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Project Description

The Battery Bouillé is located on the western side of the island, on top of the cliff, and
just sauth of the city. Nowadays, it can be reached by a small dirt road off the main road to Fort
de Windt. The battery is also located just to the south of the large gut that leads to Crooks Castle
and is therefore strategically placed to protect the soutlztofthe bay. The battery consists of
a defensive wall and three large cannons, including the largest cannon on théviektraf. the
area is overgrown, but the cannons and the wall are still visible.

This project was initiated after local reports of significant finds. First, S.E.C.A.R. was
informed of a large find of 10 blue beads in one area. Although the person informing us did not
know exactly where it wa#, was neaiWhite Wall and on the slope tife Quill. As this
description did not provide us any specific data, S.E.C.A.R. did not pursue it. Later, however, we
heard that more blue beads were found (30 in total) and that these were found in close
association with Battery Bouillé. This informatiprovided us details of its location, but also
indicated that the beads were very likely found in situ and ingeléd a known historical site.

The find of these blue beads led to looting practices of the local workers. The area is on a
terrain where a new house is baittd during construction effortse workers encountered these
beads. As these beads represent monetary value and can beasiwkelyalasy for a significant
amount ($10a150 per bead}these workers were eager to find more. They excavated shallow
pits and screened all the soil, trying to uncover more blue beads. The area is now very disturbed,
with shallow pits and piles of screed soil lying around. Further, larger piles of bulldozed
materials are concentrated in the corner of the road. In sum, the area is heavily disturbed.

Blue beads, as an artifact without context, have little archaeological value. The beads are
numerous antheir significanceiswek nown t o St . Eustatiuso6 histo
not change this specific persgige significantly. However, lble beads in context and in
association with other archaeological finds do provide additional informatiomayndeveal
answers to questions if these beads were only used by slaves or colonists also engaged in their
exchange, what their function was in different context of exchange and hovbéaeise
functioned in the exchange economy on St. Eustatius. Astitagon shaped blue beads are
specific to the island, it can be assumed that these items had a very specific fugretion

In addition, the large concentration of blue beads in relation to the close proximity of the
battery suggested that structures treotfeatures were encountered. As other structures, so far,
were unknown, S.E.C.A.R. deemed it necessary to investigate these findings. The goal of the
project was to establish and investigate the possible existence of multiple ancillary structures
near tle battery. After a quick survey of the area, S.E.C.A.R. archaeologist Ruud Stelten found
multiple broken walls and a significant amount of building materials at the site. This was enough
to validate a more detailed archaeological investigation of the area.

These building materials seemed to be coming from a couple of pits, most likely dug by
lootersto find the blue beads. A large sieve Wasg right beside the pits, which was used to
screen the content of the holes and extract the blue beads. It sbaitbdse building materials
were found in situ and that a structure was located in the corner of the property

On our arrival of the first field day, we were approached by the neighbor of this property.
He told us that he had never seen a wall or angratructure in close proximity of the battery.

He had cleaned the area before of vegetation, but it quickly grew back and he never maintained
it. He also showed us a building in the back of his yard. This was a large dome like structure,
with the walls nade of basalt stones to about 1 m in height. The dome structure and ceiling were
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constructed by red bricks. The total structure was approximately 2 m high and 8 m deep. The
opening of the structure was damaged and the front wall was likely broken tayediater

access to the dome. This structure was likely used for storage, maybe of gunpowder or other
supplies for the battery.

The presence of this structure also validated a more detailed investigation of the site
where the blue beads were found. As tleatmn where the finds were made was located exactly
in between the dome structure and the battery, it is very likely that the area in between was also
in use and that other structures were built here. Obviously, the dome located approximately 100
m away fom the battery showed that a larger area was used for purposes related to the battery.

Thegoalof this project was to investigate the possible remains of ancillary structures to
the battery. The indication of a largedionf blue beads was an indicatiofithe possible presence
of structures in the areArtifact recovery, including blue beads, was not the main purpose of this
study. As mentioned before, addi tional artifai
history, as the island is coveredth artifacts. However, thpresence andxact location of
ancillary structuresear Battery Bouillé are unknown and would provide valuable archaeological
information.
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Historical Background

Battery Bouillé is described in detail biartog (197%. Here follows a summary from his
accountAfter the invasion of the French on November 24 and 25, 1781, the island changed
possession from the English to the French. The French were interested in maintaining the island
and quickly reassessed the defensive works on the island. It was noted thé stmlictures
were neglected over the past years and were not in good condition, including Fort ddkéndt.
French under guidance of governor of Martinique Francois Claude Amour, marquis de Bouillé,
decided to fortify the island and built additios&uctures, including Battery Bouill&.second
battery was also planned by the French, but never executed.

Commander OOReilly, who was asked to check
authority was reinstalled in 1795, found that French foaifons were not welbuild, except for
Fort Panga. This was probably due to the severe threat of the English, after the French took the
island in 1781. The French were afraid that England would retaliate and try to take St. Eustatius
back. To protect thisland, multiple batteries were built in a short amount of time to counter this
threat.The Frenchéft the island in 1784, so all these buildings were installed in three years only.

The construction of Battery Bouillé was good enough for the Dutch, after 1784, to
continue its use and maintenance. Documentation mentioned a wooden guard house of 24 by 12
feet, consisting of two rooms, and a wooden shed. The battery was considerablyatimeine
cannons, of which five were heavy-gdunders, two light4ounders and twbouwitzers The
strategic placing of the battery was appreciated to such a degree that the Dutch even considered
finishing the French plan of building a second battexgrby.

After 1800 there is no mention of Battery Bouillé in the sources. It seems that the decline
of the islandds economic i mpact on the region
to defensive buildings. The port of St. Eustatius bexbkess and less used and the economic
trade shifted to other islands. Wahgnificant fewer amounts of wealth stored in Lower Town,
the need to protect the island from invaders also diminished. The battery, with only three cannons
as it can be seen toddmgs been like this for over a couple of decades and what happened to the
associated wooden structures is unknown.
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Research Methodology

This research was aimedfatding structural features near Battery Bouildthough the
sources mention the existence of two wooden structures, the large amount of bricks and parts of
walls in the field were reason to believe that another, more permanent structure was built here as
well. To investigate the archaeologicamains threesmallscale test excavatiomgere placed in
three locationsThe methods will be described below in more detail.

Excavation

To test the subsurfageesence of walls, features, atehsity of the artifact scatters,
three test units were placed asdhe landscap@ll units measured 1 x 1 m. The first unit was
placed in the last untouchadd undisturbeg@art east of the road. In previous days, the local
workers on the house that is built at Battery Bouillé looted the @hémlocation was chosdn
understand local geography and understanding how further the archaeological remains were
scattered across the landscape.

The second test unitas placed just east of the road, just around thescofinis unit is
placed closest the battery. There wasnall surface where the soil was not turned over during
the looting. During the excavation of the looting pits, a large amount of building materials was
found. These materials were thrown to the side and prohibited further excavation underneath
them. As his location was undisturbed, we removed the building materials and excavated here.

The last unit was placed a little further to the easinitf2. In between unit 2 and 3 were
all the looting pits. This unit was placed as close to the looting pgissssble to expose possible
walls to this part of the site. Unit 2 and 3 were both placed in close proximity of the building
materials that were uncovered to see if there was any wall found here.

Excavations of the test units wengtially conducted in inrements of 10 cm levels and
the excavai dirt was screened through 5 mis the looting pits already exposed the local
geology, it was quickly decided to follow stratigraphic layers. The top layer, approximately 20
cm deep, was a dark brown soil. Undexthe a thin layer of grey and hard soil was encountered.
Underneath, a yellow silty soil with rocks was located. This geology is consistent with other
locations on the island, where a darker layer with artifacts supersedes a yellow layer of natural
soil. In all three test pits, layer 1 includes all dark soil to approximately the transition to the
yellow soil. The small screen was used to trap all possible materials that were found here,
including smaller beads and valuable artifaCl®singlevels in eachunit were drawn and
describedThe final levels were alggshotographedNorth profiles weredrawn of all units.
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Results
In total, 285 artifacts, weighing 1958 g, were found during this field project. This

includes three artifacts, weighing 594 g, collected from the surface in the immediate vicinity of
the three test unit3he results are discussed here.

Figure 1: Project area and approximate location of test units.

Surface

Three selected surface finds were collected, all based on specific characteristics. First, a
cannonball of 534 g was collected. This is an extraordinary find and was laying right on the
surface next to one of the looting pits. It is very likely that thiswas found in the soil during
looting and placed to the side. A pieceddfineseporcelain, hand painted blue, was collected as
well. This was a rather large piece (23 g) with design and indicated that some less mundane
activities associated with thetbery also took place. Finally, a mold blown neck and lip were
found. The mold line extends all the way on the neck to the lip, so it is dated t48880The
porcelain and glass give a general impression of what is found on the surface.
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Figure 2: Artifacts found on the surface. Cannonball is the most right artifact.
Figure 3: Overview of the site. Test Unit 1 is located ithe background, near the car. Test unit 2 is the one in
the foreground. Test unit 3 is on the right.

Test Unit 1

Test unit 1 consisted of two layers. The top layer was a brown grey silt with underneath a
yellow silt. The top layer was the plough zone, whereas the layer underneath was the natural
soils (see appendix A). Artifacts were collected per stratigraphic unit, because these were easily
distinguished in the field. The drawing of the bottom of layer 1 shows a lot of larger rocks, which
were part of the top of layer 2 on which layer 1 was &tlia

Test unit 1 had the highest density of artifacts. In total, 219 artifacts were found for the
combined weight of 751 g (TABLE 1 and 2). Glass was the dominant artifact category, with a
total of 147 pieces and 538 g (TABLE 3 and 4). This is unusuailpasexcavations yield more
pottery in weight and count. The pottery assemblage from this unit was very ddevse.
pieces of tinglazed pottery, possibly Delftware, were found indicating-4&7century
occupation of the area. However, creamware desinant (N=25, 43 g), pushing the date post
1762. Stoneware, coarse earthenware, porcelain and pearl ware were found as well. One large
rim of Afro-Caribbean ware of 25 g was found. This piece came from an open bowl.

Eleven specimens of shell were fouatl parts of snails oCittarium pica These shells
do not seem to be part of the diet. It is very likely that local soldier crabs moved these shells into
the area. Five pipe fragments (6 g) and eight metal pieces (85 g) were found as well. Of the
metalartifacts, one piece might have been part of a hinge of lock, as it is larger and flat. Also,
four nails were foundr-inally, two blue beads were found; one larger and one smaller bead. Both
beads have the pentagon shape so specific to St Eustatius.
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Figure 4: The bottom of Test Unit 1. The yellow natural soil is clearly visible in the photo.

Figure 5: Two blue beads found in test unit 1.

Table 1: Total weight per context

Surface 594
Test Unit 1 751
Test Unit 2 237
Test Unit 3 376
Grand Total 1958




SECAR
Archaeological Assessment Battery Bouillé Morsink 2013

Table 2: Total count per context

Surface 3
Test Unit 1 219
Test Unit 2 36
Test Unit 3 27
Grand Total 285

Table 3: total weight per context

Total Weight per Context

| Surface

HTestUnit 1
l Test Unit 2
H Test Unit 3

Table 4: Total count per context

Total Count per Context

m Surface

H Test Unit 1
i Test Unit 2
B Test Unit 3
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Table 5: Total weight per artifact category. Note the high amount of glass in this sample.

Total Weight per Artifact Category

m Pottery

m Bone

m Glass

H Metal

m Pipe fragments
m Shell

Table 6: Total count per artifact category. Note the high amount of glass in this sample.

Total Count per Artifact Category

m Pottery

m Bone

m Glass

B Metal

m Pipe fragments
= Shell

Test Unit 2

Test unit 2 consisted of two layers. The top layer was a bgoeynsilt with underneath a
yellow silt. The top layer was the plough zone, whereas the layer underneath was the natural
soils (see appendix A). Artifacts were collected per stratigraphic unit, because these were easily
distinguished in the field. Layewb did not yield any artifacts.

The layers were not horizontal toward the road. Near the road, the top layer seemed to go
deeper. However, no artifacts were found in the deeper parts of this layer. The boundaries in this
part of the unit were also extrelp&ague, so it was difficult to assess where the layer went
deeper. The absence of artifacts in this part does suggest that this was not a cultural layer and of
little archaeological interest.

Test unit 2 yielded significantly less artifacts than unidaly 36 artifacts were
recovered, weighing 237 g. With twelve pieces, pottery was the category that weighted the most:
128 g. One artifact is of special interest, a piece of Metropolitan coarseware. The artifact is
small, only weighing 1 g, which can batdd to 1625 and 1680. Also, eight pieces of coarse
earthenware, weighing 118 g, were found. Only six metals were also encountered, of which three
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were nails. One shell (4 g) Ghittarium picawas probably introduced by a soldier crab in this
context, ratkr than it being discarded after food consumption.

Figure 6: Bottom of Test unit 2.

Test Unit 3

Test unit 3 consisted of two layers. The top layer was a brown grey silt with underneath a
yellow silt. The top layer was the plgli zone, whereas the layer underneath was the natural
soils (see appendix A). Artifacts were collected per stratigraphic unit, because these were easily
distinguished in the field. All soil in this unit was very loose, not compact and heterogeneous.
This might indicate that part of the soil was already disturbed by previous work at this location.

Test Unit 3 yielded 27 artifacts for 376 g. By count, glass was the highest category with
12 specimens. By weight, pottery was by far the highest category &8t gcompared to glass,
43 g and metal for 63 g). This was largely due to one specimen, a large handle of Green Bacin or
Green Lebrillo pottery. This leaglazed pottery was produced in Spain between 1490 and 1600
(FLMNH 2013, weighing 245 g. In the same context, a hpathted oveiglazed porcelain
sherdwas found as well. This specimen can be dated t0-1880. The last specimen of special
interest is a white stoneware molded-ggdized piecewhich can be dated to 17410/775.

These artifacts also argue that this was a disturbed context. None ofethefdhese
artifacts overlap and these was a significant amount of distance in time between the oldest and
the youngest date$his information in combination with the loose texture of the soil in this part
supports the hypothesis that this area wasdtidit some point and artifacts and soil was re
deposited at this location. The primary context of the artifacts is unknown, but it is still likely
that these were used in this immediate vicinity.
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