Historic 181

Charleston Foundation’s Lowcountry Digital Library and offer records of eighteen lost shops, 

which would otherwise remain undocumented.  182

 Other areas of mass-loss include the west side, north of the Spring and Cannon Street 

corridor; the east side along Calhoun Street; and the central peninsula between Vanderhorst and 

Beaufain Streets. Each of these losses correlates to a large-scale building project, which may 

have been the cause for demolition. The northwestern neighborhoods between Bee Street and 

Rutledge Avenue, where some thirty-seven shops have been lost, were occupied largely by 

African-American families during the first half of the twentieth century.  This area has been 183

impacted by extensive development on all sides since the early twentieth century, beginning with  
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!  
Figure 3.10: 1949 map of Charleston showing the interstate systems and railroad lines; 
Hampstead Village highlighted by author.  184

!
the construction of Harmon Field and the Johnson Hagood Stadium in the late 1920s and 

continuing with later construction of the Gadsden Green Homes public housing project and the 

Medical University of South Carolina’s campus. The loss of shops along Calhoun Street aligns 

with areas of redevelopment undertaken by the City of Charleston. Where ten shops once stood 

clustered between East Bay Street and Elizabeth Street, one now finds the Charleston County 

Public Library and the city’s 75 Calhoun Street governmental building. Similarly, those lost 

shops located between Vanderhorst and Beaufain Streets overlap with development of the 

College of Charleston’s campus (figure 3.11). 

!
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!  
Figure 3.11: Map indicating the location of all known lost shops, as well as major construction 
projects which have impacted the demolition of shops.  185

!
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 These areas of demolition further demonstrate that small shops have historically been 

unrecognized resources for the City of Charleston. In addition to large-scale redevelopment of 

land, many shops have been lost due to neglect from property owners and lapses in the city’s 

zoning ordinance, which make it difficult to operate a business from these sites once the building 

has fallen into disuse. Of the sixty-eight extant small shops, only 49 percent of them are currently 

zoned for commercial use. The remaining 51 percent are zoned for residential use, but have been 

grandfathered in to allow commercial operations that existed at the time that the zoning 

ordinance was enacted to remain in business.  If these shops ever go out of business, however, 186

subsequent owners will have to apply for a variance in order to reinstate a commercial operation 

in the same building. While only thirteen of these sixty-eight shops sit vacant, 62 percent of the 

vacant shops are zoned for residential use, which will require any future property owners to 

apply for a variance (a substantial deterrence to potential buyers) in order to use the small shops 

for a commercial operation.  Furthermore, a vast majority of lost shops fell outside the 187

boundaries of Charleston’s Old and Historic District or Old City District, which are the portions 

of town where “the Board of Architectural Review may refuse to approve a permit for 

demolition, removal or alteration of any structure.”  This suggests that, without protection, 188

extant shops that also sit outside of these boundaries are vulnerable to future demolition. 

 Since over 75 percent of all small shops have been torn down, a greater significance may 

be attributed to the four sub-typologies which do remain. With little record of their presence, 

many lost shops’ stories will continue to be uncertain. However, the shops that do remain convey 

!73

 Charleston’s current zoning ordinance was adopted in November 2001; Charleston, South Carolina, Zoning 186

Ordinance § 54-110.

 A full description of Charleston’s zoning ordinances, can be found in Appendix E.187

 Charleston, South Carolina, Zoning Ordinance § 54-240.188



critical details about the ways in which these shops developed, and are testaments to the 

significant role that their businesses played in Charleston’s working class communities. In a way, 

these lost shops tell just as much of the small shop’s story as do the extant buildings. They 

further exemplify how, in the past, cultural resources associated with the city’s working class 

have been under appreciated, and how critical it is to protect those that remain today. 

Small Shops Beyond Charleston 

 Though Charleston’s shops provide a compelling case for the significance of small shops 

as an architectural typology, they are not found exclusively in this region.  In order to gain a 189

comprehensive understanding of this typology’s impact on the overall development of 

commercial architecture, further research must be conducted to locate small shops across the 

country and learn their stories. Small shops may serve as reminders of Charleston’s earliest small 

businesses, but is this the case for other cities? Perhaps other small shop sub-typologies have 

developed as a unique reflection of specific communities, or in response to changes in climate 

and varying forms of vernacular expression. Regardless, the small shops of Charleston are only 

one part of a larger story. 

 Overtown, an historically African-American neighborhood of northwest Miami, Florida, 

is known to have been home to small shops in the past.  At least three of these shops are 190

standing today, although there are potentially more. Small shops are also known to exist in Saint 

Petersburg, and Northwest Palm Beach, Florida; Athens, Georgia; Beaufort, South Carolina; and 

Raleigh, North Carolina. Though it is logical that neighborhoods with comparable 
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socioeconomic backgrounds, in cities within the same region, would adopt similar architectural 

forms, these buildings have also been located beyond the southeastern United States. For 

example, the National Register of Historic Places includes images of buildings that conform to 

the small shop typology for historic districts in Bucks County, Pennsylvania and Dayton, Ohio, 

and there are shops known to be standing in multiple towns along Virginia’s Eastern Shore. The 

typology can also be found on the west coast in areas such as Oakland, California, which is a city 

widely-known for its thriving African-American community.  Buildings in Falmouth, Jamaica 191

even follow the small shop typology, suggesting that there may be a relationship between 

Caribbean building traditions and commercial building practices in colonial communities, an 

idea which has already been generally accepted for architecture of the American South.  192

 Located through research into African-American commercial history, historic immigrant 

neighborhoods in other parts of the country, and, in some cases, pure happenstance, these shops 

only begin to explore the small shop’s history in the United States. Although the shops pictured 

in Appendix F bear a great resemblance to the small shops of Charleston, their true relationship 

to one another as an architectural typology cannot be considered complete without studying these 

building’s related social histories. However, this thesis is intended only to cover the 

developmental history of small shops associated with Charleston’s past; therefore, the discussion 

of small shops in other cities must remain unfinished for the time being. In order to gain a better 

understanding of the small shop’s relationship to Charleston’s people, three case studies have 

been selected for closer examination. The following chapter will analyze the social histories 
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associated with a small shop from each of the categories presented earlier in this chapter: extant 

shops, which remain in use; extant shops, which sit vacant; and lost shops. Through these stories, 

one will learn the significant role that small shops played in Charleston’s developing social 

structure, as well as begin to understand how so many shops have fallen out of commercial use.  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Chapter IV 

CASE STUDIES 

Introduction 

 Each of the three categories of small shops (active, vacant, and lost) provide unique 

insight into the small shop’s overall developmental history in Charleston. Commercially active 

extant shops represent less than 14 percent of the city’s original stock of small shops. Therefore, 

it becomes critical to consider these shops’ ownership and use histories in order to better 

understand how, existing in the same city — potentially even on the same block — some shops 

have succeeded while others have been lost or fallen vacant. Additionally, those 10 percent of 

small shops which remain standing, but sit unoccupied, are at great risk of demolition. As was 

previously noted in Chapter III, 62 percent of all vacant shops are zoned for residential use, 

making it difficult for prospective owners to consider these historically commercial buildings a 

viable space for their business today. Learning the social histories associated with these buildings 

will help to prove that reintroducing commercial uses into vacant small shops is the “highest and 

best use” of the space, rather than allowing the shop to sit in neglect or be used for residential 

purposes.  The remaining three-quarters of Charleston’s small shops have been demolished at 193

some point since 1902. These lost shops’ social histories are important to tell because there is no 

physical reminder that they ever existed. Tearing down these shops did more than remove an 
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integral piece of Charleston’s small-scale urban landscape; it also extinguished the city’s memory 

of the small-business-women and -men who built and worked in these spaces. One would be 

remiss in continuing to tell the history of the small shop without consideration of those shops 

which have been lost. 

 The following case study sites, 190 Coming Street, 57 1/2 Carolina Street, and 21 State 

Street, represent active, vacant, and lost shops, respectively. To construct a social history for each 

building, Sanborn Fire Insurance maps, Charleston City Ward Books, deeds, and plat maps, 

Charleston City Directories, and Federal Census data were consulted.  Data from these sources 194

has been compiled and is presented below as a chain of title, a narrative describing historic uses, 

and an analysis of the current conditions for each site. These case studies represent only a 

fraction of the social histories related to small shops. Therefore, they should be considered as a 

‘snap-shot’ of the small shop’s history or as an introduction to the diverse range of shop-owners 

who occupied these sites, rather than as a definitive look at this complex building typology’s 

past. 

190 Coming Street: The Active Shop 

 The 190 Coming Street property, located approximately 150 feet north of the intersection 

of Coming and Morris Streets, currently holds a three-bay wood-frame small shop (figure 4.1). 

Historically, there was a two-story wood-frame single house located directly behind the small 

shop and various auxiliary buildings located at the back of the lot. However, the small shop is the 

only building reported on the property today. 
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!  
Figure 4.1: 190 Coming Street.  195

!
 The 190 Coming Street property was purchased by William Sinkler, an African-American 

dressmaker, in 1869. He owned the property until his death in 1918. The City Ward Books report 

that a one-story wood-frame building was added to the lot between 1883 and 1886, which 

matches the description of the small shop that currently occupies the site. 1884 Sanborn maps are 

unavailable for Coming Street, which indicates that this region was only sparsely developed 

during this time period. However, both the shop and its associated single house are visible on the 

1888 Sanborn map, indicating that they were both built prior to 1888 (figure 4.2). This 

information, in conjunction with the construction report provided by City Ward Books, indicates 

that Sinkler built the small shop between 1883 and 1886. 

!
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!  
Figure 4.2: Image of 1888 Sanborn Map with 190 Coming Street lot marked by author.  196

!
 The 1888 map reports that the small shop functioned as a tailor-shop, which indicates that 

Sinkler likely ran his dressmaking business from this storefront. He maintained the property until 

his death in 1918, when Henrietta Houston, a mulatto woman, purchased the lot. According to 

the 1900 Federal Census, Houston was also a dressmaker, as were her brother- and sister-in-laws, 

who reportedly lived at the same address. From this information, it is apparent that the Houston 

family lived in the house on the rear of this lot, while operating a tailoring business from the 

shop. Houston conveyed the property to Dorothea Renken a decade later, in 1929. Renken left 

the property to her children, who conveyed it to Clytie Schultze (a relative of Renken) in 1953. 
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Upon her death, it was conveyed to Ursula Major, who left it to her children in 1995. Mark 

Morris, the first person to purchase 190 Coming Street, rather than inherit it, since 1918, and the 

property’s current owner, bought it in 1997. 

 According to city directories, the shop remained in use as a tailor-shop until 

approximately 1929, which aligns with the transfer of property ownership between Henrietta 

Houston and Dorothea Renken. Beginning in 1930, Benjamin “B.J.” Ward operated his barber 

shop from this address. Ward has no known affiliation with the Renken family, indicating that the 

shop was rented during this time period. The building remained in use as a barber shop and was 

known by the name Coming Street Barber Shop from the 1940s through the 1980s. Today it 

houses the Hair’s Best salon, which has been owned and operated by Mark Morris since 1997. 

 The shop at 190 Coming Street exemplifies the economic benefits that are available to 

property owners who maintain and operate small shops in Charleston. Originally built by a 

middle-class, self-employed African-American professional in the late nineteenth century, this 

building, which has a footprint of approximately 240 square feet, has maintained commercial 

operations for almost 125 years. Even during periods when the property owner did not utilize the 

space for his or her own enterprise, the shop brought in rental income for the family. Despite the 

many technological advancements that society has witnessed, these shops remain a relevant 

space for the same types of small-scale business operations that Charleston’s working class was 

starting before the turn of the century. In addition to the significance of this building’s social 

history, 190 Coming Street is a well-preserved example of an early three-bay small shop. Despite 

changes to the building’s materials (windows, doors, and siding), the facade’s layout remains true 

to the sub-typology’s form, and there is no evidence that additions have been made to the 
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building’s footprint. Overall, 190 Coming Street is an outstanding example of how small shops 

can thrive in today’s architectural, economic, and commercial environments. 

57 1/2 Carolina Street: The Vacant Shop 

 The 57 1/2 Carolina Street property, located at the southeast corner of the intersection of 

Carolina and Perry Streets, currently holds a wood-frame corner shop (figure 4.3). It shares the 

property with a two-story wood-frame house, which sits further back on the easternmost edge of 

the lot. 

!

!  
Figure 4.3: 57 1/2 Carolina Street.  197

!
!
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 57 1/2 Carolina Street was purchased by Harriet and John Koester in 1911. The couple 

owned the property until 1946. City Ward Books report that the property’s value increased from 

$800 to $1000 in 1922, which indicates the most likely construction date for the shop. This date 

coincides with the general development of the area. Because the neighborhood did not see a 

significant increase in construction until the 1920s, Sanborn maps are unavailable for Carolina 

Street until 1944. However, once maps became available for the area, the shop and house that 

stand on the lot today are both visible (figure 4.4). 

!

!  
Figure 4.4: Image of 1944 Sanborn Map with 57 1/2 Carolina Street lot marked by author.  198

!
 According to the 1920 Federal Census, John Koester’s mother and father immigrated to 

South Carolina from Germany, while Harriett’s parents were both natives of South Carolina. At 

the time that they purchased 57 1/2 Carolina Street, the Koesters were approximately 40 years 

old and Mr. Koester’s profession is reported as a grocery store retail merchant. City directories 

from this period indicate that his residence and business address were both 57 Carolina Street, 
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suggesting that the family, which included at least six children, lived in the house from 1911 on, 

and that Mr. Koester built the small shop to operate as his own grocery store in 1922. In 1946, 

the Koesters conveyed the property to Mata M. Steenken, who immigrated from Germany to the 

United States in 1890. City directories are unclear as to whether the Koesters maintained the 

shop as a grocery store until this time, as Mr. Koester’s reported job title changes to farmer in the 

1930s. However, based upon his previous employment as a ‘fruiter’ in the 1890s, it could be 

interpreted that the shop at 57 1/2 Carolina Street specialized in fruit and produce sales. 

 Steenken lived at 57 Carolina Street until her death in 1959, at which point she left the 

property to Marie D. Jones and Joan Miller Grigsby, who appear to be relatives. It is unclear 

whether the Steenkens operated a business from this small shop. Mr. Steenken worked as the 

superintendent of Bethany Cemetery, while Mata is reported as unemployed in the 1930 Federal 

Census. City directories during this time period report that the Great Atlantic and Pacific Tea 

Store, a national food store chain, operated on the property, which could indicate that Mata 

operated a small business part-time, or that the couple rented out the property. After the 

Steenkens left, Jones and Grigsby sold the property to Booker T. Smith in 1968, who maintained 

it until he died in 1991. During their tenancies, the shop was used as a restaurant in the 1960s 

and as the Bunny Hop Sweet Shop in 1970. Interestingly, this is the only known reference to a 

‘sweet shop,’ which the small shop typology was originally named after, operating from this type 

of building. From 1980 until the mid-1990s, the shop housed Meyers Grocery. Following Booker 

Smith’s death, Olease Smith, his heir, sold the property to its current owners, Jeffrey Moore and 

James Zeigler, in 2003. 
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 Despite its vibrant past, the shop at 57 1/2 Carolina Street gives no indication that it was 

once a lively center of neighborhood commerce. Its boarded windows and doors, peeling paint, 

and vacant interior sit as a daily eyesore for the community to bear. Although the current owners 

have been open to efforts by the Preservation Society of Charleston to document the building, it 

is currently being used as a storage shed. Zoned as a DR-1F, or Diverse Residential, property the 

owners have no incentive to reintroduce a commercial use to this space. 

 Although its current situation is not ideal, 57 1/2 Carolina Street still exemplifies a 

‘successful’ small shop. Since its construction 92 years ago, this building has housed a variety of 

commercial uses, from groceries and produce sales, to a restaurant. The versatility provided 

within such a compact space is remarkable, and represents an important part of this 

neighborhood’s history, which should be recognized. 

21 State Street: The Lost Shop 

 Unlike the previous two shops, the shop at 21 State Street is no longer standing. The site, 

which is now occupied by an asphalt parking lot, once held a mid-block wood-frame shop and a 

wood-frame single house (figure 4.5). The house was constructed in 1796 by Frederick Wolfe; 

however, the shop dates from approximately 100 years later.  199

 The shop appears only on the 1902 Sanborn map, which indicates that it was constructed 

sometime following 1888, and was torn down prior to 1944 (figure 4.6). Reported as a ‘junk 

shop’ on the 1902 map, it is likely to have been built by Peter Lynch, a metalworker who 

purchased the 21 State Street property in 1897.  The Lynch family remained at State Street  200
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!  
Figure 4.5: Historic image of 21 State Street, date unknown.  201

!
!

!  
Figure 4.6: Image of 1902 Sanborn Map with 21 State Street lot marked by author.  202

!
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the image was taken sometime between 1888 and the early 1900s.

 Sheet 60, “Charleston, South Carolina,” 1902, Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps, available in the Charleston County 202

Public Library.



until Mr. Lynch’s death in 1921. There is no evidence that subsequent residents of the property 

had a need for the shop and/or ever worked out of it; therefore, it is likely that the Lynches were 

the shop’s sole proprietors, and that it fell into disuse and was torn down in the 1920s or 1930s. 

 Lynch and his wife Catherine were both born in South Carolina to immigrant parents. the 

shop’s sole proprietors, and that it fell into disuse and was torn down in the 1920s or 1930s. 

Peter’s parents immigrated from Ireland, while Catherine’s parents immigrated from Germany. 

The two married in 1888 and had five children, all of which lived at 21 State Street. At the time 

that they lived there, State Street was mostly occupied by black residents and other European 

immigrant families. Prior to purchasing 21 State Street, the Lynch family lived across the street 

at 18 State Street, a smaller, two-story house with a one-story workspace attached to the rear 

facade. According to the 1900 through 1920 Federal Censuses and city directories from this same 

time period, Lynch owned and operated a cotton tie manufacturing shop as his sole source of 

income.  This indicates that Lynch’s business operations were profitable enough to allow him 203

to purchase the larger house at 21 State Street, as well as build himself a new workshop and 

storefront.  

 After the Lynch family moved from State Street in 1921, the property was occupied by 

Charles Maxwell, an African-American chauffeur, and there is no indication that he made use of 

Lynch’s former shop. Following the time that the shop was torn down, the area around State 

Street began developing into a more heavily commercialized part of Charleston. Competition for 

space ultimately led to the threat of demolition for the single house at 21 State Street to make 
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way for a bank parking lot. However, in 1974, the Preservation Society of Charleston launched a 

fundraising effort to move and restore the house, which they described as “a rare example of a 

‘middle class’ Charleston dwelling,” to the adjacent lot, where it sits today.  204

 Although the shop at 21 State Street is no longer standing, it sheds light on several crucial 

pieces of the small shop’s developmental history in Charleston. First, and foremost, this shop and 

the family who occupied it represent the entrepreneurial working-class citizens who benefited the 

most from being able to build a commercial space at the micro-scale, which was financially 

attainable for them and allowed them to grow their businesses. Secondly, the dismissal of this 

shop once it was torn down is indicative of how under-appreciated small shops have been as a 

piece of Charleston’s architectural history. Although the shop had been gone for nearly fifty 

years by the time the Preservation Society intervened to save what remained of the 21 State 

Street property, they make no mention of the shop having ever existed, despite the house’s 

recognized significance as an important example of middle-class architecture. 

Conclusion 

 Each of these social histories tells a unique piece of the small shop’s story in Charleston. 

However, they all demonstrate the fact that small shops, and the people who built them, represent 

a significant portion of the working-class population’s history. The fact that people were able to 

construct these shops on their own property for a minimal cost directly contributed to the growth 

of entrepreneurship and small business ownership in Charleston. Small shops allowed businesses 

to operate beyond the city’s exclusive commercial districts, which were difficult to break into 

without a familial connection or sufficient financial means. Furthermore, they brought everyday 
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services to their neighborhoods, thereby providing access for African-American and lower-class 

European immigrant residents, who were often not allowed to patronize the stores on King 

Street. Even if the property owner had no desire to operate a business from their small shop, the 

space provided rental income for the family, making it a financial asset regardless of the owner’s 

occupation. 

 In addition to the significant role that small shops play in Charleston’s social history, they 

also represent a unique piece of the city’s commercial development. The types of businesses 

accommodated by the small shop’s compact footprint, various sub-typologies, and setting within 

residential communities differ from the businesses housed in the two- and three-part commercial 

blocks and storefronts along King, Market, and Broad Streets. Small-scale operations, such as 

single-chair barbershops, family tailors, artisanal workshops, and neighborhood markets, thrived 

in small shops, while they would have been unable to compete with the larger commercial chains 

and enterprises in Charleston’s commercial districts. When considered as a whole, the small 

shop’s architectural development, social histories, and early commercial uses indicate that the 

small shop, as a building typology, housed some of Charleston’s first true small businesses.  205

Therefore, the history of the small shop is an indispensable part of the city’s overall commercial  

development.  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Chapter V 

CONCLUSION 

Analysis 

 Each argument presented in this thesis seeks to answer one question: “What makes small 

shops a significant part of Charleston’s architectural and commercial history?” From the 

Preservation Society of Charleston’s initial efforts to survey and study the peninsula’s extant 

‘sweet shops,’ a greater story has been uncovered, which is one of vernacular commercialism and 

the development of Charleston’s small businesses. These buildings, which in total occupy only 

12,000 square feet of the city’s current building stock, contain the histories of an entire class of 

Charlestonians. Though the city’s commercial history began with the early development of a 

system of mercantile elitism and slavery, it transformed into a free-market economy following 

the Civil War. African Americans competed with lower-class European immigrants for labor 

positions, with former slaves and indentured servants often utilizing the skills that they had 

learned during their times of servitude to excel in a particular trade. As these skilled-laborers 

began carving out niche markets for themselves, often constructing small shops to use as their 

storefront and/or workshop, they became known as the city’s working-class. 

 Simultaneously, as Charleston’s shopping and business districts grew along King, 

Market, and Broad Streets throughout the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, several distinct 

forms of commercial architecture began to emerge. King Street became known for two- and 

three-part commercial blocks, while Market Street was lined with one-story shop spaces, and 
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Broad Street became the civic heart of the city. However, along with these large-scale 

commercial buildings, neighborhoods also developed their own language of commercial 

architecture. Two-story corner stores were found on nearly every block within residential 

communities, and small shops dotted the streetscape in between. Although lacking in size and 

varied in function, the small shop is an integral part of Charleston’s commercial past. They 

served the ‘common citizen’ and allowed people the opportunity to build their own commercial 

space, become a self-employed entrepreneur, and attain a level of social mobility that would 

have otherwise been inaccessible for them. 

 In addition to telling a crucial part of the city’s developmental history, small shops are a 

unique building typology, which are unlike any other commercial building in Charleston’s 

history. Consisting of four sub-typologies, small shops are a definable feature in the urban 

landscape, which add to the complexity and richness of the city’s streets at a human scale. 

Though many shops have already been lost, those that remain have retained a high level of 

architectural integrity, making them invaluable historic resources. 

 Finally, the case study sites introduced the variety of social histories which are associated 

with the small shop typology, as well as the potentially valuable role that they might play in the 

future of Charleston’s commercial development. As urban studies theorist, Richard Florida, 

noted, “urban tech,” or small high-tech firms, are looking to locate in “dense, urban network[s] 

of investors, collaborators, and competitors.”  He continues on to claim that the majority of 206

people starting businesses today are young ‘techies,’ who want “to live in denser, livelier, and 
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less car-dependent urban centers, [and that] older buildings in urban locations can be much more 

affordable for small start-ups.”  His analysis of the future for small businesses indicates that 207

small shops represent some of Charleston’s most valuable real estate at the moment. Just as this 

typology has historically offered an affordable way for working-class individuals to start their 

own business, the peninsula’s sixty-eight extant shops continue to represent some of the only 

commercial spaces in downtown Charleston which would be financially attainable for start-up 

business owners. Small shops housed the city’s first small businesses, and can still be functional 

in today’s commercial climate. 

Answering the Question 

 In answer to the question which was posed at the beginning of this thesis, small shops are 

a significant part of Charleston’s architectural history because they represent an unidentified, 

unique building typology, which has housed the city’s small businesses for over a century and 

continues to be a resource for business-owners today. Their relationship to the working-class 

population is irrefutable, and each of the four sub-typologies offer stories of entrepreneurial 

risks, successes, and failures, which shaped the development of Charleston’s vernacular 

architectural and commercial landscapes. With less than 25 percent of small shops still standing, 

failure to preserve this building typology would ultimately result in its complete loss and, with it, 

the loss of hundreds of untold stories about the city’s first entrepreneurs, artisans, and 

neighborhood business-owners. Not only do they represent a significant part of Charleston’s past, 

but they serve as an invaluable resource for the future of small-scale urban commercialism.  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Appendix A 

EXAMPLE SURVEY FORM 

 The following image is an example of the form used during the initial survey of extant 

shops in Charleston, South Carolina, which was conducted during the summer of 2013 by the 

author, Leeann Dickerson, under the auspices of the Preservation Society of Charleston. 
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Figure 1.1: Example survey form.  208
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Appendix B 

EXTANT SHOP SURVEY RESULTS 

 The following pages detail all information collected about each extant shop, including a 

photograph, the address, the historic ward and neighborhood location, current zoning 

information, details about current occupant (if known), and information about existing conditions 

for each property.  Following the survey information is a developmental period chart, compiled 209

by the author, which indicates the estimated construction date of each extant shop. 
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House 
Number

Street 
Address

Survey 
Number Picture Typology

Meets Small Shop Criteria
Historic 

Ward

Base Zoning Overlay Zoning
City 

Neighborhood
Historic 

Neighborhood Occupant Business Type Foundation Building 
Materials Windows Doors Roof Condition 

Rating
Set 

Back 
in feet

Width 
in feet

Depth 
in feet

Notes In residential 
setting

Footprint under 
450 sq. ft.

Conforms to 
one of the sub-

typologies

Historic 
commercial 

use
Currently 

extant
Included in 

thesis
DR-

1
DR-
1F

DR-
2

DR-
2F STR SR-

2
SR-

3 LB GB Old City 
Height

Amusement 
& Recreation

Old and 
Historic 
District

Short Term 
Rental Acomm.

11 Aiken 060 Mid-Block, 
Concrete 9 Eastside Hampstead 

Village Commercial Barber/Beauty Shop Slab Stucco 6 over 6 New Stepped 5 0 9

47 America 053
Three-
Bay, 
Gable

The concrete 
block shop was 
built on the 
same site as an 
earlier wood 
frame shop

9 Eastside Hampstead 
Village Commercial Barber/Beauty Shop Slab Brick 

Veneer Other New Gable 3 0 13

31 Amherst 061 Attached, 
Side 9 Eastside Hampstead 

Village Vacant Slab Concrete 
Block Single Original Unknown 2 0 10

25 Ashe 031 Attached, 
Front 11 Cannonborough/

Elliottborough Elliottborough Commercial Other Elevated Brick 
Veneer Single New Unknown 4 0 9

276 C Ashley 011 Mid-Block, 
Concrete 12 Westside Commercial Barber/Beauty Shop Slab Stucco Other New Stepped 4 0 8

9 Cannon 038
Three-
Bay, 
Parapet

11 Cannonborough/
Elliottborough Commercial Other Slab Wood 

Frame Single New Parapet 5 0 15

House 
Number

Street 
Address

Leeann Dickerson
101



11 Cannon 037 Mid-Block, 
Wood 11 Cannonborough/

Elliottborough Commercial Barber/Beauty Shop Slab Wood 
Frame Single New Parapet 4 0 11

59 1/2 Cannon 039
Three-
Bay, 
Parapet

11 Cannonborough/
Elliottborough Commercial Food Slab Stucco 2 over 2 New Parapet 5 0 12

74 1/2 Cannon 040 Corner, 
Wood 11 Cannonborough/

Elliottborough Commercial Other Slab Brick 
Veneer Other New Parapet 5 5 11

96 1/2 Cannon 041
Three-
Bay, 
Gable

11 Cannonborough/
Elliottborough Vacant Slab Brick 

Veneer Single Original Gable 3 0 12

114 Cannon 017 Mid-Block, 
Wood 12 Cannonborough/

Elliottborough Vacant Slab Brick 
Veneer Other New Parapet 2 0 14

125 Cannon 018 Corner, 
Wood 12 Cannonborough/

Elliottborough Commercial Barber/Beauty Shop Slab Brick 
Veneer Single New Parapet 5 0 14
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148 1/2 Cannon 019 Attached, 
Side 12 Cannonborough/

Elliottborough Commercial Barber/Beauty Shop Slab Stucco Single New Parapet 4 0 12

57 1/2 Carolina 029 Corner, 
Wood 11 Westside Wilson's Farm Vacant Slab Wood 

Frame Other New Parapet 2 0 9 25

33 A Cleveland 024 Attached, 
Side 11 North Central East Hampton Vacant Slab Stucco New Parapet 3 0 9

190 Coming 032
Three-
Bay, 
Parapet

11 Cannonborough/
Elliottborough Commercial Barber/Beauty Shop Elevated Wood 

Frame Single New Parapet 5 0 12 20

221 Coming 033 Mid-Block, 
Concrete 11 Cannonborough/

Elliottborough Commercial Food Slab Stucco 1 over 1 New Stepped 5 0 8

269 1/2 Coming 085 Attached, 
Side 11 Cannonborough/

Elliottborough Elliottborough Commercial Barber/Beauty Shop Slab Brick 
Veneer Single New Parapet 3 0 12
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2 Duncan 069 Attached, 
Side

Two shops on 
site; right one 
was built first (on 
1888 map), left 
one built by 
1902

8 Radcliffeborough Residential Elevated Wood 
Frame 6 over 6 Original Parapet 4 0 7

289 East Bay 073 Corner, 
Concrete

Historically a 
more residential 
neighborhood 
than it is now

5 Ansonborough Rhettsbury Commercial Convenience Store Slab Stucco Single New Parapet 4 0 10 30

106 Grove 002
Three-
Bay, 
Gable

12 Wagener 
Terrace Commercial Other Elevated Brick 

Veneer Other New Gable 4 0 15

391 Huger 026 Corner, 
Wood 11 North Central Moses Farm Commercial Food Elevated Stucco New Parapet 3 0 10

401 Huger 027 Attached, 
Front 11 North Central Moses Farm Residential Slab Stucco Other New Parapet 4 0 8

192 Jackson 057
Three-
Bay, 
Parapet

10 Eastside William Blake 
Estate Residential Slab Concrete 

Block Other New Stepped 3 0 13
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4 John 070
Three-
Bay, 
Gable

7 Mazyck-
Wraggborough Wraggborough Residential Slab Brick 2 over 2 Original Parapet 5 0 15 30

684 King 028 Attached, 
Front 11 Westside Wilson's Farm Commercial Barber/Beauty Shop Slab Brick 

Veneer Single New Unknown 5 0 10

1077 King 023
Three-
Bay, 
Parapet

11 North Central Romney Court Commercial Food Slab Stucco 2 over 2 New Parapet 3 0 12

1106 King 022 Attached, 
Side

Shop located 
behind barrier - 
author unable to 
obtain photo; 
Historically a 
more residential 
neighborhood 
than it is now

11 North Central Romney Court

68 1/2 Lee 054 Corner, 
Concrete 10 Eastside William Blake 

Estate Vacant Slab Concrete 
Block Other Original Parapet 3 0 16 12

6 Line 056 Mid-Block, 
Wood 9 Eastside Old Rope Walk Commercial Convenience Store Elevated Wood 

Frame 4 over 4 New Parapet 5 0 9
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92 Line 084 Mid-Block, 
Concrete

There’s been a 
shop on this site 
since at least 
1888

11 Cannonborough/
Elliottborough Elliottborough Residential Slab Stucco Single New Parapet 4 0 10

98 Line 086
Three-
Bay, 
Gable

11 Cannonborough/
Elliottborough Elliottborough Residential Slab Stucco 1 over 1 Gable 4 0 12

176 Line 012 Attached, 
Side 12 Westside Grants Court Commercial Food Slab Brick 

Veneer Single New Parapet 5 0 9

8 D Line 055 Mid-Block, 
Wood 9 Eastside Old Rope Walk Commercial Food Elevated Wood 

Frame Single New Parapet 4 0 9

98 A Line 087 Attached, 
Side 11 Cannonborough/

Elliottborough Elliottborough Vacant Elevated Wood 
Frame Other New Parapet 3 0 9

110 B Logan 089 Mid-Block, 
Wood 4 Harleston Village Mazyck Lands Residential Slab Stucco 6 over 6 New Parapet 5 0 10
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52 Meeting 088 Mid-Block, 
Wood 1 South of Broad Walled City Residential Slab Wood 

Frame 6 over 6 Original Gable 5 0 12

655 Meeting 051 Mid-Block, 
Concrete 10 East Central Addison Tract Commercial Convenience Store Slab Stucco Single New Stepped 4 0 9

493A Meeting 052 Attached, 
Front 10 Eastside Daniel Blake 

Estate Commercial Barber/Beauty Shop Elevated Stucco Single New Stepped 4 0 12

33 Moultrie 025 Corner, 
Wood 11 North Central Residential Elevated Wood 

Frame 2 over 2 Original Parapet 4 0 10 30

2204 Mt. Pleasant 001 Mid-Block, 
Concrete 12 Wagener 

Terrace
Rutledge 
Heights Commercial Grocery Slab Concrete 

Block Single New Flat 5 0 18

165 President 010 Corner, 
Concrete 12 Westside Vacant Slab Concrete 

Block Other New Parapet 2 0 10
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53 Radcliffe 050 Mid-Block, 
Wood 11 Cannonborough/

Elliottborough Residential Elevated Wood 
Frame 1 over 1 Original Parapet 3 0 9

51 Reid 062
Three-
Bay, 
Parapet

9 Eastside Hampstead 
Village Commercial Other Slab Stucco Other New Parapet 5 0 15

2 C Rose 096
Three-
Bay, 
Parapet

11 Cannonborough/
Elliottborough Elliottborough Residential Slab Stucco 2 over 2 New Stepped 4 0 12

107 Rutledge 081 Attached, 
Side

Historically a 
more residential 
neighborhood 
than it is now

6 Harleston Village Commercial Other Slab Stucco Other New Parapet 5 0 17

212 Rutledge 007 Mid-Block, 
Wood 12 Cannonborough/

Elliottborough Commercial Food Elevated Wood 
Frame Single New Stepped 5 0 15 20

225 Rutledge 008 Attached, 
Front 12 Cannonborough/

Elliottborough Elliottborough Commercial Barber/Beauty Shop Slab Brick 
Veneer Single New Parapet 4 0 10
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265 Rutledge 009 Attached, 
Side 12 Cannonborough/

Elliottborough Elliottborough Vacant Slab Wood 
Frame Other Original Parapet 2 0 9

579 1/2 Rutledge 093 Attached, 
Side 11 Westside Race Street Commercial Other Slab Stucco Other New Parapet 3 0 9

610 1/2 Rutledge 003 Mid-Block, 
Wood 12 North Central Moses Farm Commercial Slab Wood 

Frame Single New 5 0 9 25

35 Sheppard 059 Mid-Block, 
Concrete

There was a 
shop built here 
between 
1941-1955; 
extant one could 
be rebuild

10 Eastside William Blake 
Estate Residential Slab Concrete 

Block Other Original Gable 4 2 8

160 1/2 Smith 049
Three-
Bay, 
Gable

11 Cannonborough/
Elliottborough Vacant Elevated Wood 

Frame 2 over 2 Original Gable 2 0 10

55 South 063 Mid-Block, 
Concrete 9 Eastside Hampstead 

Village Vacant Slab Concrete 
Block Other New Hipped 3 0 10
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35 Spring 035 Attached, 
Front 11 Cannonborough/

Elliottborough Commercial Food Slab Stucco Single New Parapet 5 0 17

55 Spring 046 Mid-Block, 
Concrete 11 Cannonborough/

Elliottborough Commercial Barber/Beauty Shop Slab Stucco Single New Stepped 3 0 11

66 Spring 095 Attached, 
Front 11 Cannonborough/

Elliottborough Elliottborough Residential Elevated Stucco Single Original Parapet 5 0

89 Spring 094 Attached, 
Front 11 Cannonborough/

Elliottborough Residential Elevated Wood 
Frame Other New Hipped 5 0 12 8

92 Spring 043 Mid-Block, 
Wood 11 Cannonborough/

Elliottborough Elliottborough Commercial Other Elevated Wood 
Frame 2 over 2 New Parapet 4 3 11

114 Spring 016 Attached, 
Side

Seems to have 
been two stores 
in earliest years.

12 Cannonborough/
Elliottborough Elliottborough Commercial Food Slab Stucco Other New Parapet 3 0 14
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147 Spring 021 Attached, 
Front 12 MUSC Commercial Barber/Beauty Shop Slab Brick 

Veneer Single New Shed 4 0 12 10

121 B Spring 015 Attached, 
Front 12 Cannonborough/

Elliottborough Elliottborough Residential Slab Brick 1 over 1 New Flat 5 0 15 15

139 D Spring 014 Mid-Block, 
Concrete 12 Cannonborough/

Elliottborough Commercial Other Slab Stucco Other New Stepped 5 0 14 25

46 A Spring 036 Attached, 
Side 11 Cannonborough/

Elliottborough Vacant Slab Brick 
Veneer Single New Parapet 3 0 11

92 A Spring 044 Mid-Block, 
Wood 11 Cannonborough/

Elliottborough Elliottborough Commercial Other Elevated Brick 
Veneer 6 over 6 New Parapet 3 3 9

40 Vanderhorst 065
Three-
Bay, 
Gable

8 Radcliffeborough Radcliffeborough Residential Elevated Wood 
Frame 6 over 6 New Gable 5 0 12

Survey 
Number Picture Typology

Meets Small Shop Criteria
Historic 

Ward

Base Zoning Overlay Zoning
City 

Neighborhood
Historic 

Neighborhood Occupant Business Type Foundation Building 
Materials Windows Doors Roof Condition 

Rating
Set 

Back 
in feet

Width 
in feet

Depth 
in feet

Notes In residential 
setting

Footprint under 
450 sq. ft.

Conforms to 
one of the sub-

typologies

Historic 
commercial 

use
Currently 

extant
Included in 

thesis
DR-

1
DR-
1F

DR-
2

DR-
2F STR SR-

2
SR-

3 LB GB Old City 
Height

Amusement 
& Recreation

Old and 
Historic 
District

Short Term 
Rental Acomm.

House 
Number

Street 
Address

Leeann Dickerson
111



5 Warren 066 Attached, 
Side 8 Radcliffeborough Radcliffeborough Commercial Food Slab Stucco 2 over 2 New Parapet 5 0 13

89 1/2 Wentworth 082 Mid-Block, 
Wood 6 King St. Historic 

District Glebe Lands Commercial Other Elevated Wood 
Frame 1 over 1 Original Parapet 5 0 12

271 Ashley 013 N/A 12 Westside Commercial Food Slab Wood 
Frame Single New Parapet 5 0 10 30

66 Broad 098 N/A 3 French Quarter Walled City Commercial Other Elevated Stucco Other Original Gable 5 0 10

223 Calhoun 067 N/A 8 Radcliffeborough Commercial Other Slab Stucco Other New Parapet 5 0 16

226 Calhoun 068 N/A 8 Radcliffeborough Commercial Other Slab Brick Single New Parapet 5 0 17 35
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47 Cooper 097 N/A 9 Eastside Hampstead 
Village Commercial Grocery Slab Wood 

Frame 2 over 2 New Shed 3 0 20 15

74 Cooper 058 N/A 9 Eastside William Blake 
Estate Residential Elevated Wood 

Frame 2 over 2 New Shed 1 2 7

1300 Hester 091 N/A 12 Wagener 
Terrace Vacant Slab Wood 

Frame Other New Parapet 2 5 40 15

1108 King 092 N/A 10 North Central Romney Simons Commercial Barber/Beauty Shop Slab Concrete 
Block Single New Unknown 3 2 12

1407 B King 090 N/A 11 North Central Commercial Other Slab Brick 
Veneer Single New Parapet 5 10 13 35

4 Liberty 083 N/A 6 King St. Historic 
District Wragg Pasture Commercial Barber/Beauty Shop Slab Stucco Single New Parapet 5 0 18
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125 Line 030 N/A 11 Cannonborough/
Elliottborough Elliottborough Commercial Barber/Beauty Shop Elevated Wood 

Frame Other Original Gable 4 0 9 20

42 C Morris 048 N/A 11 Cannonborough/
Elliottborough Commercial Food Slab Stucco Single New Parapet 3 0 16 20

457 Race 004 N/A 12 Westside Residential Slab Stucco 1 over 1 Original Hipped 5 2 15

85 1/2 Spring 045 N/A 11 Cannonborough/
Elliottborough Elliottborough Commercial Other Slab Stucco Other New Stepped 5 0 13 50

94 Spring 042 N/A 11 Cannonborough/
Elliottborough Elliottborough Commercial Other Slab Asphalt 

Siding Single New Parapet 3 0 12

169 A Spring 020 N/A 12 Cannonborough/
Elliottborough Commercial Other Slab Brick 

Veneer Other New Flat 5 0 13
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153 St. Philip 034 N/A 11 Cannonborough/
Elliottborough Radcliffeborough Commercial Other Slab Brick 

Veneer Other Original Parapet 4 0 15 15

17 Warren 064 N/A 8 Radcliffeborough Radcliffeborough Commercial Food Slab Brick 
Veneer Other New Flat 5 2 15
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Appendix C 

RESEARCH PROPERTIES 

 The author researched the following properties as part of the initial survey process for the 

Preservation Society of Charleston (all properties are located in Charleston, SC; addresses 

represent the property’s current address): 11 1/2 Aiken Street, 96 1/2 Cannon Street, 125 Cannon 

Street, 57 1/2 Carolina Street, 190 Coming Street, 221 Coming Street, 74 Cooper Street (this 

property was determined to be ineligible as a small shop because it was historically a residential 

property), 391 Huger Street, 2 John Street, 1106 King Street, 68 1/2 Lee Street, 125 1/2 Line 

Street, 52 Meeting Street, 33 Moultrie Street, 53 Radcliffe Street, 212 Rutledge Avenue, 225 

Rutledge Avenue, 267 Rutledge Avenue, 610 A Rutledge Avenue, 153 St. Philip Street (this 

property was determined to be ineligible as a small shop because it was historically a multi-story 

corner store), 160 1/2 Smith Street, 55 Spring Street, 92 A Spring Street, 5 1/2 Warren Street, and 

89 1/2 Wentworth Street. Historical narratives for each property is included in the final survey 

report, which was compiled by the author for the Preservation Society of Charleston.  210

!
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 Dickerson, “The Charleston Sweet Shop.”210



!
!

Appendix D 

LOST SHOP IMAGES 

Lost Shops Located through Preservation Society of Charleston 

 Unless otherwise noted, the following images are lost small shops which were located 

through the Preservation Society of Charleston’s property files, which are located at their office 

in Charleston, South Carolina.  211

!  
Figure 1.1: 25 1/2 Reid Street 
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 Photos courtesy of the Preservation Society of Charleston.211



!  
Figure 1.2: Address unknown  212

!!!!

!  
Figure 1.3: 20 Norman Street 
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 Loutrel Briggs, Charleston Gardens (Columbia, USC Press, 1951), 36.212



!  
Figure 1.4: Address unknown !!

!  
Figure 1.5: 249 B Ashley Avenue !!

!  
Figure 1.6: 21 Nunan Street !!
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!  
Figure 1.7: Address unknown !

!  
Figure 1.8: 973 King Street !

!  
Figure 1.9: 21 State Street !
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Lost Shops Located through the SCDOT 

 The following images are lost small shops which were located through the South 

Carolina Department of Transportation’s documentation efforts following the construction of 

I-17 and I-126. Photo captions indicate information as provided by the SCDOT. Images are 

available online through the College of Charleston’s Lowcountry Digital Library.  213

!

!  
Figure 1.10: Half Moon Cafe; on site affected by the construction of I-26. !

!  
Figure 1.11: Structure appears to have been a market; on site affected by construction of I-26. 

!122

 South Carolina Department of Transportation, Properties in the Right-of-Way, Photograph (Charleston: College 213

of Charleston, Lowcountry Digital Library, 1961-1965), from the Historic Charleston Foundation, Photographic 
Collections, http://lcdl.library.cofc.edu/lcdl/catalog?f[collection_titleInfo_title_facet][]=SCDOT+Photographs%3A
+Properties+in+the+Right-of-Way (accessed February 24, 2014). 

http://lcdl.library.cofc.edu/lcdl/catalog?f%5Bcollection_titleInfo_title_facet%5D%5B%5D=SCDOT+Photographs%3A+Properties+in+the+Right-of-Way


!  
Figure 1.12: Structure appears to have been a corner store; on site affected by construction of 
I-26. !

!  
Figure 1.13: Structure appears to have been a market; on site affected by construction of I-26. !

!  
Figure 1.14: Structure once used commercially; on site affected by construction of I-26.  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!  
Figure 1.15: Little Italy pizza restaurant; on site affected by widening of State Road 13. !!

!  
Figure 1.16: Structure with stepped parapet; on site affected by widening of U.S. Route 17. !!

!  
Figure 1.17: Structure with stepped parapet; on site affected by widening of U.S. Route 17. 
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!  
Figure 1.18: Structure affected by widening of U.S. Route 17. !

!  
Figure 1.19: Structure with stepped parapet; on site affected by widening of U.S. Route 17. !

!  
Figure 1.20: Carl’s House; on site affected by widening of U.S. Route 17. 
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!  
Figure 1.21: Structure on site affected by widening of U.S. Route 17. !

!  
Figure 1.22: Friendly Barber Shop and Spot Light Radio TV Service; on site affected by 
widening of U.S. Route 17. !

!  
Figure 1.23: Walker’s Grocery; on site affected by construction of I-26. 
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!

!  
Figure 1.24: Structure presumably a market; on site affected by construction of I-26. !

!  
Figure 1.25: Pick & Pay Grocery; on site affected by construction of I-26. !

!  
Figure 1.26: Structure presumably a market; on site affected by construction of I-26. !
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!  
Figure 1.27: Structure on site affected by construction of I-26. !

!  
Figure 1.28: Washington Grocery on site affected by construction of I-26. !
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Appendix E 

CHARLESTON CITY ZONING ORDINANCE 

The following are full descriptions of each zoning ordinance that affects a small shop site, as 

reported by the City of Charleston Zoning Office.  214

Diverse Residential (DR-1, DR-1F, DR-2, and DR-2F): The DR districts allow 
multi-family residential (3 or more) dwellings and one-family attached dwellings 
as well as single- and two-family dwellings. Density limitations are… 19.4, 19.4, 
26.4 and 26.4 units per acre respectively. Within the DR-1, DR-1F, DR-2, DR-2F 
districts, the Board of Zoning Appeals may approve as a special exception, 
fraternity houses, sorority houses, dormitories, and homes for the elderly. !
Single-family Residential (SR-2 and SR-3): The SR districts allow for one-family 
detached dwellings with maximum [density of 7.3 units] per acre, with varying 
setback, height and lot occupancy requirements. !
Single- and Two-family Residential (STR): The STR district allows single- and 
two-family dwellings and all sues permitted in the SR districts. The minimum lot 
size for a two-family dwelling is 9,000 square feet for a maximum density of 7.3 
units per acre. !
Limited Business (LB): The LB district is intended to allow a limited variety of 
commercial uses and services associated with neighborhood retail, financial and 
office activities which are compatible with residential areas. The hours of 
operation for most permitted commercial uses are restricted to between 7 a.m. and 
11 p.m. Gasoline service stations are permitted only as a special exception subject 
to the approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals. Prohibited uses include, but are 
not limited to bars, liquor stores, car washes as a principal use, bowling alleys, 
billiard parlors, dance halls, restaurants with drive-thru service windows, and 
automobile sales. !
General Business (GB): The GB district is intended to provide for a broad range 
of commercial uses and activities. It is the most intensive commercial zoning 
district. Prohibited uses include junk and salvage yards, storage yards (except for 
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vehicles and boats), and warehouses including self-storage mini-warehouses. 
Automotive repairs shops, veterinary clinics, and stables are permitted only as 
special exceptions subject to the approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals. !
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Appendix F 

SMALL SHOPS BEYOND CHARLESTON 

 The following pages contain images and addresses of any known small shops in towns 

beyond Charleston.  Located through research into African American commercial history, 215

historic immigrant neighborhoods in other parts of the country, and, in some cases, pure 

happenstance, these shops only begin to explore the small shop’s history in the United States. 

Although the shops pictured here bear a great resemblance to the small shops of Charleston, their 

true relationship to one another as an architectural typology cannot be considered complete 

without studying these buildings’ related social histories. 

!
!
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Photo Address Source

Oakland, CA

“Our City Oakland - 1950's Urban 
Renewal & Tour of an American 
City,” YouTube video, 1:57, from a 
program televised by the Oakland 
Junior Chamber of Commerce, 
posted by “Val73TV4,” on June 3, 
2012, http://www.youtube.com/
watch?v=tvPFb9itTN0.

175 NW 20th St., 
Miami, FL

Google Maps, “175 NW 20th St., 
Miami, FL,” February 2014, http://
maps.google.com.
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http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tvPFb9itTN0
http://maps.google.com


1808 NW 1st Place, 
Miami, FL

Google Maps, “1808 NW 1st 
Place, Miami, FL,” February 2014, 
http://maps.google.com.

2000 NW 2nd Ave., 
Miami, FL

Google Maps, “2000 NW 2nd 
Ave., Miami, FL,” February 2014, 
http://maps.google.com.

Overtown, Miami, 
FL

Mary N. Woods, Beyond the 
Architect’s Eye: Photographs and 
the American Built Environment 
(Philadelphia: University of 
Pennsylvania Press, 2009), 216.

Photo Address Source
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http://maps.google.com
http://maps.google.com


Overtown, Miami, 
FL

Max Waldman, “Max Waldman’s 
Archives: Color Town,” http://
www.maxwaldman.com/pages/
colortowntn.html.

Northwest Palm 
Beach, FL

The National Register of Historic 
Places, “National Register of 
Historic Places Listings in Florida” 
photo set, http://www.flickr.com/
photos/nationalregister/sets/.

Northwest Palm 
Beach, FL

The National Register of Historic 
Places, “National Register of 
Historic Places Listings in Florida” 
photo set, http://www.flickr.com/
photos/nationalregister/sets/.

Photo Address Source
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http://www.maxwaldman.com/pages/colortowntn.html
http://www.flickr.com/photos/nationalregister/sets/
http://www.flickr.com/photos/nationalregister/sets/


Northwest Palm 
Beach, FL

The National Register of Historic 
Places, “National Register of 
Historic Places Listings in Florida” 
photo set, http://www.flickr.com/
photos/nationalregister/sets/.

232 4th Street N., 
Sain Petersburg, FL

Google Maps, “232 4th Street N., 
Raleigh, NC,” February 2014, 
http://maps.google.com.

134 Strickland Ave., 
Athens, GA

Google Maps, “134 Strickland 
Ave., Athens, GA,” February 2014, 
http://maps.google.com.

Photo Address Source
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http://www.flickr.com/photos/nationalregister/sets/
http://maps.google.com
http://maps.google.com


217 Hiawasee St., 
Athens, GA

Google Maps, “217 Hiawasee 
Ave., Athens, GA,” February 2014, 
http://maps.google.com.

225 Hillcrest Ave., 
Athens, GA

Google Maps, “225 Hillcrest Ave., 
Athens, GA,” February 2014, 
http://maps.google.com.

Falmouth, Jamaica
Alison Toon, “Jamaica, January 
2013: people and places” photo 
set, http://www.flickr.com/photos/
alisontoon/sets/.

Photo Address Source
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http://maps.google.com
http://maps.google.com
http://www.flickr.com/photos/alisontoon/sets/


Falmouth, Jamaica
Alison Toon, “Jamaica, January 
2013: people and places” photo 
set, http://www.flickr.com/photos/
alisontoon/sets/.

1104 & 1106 W. 
Cabarrus St., 
Raleigh, NC

Google Maps, “1104 W. Cabarrus 
St., Raleigh, NC,” February 2014, 
http://maps.google.com.

303 East St., Raleigh, 
NC

Google Maps, “303 East St., 
Raleigh, NC,” February 2014, 
http://maps.google.com.

Photo Address Source
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http://www.flickr.com/photos/alisontoon/sets/
http://maps.google.com
http://maps.google.com


518 Bloodworth St., 
Raleigh, NC

Google Maps, “518 Bloodworth 
St., Raleigh, NC,” February 2014, 
http://maps.google.com.

St. Anne’s Hill 
Historic District, 
Dayton, OH

The National Register of Historic 
Places, “National Register of 
Historic Places Listings in Ohio” 
photo set, http://www.flickr.com/
photos/nationalregister/sets/.

St. Anne’s Hill 
Historic District, 
Dayton, OH

The National Register of Historic 
Places, “National Register of 
Historic Places Listings in Ohio” 
photo set, http://www.flickr.com/
photos/nationalregister/sets/.

Photo Address Source
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http://maps.google.com
http://www.flickr.com/photos/nationalregister/sets/
http://www.flickr.com/photos/nationalregister/sets/


Quakertown Historic 
District, Bucks 
County, PA

The National Register of Historic 
Places, “National Register of 
Historic Places Listings in 
Pennsylvania” photo set, http://
www.flickr.com/photos/
nationalregister/sets/.

1114 Green St., 
Beaufort, SC

Google Maps, “1114 Greene St., 
Beaufort, SC,” February 2014, 
http://maps.google.com.

1401 Duke St., 
Beaufort, SC

Google Maps, “1401 Duke St., 
Beaufort, SC,” February 2014, 
http://maps.google.com.

Photo Address Source
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http://www.flickr.com/photos/nationalregister/sets/
http://maps.google.com
http://maps.google.com


!
!

The Eastern Shore 
(town unknown), VA

Photo courtesy of Edward Barnes, 
retrieved from http://
instagram.com/p/chdFr7Rwyi/.

Photo Address Source
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