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INTRODUCTION 
 
Glencairn is a privately owned residence on 2.33 acres 
in Lawrence Township, Mercer County, New Jersey 
(Figures 1 and 2).  The lot is the nucleus of a 250 acre 
farmstead that was first settled in the 1690s.  In 1936, 
the Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS) re-
corded the Glencairn buildings, which are mostly of 
eighteenth century date.  In 1972 the property was en-
tered on the National Register of Historic Places as part 
of the Lawrence Township Historic District. Between 
1976 and 1981 Glencairn formed the subject of a major 
restoration supported by two federal grants.  The Glen-
cairn preservation project began as an architectural res-
toration and expanded into three major areas of histori-
cal inquiry: architectural study, documentary research, 
and archaeological investigation.  The interaction of 
these disciplines and others such as oral history contrib-
uted far beyond their individual value to our under-
standing of the site, and the project exemplifies the im-
portance of an interdisciplinary approach to material 
culture studies. 
 
The restoration work permitted a close examination of 
the fabric of Glencairn's buildings, revealing construc-
tion details not otherwise visible. Architectural study of 
the house showed that both vernacular and formal influ-
ences accumulated over nearly 250 years of occupation. 
The study of related buildings in the area also helped to 
interpret evidence pertaining to the origins and evolu-
tion of the architecture at Glencairn.  Historic docu-
ments provided information about fixed points in time, 
including peoples' names and relationships, important 
keys to social and genealogical history.  Deeds, wills, 
and especially probate inventories provided indications 
of material culture, of farming operations, and occasion-
ally of specific buildings and their uses.  However, the 
archival record tends to give a specialized view of his-

tory, since for the most part it was kept for legal and 
tenurial purposes. 
 
Archaeological investigation, by providing a below�-
ground view of the architecture, helped explain the con-
struction and alteration of the house and produced infor-
mation that aided in restoring it more precisely.  The 
systematic recovery and analysis of artifacts and other 
evidence of human activity also yielded supplementary 
details about Glencairn's inhabitants and their way of 
life. In contrast to the law-oriented documentary record, 
the archaeological evidence consisted of everyday cul-
tural debris bearing witness to a mundane yet broad 
range of human activity. 
 
  
The Site 
 
The property lies at the juncture of the Piedmont and the 
Inner Coastal Plain.  This area contains prime agricul-
tural soils of the Bucks, Quakertown, and Doylestown 
series and good building stone in the form of Lockatong 
argillite.  The property occupies rising ground east of 
Shipetaukin Creek, in the Delaware River basin but less 
than a mile from the Delaware/Raritan watershed 
(Figure 1).  It lies at 120 feet above sea level immedi-
ately north of U.S. Route 206 near its intersection with 
Fackler and Carter Roads. The HABS site plan of 1936 
has been used as a basis for showing the present ar-
rangement of the buildings, which line both sides of a 
lane that parallels the creek (Figure 2).  This lane, the 
predecessor of Carter Road, originally continued north 
to a grist mill on the property and then to Hopewell.  
The house, east of the lane, faces south and slightly 
east.  It has a Georgian frame wing and a vernacular 
stone wing.  South of the house is a 22 foot deep stone 
lined well, possibly of 18th century date.  At the turn of 
the 20th century a second well was drilled on the north 
side of the house and powered by a wind pump on an 
iron tower with a wooden tank.  A stone smokehouse, a 
two story frame barn, a one�story stone barn, and a 
length of stone wall defining the southwest edge of the 
former barnyard still exist west of the lane.  The current 
two-story frame barn, however, is a replacement for the 
structure recorded in 1936, which collapsed in 1976. A 
frame shed, a small frame barn, and a corn crib recorded 
by the HABS were torn down after World War II. 
 
  
 HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT 
 
 The history of Glencairn falls into three periods.  From 
its original settlement in the 1690s until the mid-18th 
century it was a medium sized, moderately successful 
pioneer farmstead.  For all but the first few years of this 
period it was occupied by two generations of the Up-
dike family.  The Updikes, of Dutch origin, moved to 
the area from southern Long Island in 1697.  From the 
mid-18th century to the late 19th century the farm pros-
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pered under an English family named Hunt.  The Hunts 
erected several buildings, renovated others, and in-
creased agricultural production. The final period ex-
tends from the late 19th century to the present.  Al-
though Hunt descendants retained the farm until after 
World War II, it suffered from the agricultural decline 
that affected the Middle Atlantic States during this pe-
riod.  Most of the property was sold piecemeal for resi-
dential development after World War II, and today only 
the nucleus of the farmstead remains intact. 
 
 Late 17th to Mid-18th Century 
 
 Glencairn was originally located in the province of 
West Jersey about a mile west of the Keith Line, the 
boundary between East Jersey and West Jersey sur-
veyed by George Keith in 1687.  Once this boundary 
was established, European settlement expanded into 
central New Jersey from the Lower Delaware Valley 
and Raritan Bay.  In 1690 Daniel Coxe, the absentee 
governor of West Jersey, began selling property he 
owned in the area. In 1691 a group of proprietors 
known as the West Jersey Society acquired control of 
his lands and continued to sell them off. In 1697 the 
township of Maidenhead was set up as part of Burling-
ton County.  When Burlington County was divided in 
1714 the township became part of the new Hunterdon 
County. 
 
 The early settlers who moved into the area from both 
south and north were predominantly English and Dutch.  
The initial wave of settlement in the early 1690s was 
composed of English Quakers moving up the Delaware 
Valley.  Thomas Greene, the first developer of what 
became Glencairn property, arrived in the area as part of 
this influx, acquiring land from both Coxe and the West 
Jersey Society.  In the later 1690s, Dutch and English 
settlers also began arriving in the area as part of the 
movement into the Raritan Valley from the New York 
area and particularly from southwest Long Island.  The 
Dutch settlers were members of the Dutch Reformed 
Church while the English were chiefly Presbyterians.  
The settlers arriving in Maidenhead from southern Long 
Island included a number of Dutch and English families 
from the Newtown area in present-day Brooklyn.  For 
example, the Dutch Op Dyck (later known as Updike) 
and Andris (Anderson [Andrus?]) families were linked 
by marriage, as were the English Hunt and Phillips 
families.  Members of the linked families relocated in 
West Jersey partly to keep their expanding families to-
gether. Of course, the intermingling of Dutch and Eng-
lish cultural traditions had already occurred in Newtown 
before the arrival of these settlers in West Jersey.  
 
In the absence of major rivers, the primary route 
through the Maidenhead area was the old Indian trail 
that linked the fall lines of the Delaware and Raritan 
Rivers.  Known as the King's Highway in the colonial 
period, this soon became one of the most traveled roads 

in the Middle Colonies linking the major urban centers 
of New York and Philadelphia.  Today, between Tren-
ton and New Brunswick, its alignment is followed by U. 
S. Route 206 and N. J. Route 27. The settlers' desire for 
frontage on main roads like the King's Highway and 
lesser trails like the Great Meadow Road, today's 
Lewisville Road, led to the surveying of long and nar-
row plots perpendicular to these routes. The resultant 
"long lot" system of land division was a common fea-
ture of New Jersey's 17th� and 18th�century rural 
landscape and is apparent in the configuration of the 
original Glencairn property.  In the Maidenhead area, 
most of the early European house sites were located 
along the King's Highway and Lewisville Road.  The 
farmlands sloped gently upwards towards the north to 
the Piedmont ridge that separates Princeton and Law-
renceville from Hopewell and Pennington, and extended 
south into the marshy lowland along the Shipetaukin, 
Shabakunk, and Assunpink Creeks.  The latter area was 
soon ditched, drained, and converted to pastureland and 
became known as the Maidenhead Great Meadows. 
Much of it remains as open meadowland today.  
 
 The area around Glencairn at the intersection of the 
Shipetaukin Creek and the King's Highway was appar-
ently one of the earliest foci of settlement in Maiden-
head Township.  The initial subdivisions and early set-
tlement of Coxe's tract occurred in this northeastern part 
of the township between the Shipetaukin Creek and the 
Province Line.  While the West Jersey Proprietors were 
evidently anxious to have farmsteads operational in this 
area as early as possible to reinforce their claims in the 
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boundary dispute with East Jersey, it is notable that the 
richest farmland also lay in this part of the township.  
Two secondary roads of 18th-century date intersected 
the King's Highway immediately south of Glencairn: 
one road, now realigned and known as Carter Road, 
headed north through the Glencairn property to Hope-
well; the other, known today as Fackler Road, led east 
from the King's Highway across the Maidenhead Great 
Meadows to the Province Line.  By 1745 there was a 
tavern adjacent to Fackler Road at its intersection with 

the King's Highway opposite Glencairn, as indicated on 
a road map by John Dalley. 
 
 In 1698 twenty-nine early settlers set aside a plot of 
land known as the “Town Lot”, west of the creek and 
just north of the highway, for a meeting house, burying 
ground, and school house. Another plot, known as the 
School House Acre, in the northeastern angle of pre-
sent day Carter Road and the King's Highway, also 
appears in early 18th-century deeds.  The Shipetaukin 
Creek was well-suited to power a mill and one was in 
existence on the Glencairn property from the second 
half of the 18th century, as indicated on mid-19th cen-
tury maps.  
 
 Although it had many of the prerequisites for a village 
- a major highway, secondary roads, a tavern, houses, 
community land, and water power - the area along the 
Shipetaukin Creek never grew into a true nucleated 
settlement.  The town lot was later used as a quarry but 
there is no evidence that a meeting house, burying 
ground, or school house were ever established there, or 
that a school house was built on the School House 
Acre. Instead, the village developed around the first 
Presbyterian Church, which was erected in the second 
decade of the 18th century about a mile and a quarter 
down the King's Highway towards Trenton.  By 1745 
the area around the church already formed the nucleus 
of the village of Maidenhead with a tavern, a string of 
farmhouses, and roads leading to Hopewell and Pen-
nington. 
 
The Glencairn farm originated in the final decade of 
the 17th century.  By a deed of April 1697 Thomas 
Greene, yeoman of Springfield Township, Burlington 
County, conveyed a 250 acre property to Johannis 
Lawrenson up Dyck, yeoman of Newton (Newtown), 
Long Island.  This property comprised most of two 
tracts acquired earlier by Greene, neither of which con-
tained dwellings at the time of his purchase: 100 acres 
of a 105 acre tract purchased in 1695 from Thomas 
Revell acting on behalf of the West Jersey Society; and 
a 150�acre tract purchased from John Tatham, attor-
ney for Daniel Coxe, in 1690.  The 100-acre plot lay 
astride the King's Highway with a frontage of about a 
quarter of a mile and extended about a third of a mile 
to the north of the road.  This plot formed the focus of 
the Glencairn farmstead in later years.  The 150-acre 
tract lay to the south of the King's Highway, fronting 
on to the Great Meadow Road which appears to have 
been in existence by this time.  Johannes Lowrezson 
Opdyck sold this tract to his son-in-law Enoch Andrus 
in 1722. 
 
The deed of 1697 notes that up Dyck's newly acquired 
property by this time contained a "dwelling house and 
buildings upon part thereof . . . with . . . ffenceings Im-
provements & appurtinences upon ye same land."  The 
high purchase price of L101 - 10s (more than three 

Figure 3 
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times the cost of virgin land) confirms that the property 
had already been settled.  Greene himself may have 
lived there, since he is mentioned in other deeds as "of 
Maidenhead" though in 1696 or 1697 he appears to 
have moved to a plantation he purchased in Mount Car-
mel, Springfield Township.  The locations of the struc-
tures mentioned in the 1697 deed for Glencairn are un-
known.  They were most likely sited on the older 150 
acre tract which up Dyck eventually sold to his son-in-
law.  It may be significant that in the survey accompa-
nying the 1695 deed for the 105 acre tract the common 
boundary between the two tracts (i.e., the northern 
boundary of the 150-acre tract) is referred to as the 
"rear line" of Greene's land.  On this evidence any 
buildings on the 150 acre tract should have been sited at 
the opposite end of the lot, close to the line of the Great 
Meadow Road.  
 
 Johannis up Dyck was born in 1651, the youngest of 
three sons of Louris and Christina Jansen Opdyck.  
Louris was born in Holland, circa 1600-20, and emi-
grated to New Netherlands sometime before 1653. He 
was evidently a man of means as in the later 1650s he 
owned property in New Amsterdam and Flatbush in 
addition to a town house in Albany and a plantation in 
Gravesend.  Following Louris' death in 1659 his widow 
remarried and, in 1664, the family sold the Gravesend 
plantation and moved to Dutch Kills (present day Long 
Island City), some five miles west of the English settle-
ment of Newtown. In 1670, Johannis up Dyck acquired 
from his stepfather a 45-acre upland tract and several 
acres of salt meadow in Dutch Kills and over the next 
27 years he continued to live and farm in this vicinity.  
Johannis married Catherine (also known as Tryntie; last 
name unknown) and they had at least eight children, 
including three daughters and three sons. By the late 
1690s, with two daughters married to members of the 
neighboring Anderson (Andrus) family and an increas-
ing number of grandchildren, Johannis up Dyck and his 
sons and sons-in-law no doubt needed more land if they 
were to keep the growing family together.  As sections 
of Manhattan and Long Island became crowded in the 
late 17th in early 18th centuries, it was common for ex-
tended Dutch families to move together to more open 
land in New York and New Jersey.  The Updike family 
apparently moved to Maidenhead from Dutch Kills in 
May or June of 1697. A well preserved family tradition 
relates the transportation of the household goods, live-
stock, and farm equipment across Staten Island to 
Inian's Ferry (New Brunswick) and then along the 
King's Highway to Maidenhead.  It seems plausible that 
the Updikes first occupied the dwelling erected by Tho-
mas Greene and soon after erected additional dwellings 
(probably including the first house at Glencairn) else-
where on the property. 
 
Later in 1697, Johannes up Dyck acquired 200 acres 
adjoining the north boundary of his original purchase 
and he acquired 1,050 acres in neighboring Hopewell Figure 4: Inventory of Nathaniel Hunt, 1811 
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Township.  In 1698, Johannis, his eldest son, Law-
rence, and his sons-in-law, Enoch Andris, Joshua 
Anderson, and Cornelius Anderson were among the 
twenty�nine purchasers listed in the Maidenhead 
Town Lot deed.  Over the following decade Johannis 
was involved in further land transactions in the Maid-
enhead, Hopewell, and Trenton area, and he also 
served as a member of the grand jury at Burlington.  
By 1714, he appears to have moved to Hopewell, leav-
ing his son Lawrence as head of the Glencairn house-
hold.  In his will, drawn up in Hopewell in 1729, he 
divided the remainder of his estate, after all debts were 
paid, among his eight surviving children. 
 
Lawrence Updike was born around 1675, and he ap-

pears to have lived on the Glencairn property from 
1697 until his death in 1748.  He and his wife Agnes 
were married sometime before 1704 and they had four 
sons and three daughters.  Lawrence was active in the 
government of Maidenhead and Hopewell Townships, 
serving in Maidenhead as Overseer of the Poor and 
Overseer of Roads in 1719, and as Commissioner of 
Roads in 1726, 1727, and 1729, and serving in Hope-
well as Overseer of the Poor in 1725.  In 1730, when 
the nearby Town Lot came up for sale, Lawrence put 
forward the highest bid of L155 but the transaction was 
never completed because a clear title could not be es-
tablished by the township. 
 
In his will of 1745, Lawrence Updike made financial 
provisions for his wife and also guaranteed her 
"Liborty of the Best Roome In my house and Liborty 
In the Seller," the use of two cows and one horse, and a 
supply of eating apples from the orchard for the rest of 
her life.  He divided his plantation and meadow equally 
among his three surviving sons, and left his moveable 
estate to his wife and daughters.  He specified that if 
his "Land or meadow title should proovf Defective . . . 
So as to be takon away By Law By Cox or any other 
pearson" then his moveable estate would instead be 
divided among all his children.  The reference to Cox 

Figure 5: Glencairn Site Plan, after HABS Plan of 1936 

Plate 1: Glencairn c.1920. Plate 2: Glencairn c.1940. 

Plate 3: Glencairn, 1936—Historic American Building Survey 
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relates to litigation concerning the title of the original 
Maidenhead and Hopewell lands of Daniel Coxe, the 
Governor of West Jersey from 1687 to 1692. Coxe's 
son, Daniel, arriving in the New World in 1702, claimed 
that his father had sold only the jurisdiction of the land 
and not the land itself to the West Jersey Society in 
1691.  Settlers like the Up Dycks, who had acquired 
property from the Society, were therefore faced with the 
choice of paying again to clear title or of relinquishing 
the land.  In 1703, Johannis up Dyck and 37 other set-
tlers signed an agreement to purchase their lands anew 
but the dispute continued to simmer throughout the 
1730s and as late as 1753 Coxe's descendants and ex-
ecutors were still trying to extract payment on some of 
these properties. 
 
The inventory of Lawrence Updike's estate taken in 
May 1748 (Figure 3) and valued at L434-8s-4d is par-
ticularly informative, being the first document to refer 
in detail to the Updikes’ agricultural holdings and the 
contents of their buildings.  Although Updike may have 
distributed some of his belongings among his family 
before he died, a good picture of a colonial farmstead 

still emerges from the inventory.  Livestock on the farm 
in the spring of 1748 included: 28 sheep and lambs, 22 
head of cattle, 5 swine, and 3 horses. Eighteen acres 
were under wheat and rye while Updike's will of three 
years earlier made reference to meadowland and an or-
chard.  Flax and hemp were probably also grown, for 
the inventory mentions linen yarn, tow cloth, hemp 
seed, a linen wheel, and hatchels (flax combs). Other 
equipment on the farm included a plow and harrow, a 
wagon, felling axes, wooden hoes, a grinding stone, 
sheep shears, and a woolen wheel.  There were also 
male and female slaves, valued at L25 and L28 respec-
tively.  Slaves were common possessions of Dutch 
families in New Jersey, and contributed much to their 
prosperity.  Household goods included a dozen chairs, 
three tables, a pair of cupboards, a looking glass, a bot-
tle case, a feather bed with a bolster and pillow, a green 
rug, and various pewter, brass, iron, and earthenware 
vessels.  The quality of household items and the pres-
ence of two slaves, along with the fact that Lawrence 
and Agnes Updike raised seven children on the prop-
erty, all suggest a fairly sizeable house - larger than the 
earliest one story section of the existing stone wing. 

Plate 4: Stone Wing, 1936—Historic American Building Survey Plate 5: Smokehouse, 1936—Historic American Building Survey 

Figure 6: Glencairn, 1936—Historic American Building Survey Figure 7: Glencairn, 1936—Historic American Building Survey 
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There is a fourteen year gap in the archival record be-
tween Lawrence Updike's inventory of 1748 and the 
deed of 1762 that records the transfer of the Glencairn 
property from Nicholas Vegtie of Somerset County to 
Daniel Hunt, yeoman of Hopewell.  It is not known if 
and when Updike's heirs disposed of the farmstead nor 
how or when Vegtie acquired it.  Vegtie may have lived 
there since his name appears often in the Hunterdon 
County court records of the 1750s.  The absence of mid-
18th century deeds for Glencairn may well be related to 
the land title disputes between the Coxe family, the 
West Jersey Society, and the settlers and their descen-
dants.  Similar disputes escalated into riots in East Jer-
sey during this period and in many parts of the state 
deeds were never filed. 
 
Mid 18th to Late 19th Century 
 
Throughout the late 18th century and most of the 19th 
century rural central New Jersey prospered as an area of 
mixed crop and livestock farming. The incipient Anglo-
American rural culture gradually supplanted Dutch and 
other ethnic traditions. Subsistence farming generally 
gave way to the marketing of agricultural produce, and 
farming methods became increasingly mechanized. The 
material culture of the wealthier farmsteads, such as 

Glencairn, was increasingly influenced by New York 
and Philadelphia, as exemplified in Georgian style 
houses and urban manufactured goods. As the region 
developed a network of turnpikes, canals, and railroads, 
all of which passed through Maidenhead Township, 
these urban influences spread even faster.   
 
 Maidenhead was renamed Lawrence Township in 1816 
in honor of Captain James Lawrence, the naval hero of 
the War of 1812.  In 1838, the township, which had 
been part of Hunterdon County since the latter's forma-
tion from Burlington County in 1714, was included in 
the newly created Mercer County.  By 1830 the popula-
tion of the township numbered 1,430 and in 1832 it had 
"1 store, 2 saw mills, 3 grist mills (one on Glencairn 
property), 8 tan vats, 339 horses and mules, and 710 
neat cattle, above the age of three years."  The village of 
Maidenhead, now known as Lawrenceville, contained 
"1 Presbyterian church, 1 tavern, 1 store, (and) a flour-
ishing boarding school and academy, under the care of 
Mr. Phillips."  The school, the forerunner of today's 
Lawrenceville School, was established in 1810 and its 
foundation helped consolidate the focus of settlement 
around the church. The road intersections at the 
Shipetaukin Creek did not develop further as a nucleus 
of settlement and Glencairn remained outside the vil-
lage. 
 
During the Revolutionary War the King's Highway was 
a major military route. At the time of the battles of 
Trenton and Princeton in the winter of 1776-77, troops 
from both the American and British armies passed along 
this road and a number of minor incidents occurred in 
the Maidenhead vicinity.  British soldiers were appar-
ently quartered at Glencairn around this time, and there 
is a strong oral tradition, reported in 20th century secon-
dary sources, that in December 1776, a British officer 
named Ralston, and possibly two other men, were killed 
in the house by patriots and buried in the garden. 
 
By the first decade of the 19th century there was suffi-
cient traffic passing along the King's Highway to war-
rant construction of two new turnpikes.  In 1804 the 
"Straight Turnpike from Trenton to New Brunswick" 
(present day U.S. Route 1) was laid out and in 1807 the 
Princeton and Kingston Branch Turnpike was estab-
lished.  Both roads ran parallel to and east of the King's 
Highway, a short distance from Glencairn.  The growth 
of the regional transportation network continued with 
the construction of the Delaware and Raritan Canal in 
1831-34 and the Trenton to New Brunswick branch of 
the Camden and Amboy Railroad in the later 1830s.  
The canal and railroad ran side by side through the east-
ern part of the township close to the Trenton to New 
Brunswick Turnpike (Figure 1). 
 
The purchase of the Glencairn property by Daniel Hunt 
from Nicholas Vegtie in 1762 marked a transition from 
Dutch to English proprietorship. This transition was 

Plate 6: Frame Wing Hall, 1936—HABS 
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accompanied by fairly rapid development of the prop-
erty during the second half of the 18th century, includ-
ing the construction, probably in the 1760s, of the large 
Georgian style frame wing that survives today. Both 
Daniel Hunt and his brother Nathaniel Hunt, the two 
late 18th century proprietors of the farm, were appar-
ently of higher social standing than the Updikes, and 
documentary evidence shows the material wealth of the 
Hunts and their descendants at Glencairn steadily in-
creasing into the late 19th century.  The size of the farm 
fluctuated considerably during the late 18th and 19th 
centuries, ranging between 124 and 234 acres (Figure 
2). However, inventories of 1748, 1811, and 1846, tax 
ratables from the 1770s and 1780s, and the decennial 
agricultural schedules between 1850 and 1880 show 
that agricultural activity intensified steadily to a peak 
around 1870.   
 
The tract acquired by Daniel Hunt in 1762 for L970 
comprised 213 1/4 acres (Figure 2) and a mill was in 
existence on the property by this time.  As no references 
have been found associating such a structure with the 
Updike family, the mill may have been built between 
1748 and 1762, perhaps by Vegtie. He was apparently a 

local entrepreneur of some note, with holdings in both 
the Rocky Hill copper mine and an extensive mill com-
plex between Rocky Hill and Griggstown which in-
cluded a stamping mill for the mine.  Daniel Hunt was 
born in 1729, the third son of Ralph and Elizabeth Hunt 
of Hopewell Township.  Ralph Hunt was the son of Ed-
ward Hunt of Newtown who, like Johannis up Dyck, 
had moved from southern Long Island to Maidenhead in 
the 1690s.  In the same year that he acquired the Glen-
cairn property, Daniel Hunt married Elener Van Lue, a 
widow of Dutch ancestry.  Thus although his own an-
cestry was English, Daniel Hunt lived in a milieu where 
Dutch and English cultural traditions were mingling 
freely.  Daniel and Elener Hunt had six children, all of 
whom were born between 1762 and 1782, the period in 
which they owned Glencairn. 
 
During his time at Glencairn, Daniel Hunt served as 
township clerk of Maidenhead from 1765 until 1769, 
and in 1771 he was appointed a Commissioner of the 
Peace for Hunterdon County.  He was one of the 
County's fifteen representatives to the New Jersey Pro-
vincial Congress which met in 1775 and 1776 to set up 
and raise funds for a militia and draft a constitution for 

Plate 7: Frame Wing  West Parlor , 1936—HABS Plate 8: Frame Wing  Southeast Bedroom, 1936—HABS 

Figure 8: Glencairn First Floor Plan, 1936—HABS Figure 9: Glencairn Second Floor Plan, 1936—HABS 
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the state.  After leaving Glencairn he moved to Lebanon 
Township, also in Hunterdon County, where he died 
intestate in 1806 leaving an estate valued at $1,962.62. 
In 1782, Daniel Hunt sold the Glencairn property to his 
younger brother, Nathaniel of Amwell.  Nathaniel Hunt 
was born in 1733, the fourth son of Ralph and Elizabeth 
Hunt.  He was also prominent in local government, 
serving as township collector in Maidenhead in 1766, 
Paymaster of the Hunterdon Militia in the 1780s, and as 
a Justice of the Peace. 
 
At the time of the 1782 sale the Glencairn property con-
sisted of 174 acres.  The purchase price of L2,200 was 
high in comparison with the L970 that his brother paid 
Vegtie in 1762 for 213 1/4 acres. This sharp increase in 
value is probably due in part to war�time inflation but 
may also reflect the construction of the Georgian frame 
wing.  "Water courses, Mills, Mill House, Mill Dam, 
Mill Race, (and) Mill Ponds" are all specifically re-
ferred to in the deed.  The presence of a mill house im-
plies that the mill was being leased to a tenant miller 
living on the Hunt property.  This is confirmed in a 
memorandum dated 1805 which documents Nathaniel 
Hunt's release of his "grist mill in Maidenhead" to John 
Pinkerton for $66.66.  A road return of 1785 shows this 
mill as being located on the road leading from Glen-
cairn to Hopewell (Figure 2). 
 
The inventory taken of Nathaniel Hunt's estate at his 
death in 1811 contrasts sharply with the Updike inven-
tory of 1748 (Figure 4).  Assessed at $2,631.23 the Hunt 
estate displayed a far higher level of material wealth as 
shown in items such as two dining tables, Queens ware 
dishes, six silver teaspoons with "all the tea table appa-
ratus." a looking glass, carpets and curtains, books, and 
a riding chair and harness. From the perambulation of 
the appraisers, it is clear that the stone kitchen wing at 
this time comprised only a first floor and garret. Listed 
after the kitchen garret, and perhaps implying that they 
were housed there (or in an outbuilding), were a Negro 
slave named Philles, her two infant children, and one 
old infirm Negro women named Jude.  The agricultural 

portion of Nathaniel Hunt's inventory was valued at 
$896.25, and he was owed a total of $993.30 by his 
debtors.  Farm equipment included a wagon and har-
ness, a grind stone and crank, a wood sled, a wind mill, 
and an old tin plate stove.  Crops included a crib full of 
corn, four stacks of hay, two of rye, one of wheat, hay 
in the barn and outbuildings, threshed rye, flax in sheaf, 
stocks and straw in stack, and four barrels of cider.  
Livestock consisted of a stock of horses valued at $200 
and a stock of horned cattle valued at $100. 
 
On Nathaniel Hunt's death the Glencairn property 
passed to his son, Samuel, who lived there until his 
death in 1846.  Samuel Hunt was almost certainly re-
sponsible for some interior alterations in the frame wing 
and for enlarging the stone wing with an upper story 
built of stone from the Town Lot quarry which was in 
operation from at least 1811. Both Samuel Hunt and his 
son, Ralph, were fairly active in the township govern-
ment: Samuel served as a town committee member from 
1821 until 1841, and in 1829 acted as one of three man-
agers of school funds in the township; Ralph served as 
Overseer of Roads in 1841 and as Assessor and Over-
seer of the Poor from 1842 until 1845.  During his ten-
ure Samuel Hunt freed two slaves: Phillis in 1812 and 
Abraham Duncan in 1830. 
 
Samuel Hunt's estate, inventoried in February 1846 and 
assessed at $2,832, shows only a slight increase in value 
in comparison with his father's estate in 1811.  How-
ever, Samuel had no debtors and in real terms he had a 
vastly increased volume of household goods, farm 
equipment, crops, and livestock. The house contained 
many and diverse furnishings including no less than 38 
Windsor chairs and six armchairs, as well as a Venetian 
carpet, a pair of card tables, a sofa, an eight-day clock, 
and a map of the United States.  Farm equipment in-
cluded two wagons, an ox cart, a carriage and harness, a 
threshing machine, two culling machines, four plows, 
and a harrow. Among the crops were wheat, corn, hay, 
oats, flax, and potatoes while a supply of smoked meat, 
pickled meat, corned beef, and lard was also invento-
ried. Livestock on the farm totaled 109 sheep and 

Plate 9: Glencairn, 1976 

Plate 10: Glencairn Stone Wing, 1976 
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lambs, 100 fowl, 18 head of cattle, 11 swine, and 3 
horses. Bearing in mind that Samuel Hunt's estate was 
appraised in the heart of winter, it is clear that the farm 
was productive and the household well provided for. 
 
In his will of 1846 Samuel Hunt left the bulk of his 
property, livestock, and farm equipment to his son, 
Ralph Pitt Hunt.  He also required Ralph to build a new 
frame dwelling for his widow and daughters on a three 
quarter acre lot that appears to lie within the old School 
House Acre (in the northeastern angle of present day 
Carter Road and U.S. Route 206).  Ralph had erected 
this dwelling by March 16, 1847 as on that date Mary 
Hunt, Samuel's widow, released all her rights to the 
Glencairn property, noting that the new house had been 
constructed.  A building in the hands of M. E. Hunt is 
depicted in the specified location on a map of Mercer 
County of 1849 (Figure 4) and a mid-19th century 
frame house still stands there today. 
 
Ralph Pitt Hunt farmed the property until his death in 
1877 and during this period Glencairn apparently 
reached a peak of agricultural prosperity. Very little 
building activity seems to have taken place during 
Ralph Pitt Hunt's tenure although he was almost cer-
tainly responsible for installing the present roof and cor-
nice on the Georgian wing of the house.  Sometime dur-
ing his tenure, possibly before the Civil War, the grist 
mill went out of operation. Though the mill building 
appears on maps of 1849 (Figure 4) and 1860, the site is 
not mentioned in the decennial industrial censuses of 
1850 through 1880.  A map of Lawrence Township of 
1875 shows only the mill pond.  Traces of the mill pond 
and raceways are still visible today to the north of Glen-
cairn and east of Carter Road. 
 
Despite some indications of decline at Glencairn during 
Ralph Pitt Hunt's tenure, he was wealthy when he died.  
The inventory of his estate taken in September 1877 
lists bonds and mortgages, notes, shares, and cash worth 
over $17,000.  The inventory also itemized agricultural 
holdings similar to those of his father in 1846 but no 
household goods were assessed.  After Ralph Pitt Hunt's 

death the property passed to his family but his eldest 
son, Samuel H. Hunt, who had long helped run the 
farm, soon bought out the other heirs.  He sold off one 
small lot, but otherwise there was little change and neg-
ligible growth in agricultural activity.  The agricultural 
schedule for 1880 reveals that the farm was producing 
more corn, oats, hay, potatoes, and butter but the wheat 
output had declined and the value of livestock, orchard 
produce, and the farm as a whole had decreased.  He 
farmed the property until his death in 1893.   
 
Late 19th to Mid 20th Century 
 
Lawrence Township was still primarily an agricultural 
area in 1900 but residential development increased as 
people in Trenton and metropolitan Philadelphia and 
New York sought homes in a rural setting. The expan-
sion of the regional transportation network and the in-
troduction of trolleys and private automobiles encour-
aged this trend.  Meanwhile the small and medium sized 
farmsteads typical of central New Jersey became less 
economically viable in the context of regional and na-
tional agricultural production. Since World War II the 
pace of residential growth has quickened, and an influx 
of commercial and corporate development has hastened 
the urbanizing process. 
 
Glencairn remained largely intact as a farm until the late 
1940s. Mary Hunt Gulick, younger sister of Samuel H. 
Hunt, acquired the 229.4 acre property from her 
brother's estate in 1893.  She farmed it until 1920 with 
her husband, Jacob Franklin Gulick, a descendant of an 
early local family of Dutch origin. (Plate 1)  In 1899 
they sold a narrow strip of land alongside the highway 
for construction of a trolley line, and a few years later 
they sold two more small parcels.  During the second 
decade of the 20th century the southern end of old 
Carter Road which originally passed between the house 
and barns at Glencairn (Figures 2 & 5) was realigned to 
follow the lane to the quarry. 
When Mary Hunt Gulick died in 1920 Glencairn was 

Plate 12: Glencairn, 19th Century Barn, 1976 

Plate 11: Glencairn Stone Wing, 1976 



14 

 

left to her children, Marie Connah and Bertrand L. 
Gulick, Sr. (Plate 2)  In 1938 the latter passed his inter-
est to Bertrand L. Gulick, Jr. The Connahs lived in the 
frame section of the house around this time, and the 
stone wing was rented out.  The Gulicks and Connahs 
made few alterations in the house. Much of the original 
fabric was therefore preserved, providing a major rea-
son for HABS to select Glencairn for detailed architec-
tural recording in 1936 (Figure 5, Plates 3-8).  
 
In 1949, after more than a hundred and fifty years of 
continuous ownership by the Hunt-Gulick family, the 
property was subdivided.  A 2.33-acre plot containing 
the residence and farm buildings was acquired in that 
year by T. Lea and Charlotte M. Perot, who radically 
altered the house in the 1950s by converting the frame 
wing into two apartments.  Throughout the 1950s and 
1960s Bertrand L. Gulick, Jr. sold off other lots from 
the Glencairn farm for residential development and 
towards the end of this period a large tract was sold to 
E.R. Squibb & Sons, Inc. for construction of its head-
quarters office complex.  In 1976 the Princeton Ban 
and Trust Company, acting as the guardian of Charlotte 
Perot, sold the 2.33 acre nucleus of the farm to Clifford 
and Stephen Zink and Alexander Greenwood, which 
began the restoration and research project.  In 1983 the 
Zinks and Greenwood sold the restored property to 
Thomas and Mary McHale. 
 
  
ARCHITECTURE 
 
The property was overgrown had been neglected for 
many years when the restoration project began -n 
March 1976 (Plate 9).  It consisted of the 18th�century 
house built in two sections: a two-story, five bay Geor-
gian frame section that had been divided into two 
apartments, and a smaller two-story, three bay stone 

section (Plate 10).  Part of the frame section had suf-
fered serious structural damage from termite infestation 
and the first-floor apartment had not been occupied for 
eight years.  Much of the stone wing had been used for 
storage for twenty-seven years and was heated by an 
iron stove (Plate 11).  In the frame section, mantles, 
paneling and a corner cupboard had been removed 
from their original locations and reinstalled in other 
rooms (Plate 12).  Behind the house a frame barn had 
recently collapsed (Plate 13), a stone smokehouse was 
in derelict condition, a stone wall on the west end of 
the old barnyard was mostly collapsed, and there was a 
one-story stone barn foundation covered with a modern 
roof at the rear of the property.   
 
As Glencairn was one of the earliest settled sites in the 
area, its buildings contained not only original fabric but 
also evidence of numerous modifications resulting 
from their continuous use. Many questions arose con-
cerning the original construction of the house and its 
evolution.  Interpretation proved difficult for several 
reasons: the mixture of vernacular and stylistic features 
and Dutch and English cultural influences; the numer-
ous alterations over time; and the limitations of the ar-
chival material. 
 
One major problem was how to date the construction 
and alterations of the various structures.  None of the 
builders at Glencairn dated their work, and building 
materials and construction methods generally give only 
broad indications of a building's age. Stylistic features, 
notably in the frame wing, can be more tightly dated 
but such elements are largely absent in the stone wing 
and outbuildings.  The documents give no specific con-
struction dates although changes in ownership can in 
some instances be linked with building activity.  Ar-
chaeological data helped to clarify the chronology and 
dated structures in the surrounding area often provided 
useful reference points.  Dendrochronology was rare at 
the time but its application today might provide some 
dating evidence.  
 
The HABS survey of Glencairn, the first detailed re-
cord of the buildings, comprises fifteen drawings, in-
cluding elevations and floor plans (Figures 6 to 9),  
sections, and details; three interior and three exterior 
photographs (Plates 3 to 8); and two data sheets.  This 
survey and other HABS studies in central New Jersey 
have proved invaluable in both the analysis and the 
restoration of Glencairn.  These especially aided in the 
restoration of the frame wing where alterations after 
1936 had destroyed many 18th century features.  The 
survey supplied specific details such as fireplace di-
mensions and molding profiles although some inaccu-
racies were recognized after comparison with surviving 
architectural evidence.  For the stone wing, however, 
the survey proved of negligible value since alterations 
prior to 1936 had destroyed many original features. 
The House 

Figure 10: Glencairn Frame Wing First Floor  
Northwest Room, 1936—HABS 
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The Building Sequence 
 
The ground floor of the stone section is the oldest ex-
isting portion of the house (Figures 6 & 10).  It appears 
to have been built not as a freestanding building but as 
a one-story, three-sided kitchen wing added to or con-
temporary with a structure which previously existed on 
the site of the frame wing.  It therefore appears to be 
the second domestic building on the site and probably 
dates from the period of the Updike tenancy since it 
exhibits early construction details, some of which re-
late to Dutch building practices.  The stone wing's first 
floor contained fragments (discussed below) of a Dutch 
style timber-frame house perhaps built by the Updikes, 
although the evidence remains inconclusive.  The 
smokehouse also appears to date from the period of 
Updike ownership since its masonry is similar to that 
of the stone wing first story. 
 
The Georgian frame section was probably built by 
Daniel Hunt in the 1760s as an addition to the stone 
wing first story.  Nathaniel Hunt, who bought Glen-
cairn from his brother Daniel in 1782, made only minor 
changes to the house but after his death in 1811, his 
son Samuel apparently renovated the first floor of the 
stone wing and raised it to two stories, and made some 

Federal and Greek Revival alterations to the frame 
wing.  The one-story barn foundation at the rear of the 
property also probably dates from the early 19th cen-
tury. The frame barn recorded by HABS (Plates 3, 5 & 
12) was built in the mid-19th century either by Samuel 
Hunt or his son Ralph Pitt Hunt.  The latter appears to 
have made some Victorian alterations to the frame 
wing as well. 
 
Two one-story additions containing kitchens were 
erected on the north side of the house around the turn 
of the 20th century. The installation of a wind pump 
and renovations to the stone wing also occurred around 
this time.  Finally, major changes occurred in the house 
in the 1950s when the Perots converted the frame wing 
into two apartments and began an extensive renovation 
of the stone wing which they never completed.  They 
also built a small one story wing on the north side of 
the stone wing, replacing the earlier addition. 
 
The Stone Wing 
 
Besides containing the oldest section of the house, the 
stone wing is the most difficult to interpret and posed 
the most problems during restoration.  Originally built 
in a vernacular manner as a kitchen addition to a previ-
ously existing structure, it continued to serve as such 
after the erection of the Georgian frame wing up to the 
mid 20th century. However, the addition of a second 
story and numerous alterations over the years have ob-
scured its original appearance and no original doors, 
moldings, or window sash survived at the time of the 
restoration.  Nevertheless, its original form and floor 
plan were discernible from the archaeological and ar-
chitectural evidence uncovered during the restoration. 
 
The stone wing was originally constructed as a one 
story building with a garret but no cellar.  The south 
facade had two bays and the north side three. The foun-Plate 13: Glencairn Frame Wing, Southeast Parlor, 1976 

Figure 11: Glencairn Frame Wing Second  Floor  
Southeast Room, 1936—HABS 
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dation and walls are built of argillite fieldstone laid in 
a mud and clay bonding pointed with lime mortar.  
Since the masonry of the second story is different, the 
outline of the one-story building is visible on all three 
sides.  On the south side, the door and west window 
openings are original as indicated by their quoin 
stones (Plate 10).  The eastern window opening has 
different quoins and mortar, and was added at the 
same time as the second story.  When the original 
door jambs, less than six feet in height, were replaced 
during the restoration, strap hinge pintle holes for a 
Dutch door were discovered in the timbers.  On the 
west wall, the outlines of the original gable and garret 
windows are visible, as is the outline for a protruding 
bake oven (Plate 14).  This oven was corbelled out 
from the back of the chimney, a technique often em-
ployed by Dutch builders during the 17th and 18th 
centuries.  Timber ends discovered in this wall during 
repointing probably supported a lean-to.  On the north 
wall the door and window openings recorded by 
HABS may have been original (Figure 9).  The east 
window and the door were subsequently transposed 
during the Perot renovation leaving only one original 
opening today. 
 
As first built, the one-story wing had a “great room” at 
the front and two smaller rooms to the rear (Figure 
10).  Traces of the partition walls are visible in the 
ceiling and structural evidence of partitions was un-
covered during the archaeological investigation (Plate 

15).  The main room contains a large cooking fire-
place (8 feet, 8 inches wide by 5 feet high by 3 feet 
deep) with an opening in the rear wall to a former 
bake oven (Plate 16).  A large hearth, also revealed 
during the archaeological excavation, originally ex-
tended some 5 feet out into the room (Figure 10).  
This working area was lit by the western window on 
the south facade.  In the southeast corner a stairway 
led to the predecessor of the present frame wing, and 
on the north side of the room there were probably two 
doors leading to the rear rooms, in the typical Dutch 
manner.  The north-west room originally had one win-
dow, a corner fireplace (Figure 10 & Plate 16), a stone 
floor, and a stair to the garret (as indicated by a header 
in the ceiling and a change in the second floor boards).  
The northeast room had a door to the exterior, one 
window, and a stone stairway leading to the cellar in 
the adjacent structure.  The oak and poplar second 
floor joists, which appear to be original, are spaced 44 
inches apart and run from the front to the back of the 
house. 
 
While the first story of the stone wing was always 
considered to be earlier than the frame wing, it was 
first assumed to have been built as a freestanding 
structure.  Since the western wall of the frame wing 
forms the junction between the two sections, one of 
the chief objectives of the architectural analysis and 
the archaeological excavation was to locate evidence 
for the fourth or eastern wall of the stone section that 
was presumed to have been demolished prior to the 
erection of the frame wing.  Not only was there no 
evidence of an earlier foundation but in two areas the 
masonry of the stone wing was built up against por-
tions of the frame wing foundation (Plate 17).  How-
ever, above the second floor level, examination of the 
junction between the wings showed that the frame 
section was built after the first floor of the stone sec-
tion.  The frame wing's original sheathing was cut 
along the roof line of the original one-story stone 
wing.  These findings suggest that the Georgian house 
utilizes part of the foundation of an earlier structure, to 

Plate 14: Glencairn Stone Wing, West Side, 1976 

Plate 15: Glencairn Stone Wing First Floor 
South Wall,  1977 
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which the stone wing first story was built as an addition.  
Timbers with Dutch framing details found lying on the 
attic floor of the frame wing and others found in the 
stone wing during the excavation of its floor structure 
support the existence of a previous structure on the site.   
 
The form of the original one-story stone building is not 
one that can be labeled exclusively "Dutch" or 
"English."  Rather, it exemplifies a vernacular type 
which borrowed from both Dutch and English building 
traditions and developed in the cultural and environ-
mental context of the Delaware and Millstone Valleys.  
The single story (or one-and-a-half story) structure with 
one door and one window on the front facade was a 
form used both by Dutch settlers in New Jersey and the 
Hudson Valley and by English settlers in the Delaware 
Valley and the Chesapeake.  On the other hand, the 
three room floor plan (a large room on the south with a 
cooking fireplace, one small room on the north with a 
corner fireplace sharing the same chimney, and a sec-
ond small room adjacent on the north) appears to have 
developed primarily in the Delaware Valley.  The Dela-
ware Valley influence also led Dutch builders to use 
English cooking fireplaces like the one at Glencairn 
instead of the jambless fireplaces favored by the Dutch 
settlers in New York, northern New Jersey, and parts of 
Somerset and Monmouth Counties.  
 
In the central New Jersey area, the three room plan oc-
curs both in Dutch built structures, such as the Hand 

House in Dutch Neck, Mercer County, circa 1740, and 
in English�built structures like the Thomas Clarke 
House near Princeton, circa 1772-75.  Dutch buildings 
on Long Island and in central New Jersey often had a 
large room at the front and one or two small rooms at 
the back but they do not appear to have employed the 
same cooking fireplace/corner fireplace arrangement.  
The Dutch-framed Welling House in Pennington, Mer-
cer County, a hybrid like Glencairn, combines the com-
mon Dutch arrangement of two side by side front rooms 
with two rear rooms, the west rooms having a cook-
ing/corner fireplace arrangement in the Delaware Valley 
manner. 
 
Even though the walls of the one story building at Glen-
cairn are masonry and not timber, the system of floor 
joists in the second floor is characteristically Dutch 
(Figure 10, Plates 15 & 16).  Hugh Morrison, in dis-
cussing the framing of 17th century Dutch colonial 
houses on Long Island, such as the Jan Martense 
Schenck House (formerly in Flatlands and now recon-
structed in the Brooklyn Museum), notes that the "New 
England system of heavy summer beam, lighter floor 
joists, and floor boards were less favored (by the Dutch) 
than a series of very heavy joists, almost as heavy as 
summer beams, spanning a house from front to back 
spaced about four feet apart and carrying a plank floor."  
 
This method of framing at Glencairn was typical of one-
and-half-story Dutch-built houses in New Jersey and 
New York.  The timber fragments found in the floor of 
the stone wing during the archaeological investigation 
also display the logic of Dutch framing.  Because the 
one�story stone structure is at least the second dwelling 
unit built on the site and has Dutch traits, it appears to 
date to the period of the Updike ownership. Whether the 
stone section was erected by Johannis up Dyck or his 
son Lawrence is uncertain, but it was probably the latter 
as no documentary or archaeological evidence has been 
found that clearly links the former to living on the site.  
Thomas Greene, the English first owner, can probably 
be discounted as the builder of the stone wing on the 

Plate 16: Glencairn Stone Wing, West Side, 1976 

Figure 12: Glencairn Stone Wing  
Original First Floor Plan  
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basis of the documentary evidence and the Dutch ver-
nacular influences.  That the Updikes, in building the 
one�story stone wing, should have incorporated some 
Delaware Valley influences is typical for this area. As 
mentioned earlier, the Updikes had moved to Maiden-
head from Newtown, Long Island, with other English 
families, and it is fairly safe to assume that they were 
well on their way to becoming "Anglicized" or "Anglo 
Americanized" even before they settled in West Jersey. 
However, it is important to note that some Dutch build-
ing techniques, such as the system of timber was still 
practiced in New Jersey into the 19th century.   
 
While some changes undoubtedly occurred in the stone 
wing when the Georgian frame wing was erected, it is 
uncertain what these were.  Stronger evidence exists for 
alterations by Samuel Hunt in the 19th century as part 
of a renovation to both the stone and frame wings. On 
the first floor of the stone wing, a line in the ceiling ob-
served during the restoration and matched by archaeo-
logical evidence below the floor indicated that the main 
room was divided at this time into two rooms by a 
north/south partition.  A window was installed to the 
east of the front door to light the east room and a new 
stairway to the second story was built along the east 
wall (Plates 10 & 15).  In the west room, the hearth was 
reduced in area and a cupboard to the south of the fire-
place was given a new front.  The second story was 
added using argillite, probably quarried from the nearby 

Town Lot.  The second floor plan consisted of two 
south rooms (one with a stairway leading to both the 
garret and the second floor of the frame wing), and one 
north room with the stairway leading up from the first 
story (Figure 7).  The stone chimney of the original 
one�story stone wing was extended in brick above the 
new peak. The framing details of the new third floor 
(the garret) are very different from the earlier second 
floor framing.  Instead of the Dutch style front�to�-
back floor joists of the latter, the third floor framing 
employs a longitudinal summer beam and smaller joists 
in the traditional English manner.  Thus the stone wing 
exemplifies both Dutch and English framing traditions.  
 
In another renovation later in the 19th century the 
north/south partition dividing the two south rooms on 
the first floor was removed.  A new east/west partition 
was built partly in front of the fireplace, just to the south 
and in place of the original partition separating the 
kitchen from the rear rooms.  A tongue and groove 
board ceiling was installed beneath the entire second 
floor, obscuring the floor joists for the first time. 
 
The HABS site plan noted that the stone wing also had 
a small one story addition or porch on the north (Figure 
5), but it was not recorded on the floor plans or eleva-
tions.  The whitewashed outline of this addition was 
previously visible in the masonry and the archaeological 
excavation revealed part of its foundation.  Its date of 
erection and function is unknown but it may have 
served as a kitchen when the stone wing was occupied 
as a separate residence from the early part of the 20th 
century to 1949.  On the south side of the stone wing 
HABS recorded a hood above the front door, apparently 
of late 19th or early 20th century origin (Figure 8, Plate 
4), while the outline of an earlier porch on this side of 
the building is also visible in the frame wing siding.  
The HABS photo also shows the presence of stone seats 
on either side of the front door in the tradition of a 
Dutch stoop.  The date of these seats is unknown, but 
during the restoration an enormous flagstone was un-

Figure 13: Glencairn Stone Wing  
First Floor Excavation Test Areas  

Plate 17: Glencairn Stone Wing, Southeast Corner 
Frame Wing-Stone Wing Joint, 1977 
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covered between them directly in front of the door.  The 
use of such large stones in front of entrance doors was a 
common tradition dating back to the settlement period.   
 
During the 1950s renovation, when the door and east 
window on the north side were transposed, a new stair-
way was built to allow direct access to the second floor 
from the new north door. The stair to the cellar of the 
frame wing was blocked off and new windows were 
installed in all four of the first story openings. The plan 
of the second floor was changed to one large room on 
the south and two rooms on the north, one of which be-
came a bathroom. A new stairway was also built to the 
third floor at this time. While the second floor renova-
tion was largely completed, with new interior walls and 
new flooring covering the original flooring, work on the 
first floor remained largely unfinished, and this area 
served as a store room up until the property was pur-
chased in 1976.   
 
The Frame Wing 
 
In contrast to the stone wing, the frame section of the 
house is more easily relatable to a specific period of 
time, to a regional variation of the Georgian style, and 
to several, nearby, well documented buildings of similar 
type. Furthermore, the HABS survey of 1936 recorded 
the frame wing at a time when the building still retained 
many of its original and historic features (Figures 6-9, 

Plates 3 & 7-8). With a few exceptions, most of these 
features were restored during the restoration project.  
The frame wing is a two story, five bay structure with 
two rooms on each side of a center hall on both floors, 
gable end chimneys, and a full cellar.  The north, south, 
and west facades have flush horizontal plank siding and 
the east is covered with clapboard. 
 
 The basement is divided into two sections by an east-
west stone foundation which supports the summer beam 
in the first floor framing system.  On both the first and 
second floors, the interior partitions are offset from the 
building's center lines, providing for rooms of different 
sizes.  There are corner fireplaces in the west rooms and 
end wall fireplaces in the southeast rooms, and origi-
nally also in the northeast rooms (Figure 6-7).  At the 
rear of the hall on the first floor, a dogleg stairway leads 
to the second floor and continues to the third.  The 
HABS described Glencairn as having "notable interior 
woodwork."  However, of the eight fireplaces in the 
frame section, only one on the first floor (Figure 11), 
and three on the second floor (Figure 12, Plate 8), had 
their original mantels or paneling in 1936.  The other 
fireplaces had mantles from the early 19th century (Plate 
7).  Exposure of parts of the structure during restoration 
revealed that the building is framed in the English man-
ner with heavy east-west summer beams on all three 
floors.  However, only on the first and third floors are 
the beams continuous across the hallway; on the second 
floor they are interrupted by front to back tie beams.  
All primary framing members are of handhewn oak. 
 
The frame wing is a typical example of the Georgian 
architecture that proliferated in the colonies in the mid-
dle of the 18th century as a result of the increasing use 
of English architectural pattern books and treatises.  
These books describe and illustrate the proper manner 
of building in the Classical or Palladian style, and the 
majority of them were written specifically for artisans 
of the building trades since professional architects had 

Figure 14: Glencairn Stone Wing  
First Floor Structure  

Figure 15: Glencairn Stone Wing  
First Floor Structure  
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not yet emerged.  Artisans used the pattern books for 
details and proportions but also relied on their local ex-
perience and circumstances, thus producing regional 
variations of the style.    
 
The most important examples of Georgian architecture 
in the Mid-Atlantic region, such as Mount Pleasant in 
Philadelphia, erected in 1761, display considerable de-
tail and complexity.  In New Jersey the Trent House in 
Trenton and Buccleuch in New Brunswick, built in 
1715 and 1739 respectively, also display high style de-
tailing.  Georgian houses in the Princeton area, how-
ever, while deriving mainly from the Philadelphia ver-
sion of Georgian architecture, relied on simpler expres-
sions of proportion and symmetry. Several of these 
houses survive today built of stone, brick, or timber.  
Dating chiefly to the third quarter of the 18th century, 
they have five-bay, two-story facades with central hall 
plans and gable roofs.  The location of the chimneys 
varied, however, from end wall to interior partition to 
corner fireplaces. 
 
While Glencairn's design cannot be attributed to one 
specific pattern book, several of its features can be 
traced in the literature.  For example, the asymmetrical 
outline of the floor plan, with both the central hall and 
the east�west partitions off axis, related to a geometri-
cal theorem published in the Builders Dictionary in 
1734, which describes how to divide a square into two 
diagonally placed smaller squares and two rectangles at 
right angles to one another. Thus the Glencairn floor 
plan is divided into two roughly square rooms 
(approximately 16 by 16 feet and 14 by 14 feet) and two 
rectangular rooms (14 by 16 feet and 16 by 14 feet) 
(Figures 6 & 7).  In a listing under doors, the Builders 
Dictionary specifies "that if possible, they may be oppo-
site to each other, in such manner, that one may see 
from one end of the House to the other; which will not 
only be very graceful, but most convenient."  The layout 

of the doors in the Glencairn floor plan follows these 
specifications.  Other aspects of the frame wing such as 
the corner fireplaces, the cornice and architrave details, 
and the staircase are also illustrated in contemporary 
pattern books. 
 
Both the design and its execution suggest that the frame 
wing was built by professional carpenters and joiners, 
and similar work is evident in other Georgian houses in 
the neighborhood.  The plan of the Bainbridge House in 
Princeton, dated 1766, resembles Glencairn's, and cer-
tain details, such as chair rail, architrave, and cornice 
moldings are identical in both houses.  The Brearley 
House on Lewisville Road in Lawrence Township, a 
brick house with the date 1761 visible in the gable, also 
shares these details. 
 
The first alterations of the frame wing occurred in the 
early 19th century, apparently at the same time that the 
second story of the stone wing was built by Samuel 
Hunt.  The dining room corner fireplace was converted 
to a Rumford design and a Federal mantel was installed 
(Plate 8), replacing a paneled overmantel like the one 
that survives in the northwest room (Figure 11).  The 
stairway railing was changed to the Federal design re-
corded by HABS (Plate 6), and the front porch was also 
constructed.  The fireplaces in the east rooms on the 
first floor must have had paneled room ends (as in the 
bedroom above – Figure 12, Plate 8) but these were 
renovated with neo-classical mantels, iron fire box in-
serts, and black marble hearths.  Double parlor doors 
were also inserted between these two rooms at this time.  
The HABS first floor plan recorded these neo-classical 
mantles and doors (Figure 6).  Around the middle of the 
19th century, probably after Ralph Pitt Hunt took over 
the farm, the entire roof structure of the frame wing was 
replaced, reusing some of the original rafters, and a 
bracketed cornice was added. The original sashes (12/12 
on the first floor; 12/8 on the second floor) were also 
changed in the 19th century to the present 6/6 sashes.  
Few other major changes occurred until the 1950s when 

Figure 16: Glencairn, Dutch-framed Timbers  
Found in Stone Wing Floor and Frame Wing Garret 

Plate 18: Glencairn Stone Wing First Floor Excavation 
East-West Partition Foundation and Reused Timbers 
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the Perots converted the frame wing into two apart-
ments. They removed the four eastern fireplaces, closed 
off the center hall stairway at the second floor level, and 
changed the second floor layout from four rooms with a 
north south hall to six rooms with an east-west hall.  On 
the first floor they divided the living room into a kitchen 
and a dining room, and turned the parlor into a bed-
room. They added the small rear wing, built numerous 
closets within the rooms, put in an eastern door to the 
garden, deepened the basement and cemented its floor, 
and installed the building's first central heating system. 
They reused paneling, moldings, and doors in new loca-
tions and stored other bits of woodwork in the barn. The 
HABS drawings and photographs provided a schematic 
for the restoration of these materials to their original 
locations. 
 
  
The Outbuildings 
 
The stone smokehouse is built of argillite fieldstone laid 
in a mud and clay bonding, and pointed with lime mor-
tar (Plate 5).  Because its masonry resembles that of the 
ground story of the stone wing it is considered one of 
Glencairn's two oldest structures, probably dating to the 
early 18th century and the Lawrence Updike tenancy. 
 
The single-story barn at the north end of the farmyard is 
primarily the stone foundation of an earlier frame barn 
(Figure 5).  This foundation is built of quarried argillite 
(probably from the nearby Town Lot) with a lime and 
sand mortar.  Its masonry is similar to that in the second 
story of the stone wing and the barn was probably 
erected in the early 19th century.  The ramp on the north 
side led to the barn's upper story, used for storage and 
threshing.  The lower story, where livestock was kept, 
has openings by the ramp and on the south side. The 
barn may also have had a forebay on its south side.  
This building relates to the bank barn type developed by 
British and Central European settlers in southeastern 
Pennsylvania and portions of the Delaware Valley. 

 
The large frame barn recorded on the HABS site plan 
(Figure 5) and visible in early photographs (Plates 5 & 
12) was a typical English barn with a threshing floor at 
ground level and the main doors on the longitudinal 
sides.  Details of its construction, such as the high side 
walls, sawn tapered rafters, and the roof overhangs at 
the eaves and gables, indicate that the barn was built in 
the mid-19th century.  By 1976 the roof and north wall 
of this barn had collapsed but historic components from 
the house that had been stored in it were retrieved from 
the wreckage, including mantles, doors and a panel 
shutter.  After a long search that included examining 
several dozen historic barns, an 18th century, four-bay, 
English-framed barn that was the same width as the 
stone foundation of the collapsed Glencairn barn, was 
found in West Windsor and purchased.  After disassem-
bling the handhewn oak frame and restoring its deterio-
rated pieces, this barn was re-erected on the Glencairn 
barn foundation in a traditional barn raising in August, 
1977.  The restored barn became the workshop for the 
restoration of the house and smokehouse.  
 
  
ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATION 
 
Extensive interior restoration of the first story of the 
stone wing began in 1978 with the removal of the dete-
riorated floor. The floor reconstruction, assisted by the 
1977 federal grant, required excavation of approxi-
mately 18 inches of deposits below the floorboards.  
Federal regulations stipulated that a qualified archaeolo-
gist review the removal of these deposits, and the State 
Office of Historic Preservation, two professional ar-
chaeologists, and the owners of the house jointly de-
vised a program of archaeological investigation.  At that 
time there were few precedents in New Jersey for ar-
chaeological work done in conjunction with federal 
grants-in-aid for the preservation and rehabilitation of 
standing buildings. 
 
The archaeology at Glencairn occurred in two phases.  
The excavation phase involved removing and recording 
stratigraphy and simultaneously recovering artifacts and 
other evidence of human activity.  Stratigraphy and 
structural evidence were recorded in notes, scale draw-
ings, and photographs, and artifacts were recovered 
within discrete stratigraphic units.  The analysis phase 
involved describing and interpreting the stratigraphic 
and structural evidence - cataloging, identifying, quanti-
fying, and conserving the artifacts and calling on spe-
cialists where necessary to analyze selected materials.  
The excavation took place between March and August 
of 1978.  Volunteers from classes at the Princeton Adult 
School and at Douglass College, Rutgers University, 
worked an average of two days a week.  Altogether 750 
hours were spent on excavation and more than 500 
hours on analysis. 
 

Plate 19: Glencairn, Dutch-Framed Timbers  
Found in Frame Wing Garret 
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Initially test pits were excavated at selected locations 
(Figure 13), giving a preview of the stratigraphy and the 
range of artifacts.  This information helped in planning 
subsequent work.  Next, a horizontal grid was imposed 
at five-foot intervals over the floor area.  Such a grid 
and the associated balks (strips of soil left untouched 
until the end of the excavation) are essential for unrav-
eling the horizontal and vertical stratigraphic record.  
The excavation was then expanded to include the entire 
floor area, except for three small sections which were 
left untouched as a witness for future archaeologists 
(Figure 14).  Approximately 65% of the subfloor depos-
its in the stone wing were systematically removed and 
recorded. 
 
The excavation permitted a study of the wall junctions 
between the stone and frame wings and revealed much 
about the subsurface structure of the stone wing (Figure 
15).  This information was used in hypothesizing the 
building sequence of the house.  Archaeological investi-
gation showed that the original one story stone wing 
was built on a virgin site, as there was no indication of a 
previous structure in the excavation area.  The east—
west partition wall originally had a stone foundation, 
the western end of which bonded into the fireplace 
jamb.  The hearth, which formerly extended some five 
feet into the kitchen, was reduced in area in the 19th 
century when this room was partitioned.  The wing 
never contained a cellar but a former entrance into the 
basement of the frame wing was found in the northwest 
corner.  Constructed originally as a series of stone steps 
and later overlaid by a wooden staircase, this entry may 
be an original feature of the stone wing and could have 
given access to the cellar of the frame wing's hypothe-
sized predecessor, which was presumably the cellar 
mentioned in Lawrence Updike's will of 1745.  A trench 
excavated outside the stone wing, along the north wall, 
yielded traces of a shallow stone foundation for the one 
story addition recorded by HABS in 1936 (Figure 5).  
Deposits in the corresponding trench on the south side 
of the stone wing were intermixed, probably because of 

gardening or landscaping. 
 
No evidence was found of a foundation for an eastern 
stone wall of the stone wing and there were no signs 
that the wing had ever been shortened. The south wall 
of the wing and the foundation of its east-west partition 
abut the foundation of the present frame wing but are 
not bonded into it (Plate17).  Archaeological evidence 
therefore confirms that the stone wing was added to the 
west side of a pre-existing structure.  Since the architec-
tural evidence suggests an early 18th-century date for 
the original one-story stone wing, the most logical ex-
planation for its foundations abutting those of the frame 
wing is that the builders of the frame wing in the 1760s 
reused part of the foundation and cellar of an earlier 
building, not unlike the 1977 reuse of the original barn 
foundation for the replacement barn. 
 
Careful study of the floor structure yielded useful infor-
mation and also helped clarify the original floor plan of 
the one-story stone wing (Figure 10).  The kitchen floor 
had random-width planking laid on joists that were 
raised above the ground on the partition foundation, on 
an offset in the south wall foundation, and on stone pil-
lars in the center of the room (Figure 15).  The crawl 
space, about 18 inches deep, contained an accumulation 
of dirt and artifacts which, over time, had consolidated 
into soil.  Three equally spaced joists (Figure 14: beams 
14 [which had been shortened], 18, and 19) were con-
sidered original, the irregular spacing of the other joists 
being almost certainly related to later alterations.  Fur-
thermore, beams 14, 18, and 19 all appeared to have 
been hewn for this wing, whereas most of the other 
floor joists showed signs of reuse from some other 
structure (Plate 18).  Beams 1, 2, 10, 12, 13, and 17 (and 
probably also 3, 4, 9, 11, and 20) appeared to have been 
inserted when the kitchen was divided into two spaces 
with a north-south partition in the early 19th century. 
The stone pillars supporting some of these beams were 
seated on a compressed soil layer that is discussed be-
low.  Beams 1 and 14 paralleled a line in the ceiling of 
the first floor that indicated the location of the partition. 
 
The flooring of the rear portion of the wing was equally 
complex.  Of the joists in this area, only beams 21-23 
were considered possibly original.  The evidence sug-
gested that the rear section was originally divided by a 
partition in the area of beams 16 and 21.  East of beam 
16, two layers of floorboards were found (the lower one 
nailed to beams 21-25, the upper to beam 16 and the 
lower layer), while to the west there was only one layer 
(nailed to beams 7, 8, 15, and 16).  This break in the 
floorboard pattern between beams 16 and 21 matched a 
line found in the ceiling.  In addition, beams 7, 8, 15, 
and 16 were laid over stones, apparently the flags of an 
earlier floor west of beam 21 (Figures 14 & 15, layer F).  
Finally, two planks lay along the top of the stone foun-
dation for the wing's main east-west partition, under 
joists 14 and 18-25 but not west of beam 21.   

Plate 20: Glencairn Stone Wing First Floor Excavation 
Ceramics 
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 The rear portion of the original stone wing, then, 
clearly had a partition, possibly attached to the west side 
of beam 21.  The west room had a stone floor laid di-
rectly on the ground, the east room a plank floor on tim-
ber joists over a shallow crawl space. Later, probably as 
a result of the early 19th century alterations, both rooms 
were refloored in timber and the stairway was moved 
from the east end of the west room to the northeast cor-
ner of the main room.  The west room, which would 
have been cooled by the stone floor during the summer 
and warmed by the corner fireplace in the winter, may 
have been used as a pantry for food preparation and 
storage and as a small sleeping or work room.  The 
niche in the foundation in front of the fireplace was per-
haps used to keep pots and pans warm after they were 
taken from the fire.  The east room apparently served as 
a rear hall to the kitchen as well as a storage area for 
clothing and household items.   
 
The twenty-five floor joists were removed from the 
stone wing, closely examined, and drawn.  Samples 
were taken for species identification and future tree-ring 
analysis.  These joists exhibited considerable variety.  
Some were handhewn, others sawn.  Some retained 
their bark, others had been carefully dressed.  Eight ap-
peared to have been reused from a one-and-a-half story 
house.  Seven of these reused timbers (Figures 14 & 16, 
nos. 7, 8, 15, 16, 17, 24, 25; Plate 18) had been vertical 
framing posts and most had similar dimensions and 
joinery details.  One reused timber (no. 20) had for-
merly been a floor joist.  Another pair of timbers 
(Figure 16, nos. 26, 27; Plate 19), found lying in the 
garret of the frame wing; appear to have come from the 
same early house.  Judging from the joinery details, this 
house was built in the Dutch timber framing tradition in 
the late 17th century or the first half of the 18th century.  
The uprights had dressed surfaces that were apparently 
exposed inside the building, as in early Dutch houses 
like the Symen Van Wickle House ca. 1722 and the 
Wyckoff-Garretson House, both in Franklin Township 
and Somerset County.  Evenly spaced holes on the 
Glencairn timbers that were made for wattle-and-daub 
infill between posts also suggested an early construction 
date.  Mortises for large twelve-by-seven-inch second 
floor joists for doors and windows, and small ones on 
the opposite side that were possibly for a projecting 
roof, also conformed to Dutch building traditions. 
 
There is too little evidence to reconstruct the plan of the 
house for which these beams were hewn.  However, the 
timbers shown in Figure 16 were clearly identifiable as 
the vertical posts of H-shaped bents whose horizontal 
beams acted as second-floor "front-to-back" joists.  
Such bents, occurring as a series of transverse framing 
sections are among the principal characteristics of 
Dutch vernacular buildings in New Jersey and eastern 
New York State.  This style of framing typifies the one-
and-a-half story Dutch frame house, the New World 

Dutch barn, and Dutch-framed outbuildings.  The tradi-
tion is not exclusively Dutch in origin.  It is found in 
parts of continental northern Europe in France, Ger-
many, and the Low Countries, and was also carried over 
into New France.  This lowland tradition is fundamen-
tally distinguishable from English box�frame tradi-
tions, each representing a different logical approach to 
the structural problem of framing a building. 
 
Most of the reused beams in the floor of the stone wing 
were in the rear rooms.  Four were laid over the stone 
floor of the northwestern room.  Only two were in the 
kitchen.  Beam 17 (Figure 14), attached to the side of 
beam 18, was evidently associated with the insertion of 
beam 1 when the kitchen was partitioned in the early 
19th century.  Beam 20 may have been inserted at the 
same time or earlier, when the present frame wing was 
built.  Since none of the reused beams appear to have 
been used in the original construction of the stone wing, 
the Dutch-framed house from which they came was 
probably still standing at that time.  This structure may 
have been on the Glencairn property, and in view of its 
architectural characteristics, the known history of the 
site, and the hypothesized building sequence, it is quite 
probable that it was the earliest Updike house in this 
particular location and that it stood on the site of the 
present Georgian wing.  If so, it may have been disman-
tled and its parts saved for spares when the Georgian 
wing was built.  Since none of the Dutch-framed tim-
bers were reused in the frame wing when portions of it 
were exposed during the restoration, the earlier structure 
may have been moved and not torn down until later, or 
it could have been built in another location. 
 
Some stratigraphy was visible in the 18-inch soil accu-
mulation beneath the kitchen floor (Figure 15).  In the 
western half of the main room a compressed layer (layer 
C) was found two to three inches above the subsoil.  

Plate 21: Glencairn Stone Wing First Floor Excavation 
Bone Buttons and Blanks 
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The stone pillars supporting beams 1, 2, 10, 12, 13, and 
14 were set on top of this layer.  This soil was probably 
trampled down when the floor was being repaired and 
the hearth reduced in area during the partitioning of the 
main room.  Although both this layer and the looser ac-
cumulation above it (layer B) had been heavily dis-
turbed by rodents, artifacts recovered from layer C date 
predominantly to the late 18th and early 19th centuries.  
Thus stratigraphy and cultural materials both reflect the 
major alterations which occurred in the stone wing be-
tween 1800 and 1825. 
 
The artifacts found beneath the floors of the stone wing 
and in the narrow trenches excavated outside the north 
and south walls include almost 3,200 ceramic sherds, 
about 200 buttons, 50 coins, over 100 clay-pipe frag-
ments, numerous glass fragments, and many nails, 
cooking and eating utensils, and other metal objects.  
Most of the artifacts are from beneath the kitchen, and 
the assemblage is consistent with kitchen activity as it 
includes a wide range of food debris consisting of meat, 
fish and poultry bones, shells, cornhusks, and fruit pits. 
The artifacts range in date from at least 1750 to the 
1950s and 1960s, but most are attributable to the late 
18th and 19th centuries. 
 
How did so much material, including many large frag-
ments of pottery and glass, come to be deposited be-
neath the kitchen floor?  The stratigraphy and the dating 
of the artifacts rule out both depositions before the 
building was erected and a single deliberate dumping 
once the building was in use. There is no evidence that 
the kitchen ever had a dirt or ground�laid floor. Most 
of the material apparently fell or was swept between the 
floorboards during normal kitchen use; the joints of the 
oldest floorboards had neither tongues nor splines to 
block passage.  Other material, including some of the 
larger items, was probably deposited during building or 
repairs, during periods of floor deterioration, or after 

individual boards had been pried up.  In whatever man-
ner the material was deposited, the subfloor layers 
would be classified in current archaeological terminol-
ogy as "primary" and "primary de facto" refuse. 
 
The ceramics form the most informative group of arti-
facts (Plate20).  Sherds can often be dated approxi-
mately, and for some the country and pottery of origin 
can be determined. After being washed and marked to 
show where it had been found, each sherd was identi-
fied and catalogued.  The catalog data was then proc-
essed by computer to relate the abundance of each ce-
ramic type to stratigraphic location.  With this analytic 
procedure it is possible to judge the ceramic evidence 
fairly and quantitatively, improving our assessment of 
the wealth and cultural habits of the 18th and 19th cen-
tury occupants of Glencairn.  Identifying and quantify-
ing the artifacts may also lead to general comments 
about the nature and extent of trade in the area.  For in-
stance, at Glencairn, imported and local ceramics are 
present in almost equal abundance.  The imports, 
chiefly British, are mostly creamware and pearlware, 
with some relative rarities such as black basalt ware and 
Jackfield ware.  Some Chinese export porcelain is also 
present.  The local ceramics are mostly red earthen-
wares, probably from factories like Joseph McCully's in 
Trenton or from smaller country potteries like those 
near Ringoes in Hunterdon County, in the Jugtown sec-
tion of Princeton, and on the Sourland Mountain in 
Somerset County.  
 
Trenton, one of the two major pottery centers in the 
United States from around 1860 until World War II, is 
likely to have been the source of most of the late 19th 
and 20th century white earthenwares recovered from 
Glencairn.  The metal and porcelain buttons and kitchen 
utensils probably came from British and American ur-
ban centers. The presence of bone button blanks, how-
ever, indicated that some of the bone buttons were 
homemade on site (Plate 21). 

Plate 22: Glencairn Stone Wing  
First Floor Restored, 1980 

Plate 23: Glencairn Frame Wing  
First Floor Southeast Room Restored, 1980 
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Using artifacts to help date a site and its phases of occu-
pation is one of the more difficult tasks of archaeologi-
cal analysis.  Although coins, clay pipes, and certain 
ceramics can often be dated, they give little help in 
clarifying and subdividing a 200 to 300-year chronol-
ogy because it is unknown when they were acquired or 
for how long they were used before they were dis-
carded.  For example, a great deal of creamware, or 
"Queens's ware," which was manufactured in Britain 
between the 1760s and about 1820, was recovered from 
the excavation.  Such ware, named in the inventories of 
1811 and 1846, clearly remained in use at Glencairn 
throughout the first half of the 19th century.  Therefore 
it may have been deposited beneath the floors of the 
stone wing at any time between the mid-18th and the 
mid-19th centuries. 
 
Effective chronological interpretation of artifacts relies 
on the recovery of a wide range and large quantity of 
datable objects from sealed strata.  At Glencairn, ro-
dents, tree roots, and even a horse falling through the 
floor severely disturbed the stratigraphy over time, 
moving many artifacts from their original depositional 
contexts.  Even the stone-wing foundation trenches, 
which may originally have contained artifacts of a nar-
row date range because of backfilling during construc-
tion, contained tree roots, rat holes, and artifacts of 
mixed 18th and 19th century date. However, the least 
disturbed foundation trench inside the building, at the 
north end of the west wall, contained a small concentra-
tion of delftware sherds which could support an early or 
mid�18th century date of construction.   
Taken as a whole, the artifact assemblage dates over 
whelmingly to 1775-1800 or later, and contains no 
items exclusively manufactured before 1750.  Although 
small quantities of delftware and salt-glazed stoneware 
from the mid 18th century were recovered, most of the 
ceramics are creamwares, pearlwares, and whitewares 

of the late 18th and early 19th centuries, and the com-
mon red earthenwares that can date to virtually any-
where between 1700 and 1900. 
 
The absence of identifiable early 18th century material 
is disappointing but not wholly unexpected.  On general 
historical grounds one may reasonably predict that at 
rural domestic sites like Glencairn an abundance of arti-
facts from the late 18th century will swamp smaller 
quantities of less diagnostic earlier material.  Such arti-
fact "patterning" is conventionally attributed to the 
vastly increased manufacturing that resulted from the 
technological advances of the Industrial Revolution and 
to the spread of popular culture from American urban 
centers into the countryside.  These trends are especially 
evident to archaeologists through the products of the 
Staffordshire potteries, which occur with increasing fre-
quency on domestic sites in the eastern United States 
from 1760 onwards. 
 
Although such fundamental social and economic forces 
undoubtedly affected Glencairn, more practical explana-
tions may also account for the dearth of early 18th cen-
tury material in the stone wing.  First, a number of years 
probably elapsed before the earliest floor deteriorated 
enough for much material to accumulate beneath it.  
Second, some debris may have been cleared when the 
Georgian frame wing was added.  Finally, of course, the 
Hunts had far more material goods than the Updikes, as 
witnessed by the grandness of the frame wing and by 
the documentary record.   
Whatever the precise history of the subfloor deposits 
may be, the associated artifacts do not obviously reflect 
the Updike tenancy, for either Johannes or Lawrence, 
and do not help date the construction of the stone wing.  
The analysis of these artifacts and other finds is chiefly 
valuable in giving an indication of everyday living in 
the late 18th and 19th centuries. 
 
 
 RESTORATION 

Plate 24: Glencairn Frame Wing  
First Floor Hall Restored, 1980 

Plate 25: Glencairn Stone Wing  
South Façade Restored, 1980 

Plate 24: Glencairn Frame Wing  
First Floor Hall Restored, 1980 
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The principal aim in restoring Glencairn as a private 
residence was to make it suitable for modern living 
while preserving its historic integrity.  Due to the dete-
riorated condition of the buildings, extensive interven-
tion was often necessary but it was done to minimize 
destruction of historic fabric.  Alterations which con-
tributed to the historic or functional character of the 
buildings were retained.  Significant original features 
were restored or reconstructed where feasible, and all 
new work was in a reversible manner, i.e., it was in-
serted and could be removed without compromising 
original fabric. 
 
These changes required a flexible and pragmatic ap-
proach to decision making and compromises were often 
necessary.  The restoration plan developed as the build-
ing work and historical research progressed.  For exam-
ple, initial demolition work, which concentrated on re-
moving poorly conceived 20th century accretions and 
preparing for structural repairs, exposed many previ-
ously unseen portions of the building.  Careful examina-
tion of these contributed greatly to the final restoration 
plan.  Comparative features from other 18th-century 
houses in the area provided the basis for restoring some 
of the original architectural detailing for which there 
was no surviving evidence. 
 
As new information came to light the scope of the resto-
ration plan gradually increased and a National Park Ser-
vice grant-in-aid was sought from the New Jersey State 
Historic Preservation Office.  The State had awarded 
few of these grants to private individuals, but at Glen-
cairn a small investment of federal funds encouraged a 
more extensive and accurate restoration and fostered 
further research.  The grant helped to finance restoration 
of the first floor timber structure, which led to the ar-
chaeological excavation of the stone wing.  A second 
grant supported exterior restoration work on the house 
and the restoration of the smokehouse.  These grants 
also led to restrictive covenants which contributed to the 
preservation of the property. 

 
Adaptation of the first floor plan for modern living ne-
cessitated a different use of space than in the late 18th 
century. The new kitchen was located in the northeast 
room of the frame wing.  Shown as a parlor by HABS 
(Figure 6), this room contained little original fabric 
when the project began and it was ideally located for a 
kitchen with an eating area.  The southeastern room, 
also shown as a parlor, became the dining room, and the 
northeastern room, shown as a sewing room, became a 
library.  Most of the remaining modern conveniences 
were packed into the single story addition on the north 
side of the frame wing.  The stone wing first floor, 
originally the kitchen, was adapted into a large living 
room (Plate 22).  The original east—west partition in 
the stone wing first floor was not reconstructed because 
its appearance was uncertain and the room would have 
been too dark as a living room if lit only by the south 
windows.  
 
Although lacking definitive evidence of its original de-
sign, the southeastern room fireplace in the frame wing 
was reconstructed based on evidence within the house 
and area precedents (Plate 23).  This reconstruction 
made use of paneling salvaged from a demolished house 
which was built about the same time as the frame wing 
approximately three miles to the south.  The paneling so 
closely resembles the original Glencairn material that 
the same joiners may have been responsible for both 
(Plate 8).  Using the HABS documentation as a guide 
and the architectural evidence as final arbiter, the sec-
ond floor plan in the frame wing was restored to its 
original configuration, except for the introduction of a 
modern bathroom into the south end of the hall.  The 
southeast bedroom paneling, which the Perots had re-
used in several locations on the first floor, was restored 
to its original appearance as recorded by the HABS.  
 
In reconstructing the chimney for the first and second 
floor fireplaces in the southeast rooms, stainless steel 
flues were used above the attic floor level. These run 

Plate 26: Glencairn Barn Frame 1977 
Moved from West Windsor Plate 27: Glencairn Restored Barn, 1980 

Moved from West Windsor, 1977 
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through the wooden false chimney constructed by the 
Perots to maintain the symmetry of the exterior after 
removal of the original chimneys. The northeast and 
southeast chimneys had originally converged in the attic 
but since the northeast chimney was not reconstructed, 
there was no support for corbelling masonry. Recon-
struction of the northeast fireplace was superfluous to 
the building's current use but the new chimney work 
will allow for this in the future. 
 
The center hall stairway had been badly damaged dur-
ing conversion of the second floor into apartments in 
the 1950s. Originally it had extended uninterrupted to 
the third floor: the rail recorded by the HABS and the 
second floor attic door were both 19th century altera-
tions.  Portions of the original handrail and newels sur-
vived in situ and unpainted in the attic and HABS plans 
of the Bainbridge House provided details for the recon-
struction of the first and second story balusters (Plate 
24).  The open stairway was restored to the third floor, 
where the surviving components were left unpainted. 
 
In the stone wing first floor, the front door, window 
boxes and sashes were reconstructed based on architec-
tural evidence and area precedents, though the duplica-
tion of the front sashes is inaccurate since the windows 
were originally constructed at different times (Plate 25).  
In the northeast corner, the 20th-century stairway was 
left intact because it provided better access to the sec-
ond floor of both wings than the 19th-century stairway 
recorded by HABS, and reconstructions of earlier stairs 
would have been conjectural.  Evidence from the ar-
chaeological excavation guided the restoration of the 
hearth to its full size.  On the second floor, the Perot 
renovation of new walls, ceilings and floors applied to 
the original surfaces in a sympathetic manner, remained 
serviceable and was left largely intact. 
 
Structural repairs in the frame wing involved replace-
ment of timbers in the southeast corner of the first floor 
with beams similar to the original.  The summer beam 
was conserved by infilling its deteriorated core with a 
non-shrinking grout which could bear the structural load 
while allowing for the exterior appearance of the timber 
to be preserved.  Structural repairs in the stone wing 
first floor required the replacement of all the joists and 
this operation led to archaeological investigation of the 
subfloor deposits and foundations. 
 
After the 18th Century barn frame from West Windsor 
was re-erected on the stone foundation of a previous 
barn at Glencairn in 1977 (Plates 5, 13 & 26), the exte-
rior was restored with its original vertical siding on the 
south side and wagon doors on the south and north 
(Plate 27).  The completed barn served as a workshop 
for the restoration of the house and the smokehouse.  
 
The smokehouse, which appears to date from the con-
struction of the first story of this stone wing, was re-

pointed but the sagging alignment of the masonry that 
had occurred over two and a half centuries was left as 
is.  Several original smoke covered rafters were pre-
served and replacement rafters were fabricated out of 
timbers recycled from other structures.  A hand split 
cedar shake roof was installed and a new plank door 
was fabricated using floorboards salvaged from the 
stone wing ground floor.  The restored smokehouse 
closely resembled its first documented appearance by 
HABS in 1936 (Plates 5 & 26).  
 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
The program of architectural restoration and interdisci-
plinary research at Glencairn has revealed a complex 
blend of rural and urban, folk and popular, Dutch and 
English, and New York and Delaware Valley influences 
all on the same site.  The combined historical evidence 
provides an interesting glimpse of Dutch/English cul-
ture contact in central New Jersey.  An Englishman, 
Thomas Greene, who had apparently settled somewhere 
on the property, sold it in 1697 to the Upikes, a Dutch 
family. The Updikes came from southern Long Island, 
originally an area of strong Dutch traditions but already 
partly Anglicized by the time of their departure.  When 
the Up Dycks relocated to the Glencairn site, the farm 
lay at the outer limits of Dutch settlement in a zone 
where English Presbyterians and Quakers dominated.   
In the mid-18th century the farm was acquired by the 
Hunts, descendants of an English family that had moved 

Plate 28: Glencairn, Restored Smokehouse  
And Barn Moved from West Windsor, 1980 
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 to Maidenhead from the same part of Long Island at the 
same time as the Updikes. The wife of the first Hunt 
owner was from a Dutch family.  Thus, continuous and 
intensive intermingling of Dutch and English cultures 
was clearly in progress throughout the colonial period 
as Glencairn changed from a predominately Dutch colo-
nial farmstead to a prosperous Anglo-American planta-
tion. 
 
The mixture of these cultures was visible in the archi-
tectural and archaeological resources of Glencairn. The 
late 17th or early 18th century house represented by the 
reused timbers in the floor of the stone wing displays 
Dutch characteristics probably transplanted from Long 
Island by the Updikes. In the stone wing itself, which 
the Updikes built in the early 18th century (possibly 
adjacent to the earlier frame house), the Dutch vernacu-
lar building tradition was tempered by English influence 
from the Lower Delaware Valley, as evidenced by the 
arrangement of the cooking and corner fireplaces.  Co-
herent Anglo-American culture at Glencairn can be seen 
in the English style construction of the Georgian frame 
wing in the third quarter of the 18th century and the up-
per portion of the stone wing early in the 19th century. 
 
The interdisciplinary approach to the historical research 
has greatly assisted in unraveling the diverse cultural 
influences.  The three major lines of inquiry - architec-
tural, documentary, and archaeological - clearly com-
plement one another, and their combined strength far 
exceeds that of any of them individually.  Archaeologi-
cal information often stimulates deeper consideration of 
the architecture; a documentary reference spurs more 
careful evaluation of the archaeology; and so on.  A 
good example lies in the identification of the early tim-
ber building from floor joists in the stone wing floor.  
Without the integration of architecture and archaeology 
much of the significance of this structure would have 
passed unnoticed. 
 
The process of restoration was of course crucial to the 
research, for it created a window through which the 
evolution of the house could be studied.  Many compo-
nents of the building have been scrutinized more closely 
than at any time since their construction.  Such a win-
dow can never be reopened in the same way, however, 
as restoration (like archaeological excavation) often 
destroys original evidence.  Careful recording of archi-

tectural and archaeological data during exposure is 
therefore essential to understanding the history of a 
building.  At Glencairn, an open-ended restoration al-
lowed incorporation of new information into the design 
as the project developed.  The completed project thus 
represented optimal advantage of the research and resto-
ration process (Plate 29). 
 
Despite all the research and analysis, however, it was 
not possible to establish the actual construction years 
for the stone wing, the frame wing, or the hypothesized 
predecessor of the frame wing.  With dendrochronology 
more readily available, it may be possible in the future 
to identify cutting years of original timbers in both 
wings, and therefore suggest likely construction years.  
The absence of late 17th/early 18thc artifacts uncovered 
during the archaeological excavation of the stone wing 
floor and foundation trenches raises the possibility that 
Johannes Updike may never have lived at the Glencairn 
site but may have instead occupied the portion of his 
land that he purchased from Thomas Greene with its 
existing buildings, and that Lawrence Updike may have 
been original developer of Glencairn.   
 
Several other concluding points may also be made.  
First, besides greatly expanding our understanding of 
this property and its inhabitants, the wealth of detail 
gathered will be valuable to future researchers needing 
comparative material for other sites.  Second, the pro-
ject has demonstrated that archaeology, rarely used so 
intensively in a restoration of this size, is clearly an ef-
fective research tool both for examining buildings and 
for generating information to guide their restoration.  
The success of archaeology here should encourage a 
broader application in historic preservation.  Third, fed-
eral and state agencies and numerous interested indi-
viduals have made an important contribution to this pri-
vate project.  Without government and local volunteer 
assistance this restoration and research would probably 
have been greatly reduced in scale.  Finally, several new 
areas of research can be suggested, including archaeo-
logical excavation elsewhere on the property, tree ring 
dating of timbers from the stone wing and from else-
where in the area, and further architectural research into 
the Dutch and English building traditions in New Jer-
sey. 

1. The name "Glencairn" is of recent origin and probably 
dates from the late 19th or early 20th century. For ease of 
reference it has been retained throughout this paper, even 
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Glencairn at the New Jersey Historical Commission’s  11th 
Annual New Jersey History Symposium: “Patterns from the 

Past-New Jersey's Architectural Heritage Historical Com-
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