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T

he activity that is the subject of this report has been financed in part with federal
funds from the National Park Service, Department of the Interior. However, the
contents and opinions do not necessarily reflect the views or policies of the Department of the Interior, nor does mention of trade names or commercial products constitute endorsement or recommendation by the Department of the Interior.
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PREFACE TO THE THIRD EDITION

T

he first edition of this report, completed in October 1985, was submitted to the
Virginia Division of Historic Landmarks in fulfillment of a Survey and Plan
ning Subgrant. Copies were also distributed to the planning departments of James
City County York County, the City of Poquoson, and the City oe Williamsburg, as well
as to appropriate libraries, institutions, and individuals.
Because the original report was submitted in three volumes totalling over 1200 pges, it
was felt that a reorganization was necessary before it was distributed more widely. The second
edition was published in 1986 in a smaller typeface for wider distribution.
This third edition, published in 2001, is designed for better readability and conversion
into digital formats. It has been divided into four separate volumes. Volumes 1 and 2 provide
the introduction to the project and the “study unit narratives” that describe the background and
criteria for evaluation of existing resources, along with listing of those resources as of 1985.
Volume 3 contains a complete listing of archaeological and architectural sites included in the
evaluation, as well as (now outdated) management plans for each jurisdiction. Volume 4 contains supplementary material, including proposed archaeological and architectural coding forms,
site inventory standards, annotated bibliographies of archaeological and architectural sources,
and a variety of bibliographic essays on the historical literature.
A PDF (Portable Document Format) file is available on CD. Original text, however, has
not been modified.
The reader is referred to Resource Protection Planning Revisited: James City
County, York County, and the City of Williamsburg, a short 1991 update of this document produced by Meredith C. Moodey (now Meredith Poole) of the Department of
Archaeological Research of the Colonial Williamsburg Foundation. All comprehensive
site records and notes are on file at the Virginia Department of Historic Resources,
Richmond.
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Section 1.
Introduction

Introduction

H

istoric properties and archaeological sites within York and James City Coun
ties, and the cities of Williamsburg and Poquoson, are increasingly threatened
by the quicken-ing pace of residential, commercial, and light industrial development. In the Williamsburg vicinity, tourism-related development poses a serious threat,
particularly to neglected 19th and 20th century structures, overshadowed by the local
emphasis on restoration of colonial buildings. Many of the archaeological sites in the
area are also threatened by development, and by shoreline erosion as well.
Perhaps more serious than the destruction of individual sites in the area, however,
is the distressing disappearance of the distinctive qualities of local settlement pattern,
historic economic base, and community cohesion. It is these qualities, in combination
with the rich inventory of historic structures, that contribute to the “presentness” of the
past in Tidewater Virginia, a quality which makes this region a national resource, as
well as a desirable place to live.
Although it is clear that potentially significant cultural resources, both tangible
and intangible, have been lost or damaged as a result of relatively unrestrained development, no accurate assessment of this destruction has previously been available. Projections for the study area indicate continued growth until the end of this century. The
formulation of cultural resource protection plans for James City County, York County,
Williamsburg and Poquoson is thus both timely and critical.

Cultural Resources
Cultural resources, for the purposes of the present study, include all those sites, structures, buildings, localities, and features that have been made, altered, or used by the
men and women who have occupied the Lower Peninsula for at least eight millennia. In
addition, these resources embrace those intangible aspects of culture which contribute
to the distinctive historical or local ambience of the region. Included in this category are
the folklore and folk crafts of the area, community values, distinctive lifeways, local
habits and customs, as well as the cultural landscape.
Prehistoric resources include archaeological sites ranging in date from 8000 B.C. to
1560 A.D. These sites, which are the remains of occupation by the earliest inhabitants
of North America, can include large village sites, single campsites, single-function sites
such as quarries and butchering sites, and burials. Generally these are sub-surface sites,
although monuments, mounds, and caves are also potential site types in some parts of
Virginia. Prehistoric resources may also include large-scale man-made or -altered features such as paths and weirs. These sites and features are thought of as prehistoric both
because they reflect Native American occupation before the settlement of the New World
by Europeans, and because no written records were kept by their inhabitants.
A sub-category of these resources are those known as proto-historic sites, which
represent occupation of the area by the immediate ancestors of the present-day Virginia
Indian groups, who came into contact with Europeans perhaps as early as the mid-16th
century, and who were described in early accounts written by Europeans. Protohistoric
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sites may range in date from 1560 to 1607, the date of the first permanent European
settlement in Virginia.
Historic resources include both sub-surface and above-ground sites, buildings,
monuments, and large-scale features such as roads, earthworks, and bridges, reflecting
the occupation of this region since 1607. Although the historic resources that have received the most attention have been those associated with 17th-, 18th-, and 19th-century
Euro-American history, such resources include those sites and structures occupied or
used by Native Americans and Afro-Americans since the 17th century, as well as significant 20th century sites.

The Planning Model
The development of preservation plans has been encouraged by federal agencies concerned with cultural resource planning and management at the state level (Heritage
Conservation and Recreation Service 1980). Guidelines prepared by these agencies recommend adoption of the Resource Protection Planning Process, hereafter to be referred
to by its acronym RP3. In outline form, this model calls for the following steps:
1. Division of the study area (in this case, James City and York Counties, and the
Cities of Williamsburg and Poquoson, Virginia) into “study units.”
2. Identification of important or eligible resources for each of these study units.
3. Formulation of ideal or preferred research, reuse, conservation, and interpretive objectives relevant to each study unit.
4. Creation of operating plans which provide specific recommendations for prioritizing and treatment of property types for each study unit.
5. In view of current land-use practices and other constraints, the specification of
management or treatment strategies for study units and associated properties
located in jurisdictions charged with land-use planning.

The Study Unit Concept
A study unit is defined as “a resource or cultural unit possessing geographical and time
limits...used to initiate the organization of information in historical terms” (Heritage
Conservation and Recreation Service 1980: 12). Central to the development of study
units is the creation of a set of concepts or themes which ultimately serve to organize or
make sense of groups of prehistoric or historic cultural resources. Organization of the
universe of archaeological sites and standing structures through the use of these
thematically-grounded study units in turn permits the development of resource evaluation, preservation, and management plans for the study area. At the same time, viewing
the existing information concerning the cultural resources of the study area through the
study unit framework can serve to identify gaps in the data base, and to clarify future
research needs.
Development of the study units is the first and most important step in the cultural
resource management process. The second stage, development of operating plans, requires the synthesis of several sources of information into a specific set of recommendations for identification, evaluation, and treatment of property types for each study
4

unit. The operating plans are in turn tailored to specific land use plans for each jurisdiction within the study area to create management plans for all cultural resources.

Evaluating Significance
Several factors are usually taken into account when evaluating significance. Guidelines
for evaluating significance have been developed by the U.S. Secretary of Interior as
part of the National Register nomination process. The National Register is a Federal
program “to coordinate and support public and private efforts to identify, evaluate and
protect historic and archaeological resources” (National Register of Historic Places 1983).
The Register guidelines provide a uniform standard by which resources can be identified and evaluated. According to these longstanding guidelines, to be determined eligible to the National Register, a site or structure must be:
A. Associated with significant events in the broad patterns of national history.
B. Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past.
C. Representative of a type, period, or method of construction, or the work of a
master.
D. Capable of yielding important information about the past.
The research design of the present study, and the results of that research, have led
the project staff to emphasize criteria A and D when evaluating significance. In many
ways, this is an emphasis created by the RP3 model itself. In view of its reliance upon
the study unit or historic context, which is defined in terms of an identifiable historical
pattern or process, it is only natural that properties associated with important historical
events, trends, and developments would be singled out. Furthermore, to the extent that
historic contexts are identified by scholars, based on scholarly or research criteria, it
follows that properties which can yield information about the historical patterns and
events comprising the study units would be given priority.
An explicit statement of the relationship between the first and fourth National Register criteria, with recognition of the others, is offered as follows:
The quality of significance is present in properties that possess integrity of location, setting,
and association, and that have yielded or may be likely to yield information necessary for a
full understanding of and appreciation by the public of the persons, events, and processes
that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history at the local,
regional and national levels (Brown and Elling 1981: 119)

Combining the National Register criteria in this way has the advantage of casting
the information content of a resource in terms of its potential to yield data regarding
broad historical patterns and processes-- the very same patterns and processes that have
figured directly in the definition of study units.
The above integration of the National Register criteria also draws attention to the
concept of “representativeness,” whereby the significance of a property can be established in terms of the degree to which it is representative of events, activities, groups of
people, or processes which figured prominently in the historical development of a locality, region, or the nation as a whole.
Following from the concept of representativeness is the idea of a property’s generalizing potential, a quality which is measured in terms of the extent to which the data
5

content of a property, when analyzed alone or more often in combination with other
sources of information, permits generalizations regarding the nature of historical events,
trends, patterns, and developments.
Evaluation of significance according to the latter principle introduces the issue of
research design and the role that the kinds of questions being asked about the past play
in assessing significance. Information becomes important when the right questions are
asked. What are the right questions and are some questions more important than others?
The primacy of the study unit or historic context in the RP3 model indicates that it
is questions regarding the events and processes that have contributed to the broad patterns of history that are important, whether they be asked at the local, regional, or national levels. Therefore, identifying and defining historic contexts is the first and major
step in specifying the important questions. Subsequent evaluation studies can have among
their goals the production of specific problem-oriented research designs (Raab and
Klinger 1977).
With research designs in hand, a further approach to evaluating significance of
many types of properties can be implemented-- namely, the estimate of information
loss. This is a measure of the probability that data essential to answering the important
questions, that is, to understanding the events and patterns contributing to processes of
historical development, will be lost if properties are destroyed without professional
study.
Even once the important questions are identified, estimating information loss requires a thorough knowledge of the extant primary historical record, and how this information may be biased or incomplete. Information loss must also be gauged in terms of
a realistic appraisal of the limitations inherent in the data afforded by different property
types, and in view of the degree to which important questions can be answered without
benefit of the contextual controls provided by historical records. For example, the absence of historical documentation often reduces the value of archaeological data for
addressing many important questions, yet the very existence of certain kinds of historical documentation can render archaeology more or less redundant.
To paraphrase the Advisory Council:
If a property can be used only to address unimportant questions, or questions that have been
or can be better addressed using other sources of information, then the property itself is
unimportant from a research standpoint (Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 1980:
7)

Despite the RP3 model’s inherent bias in favor of using a combination of the first
and fourth National Register criteria, the other two must be seen as important in evaluating the significance of certain kinds of properties, particularly individual structures.
In these cases, integrity may very well be most relevant. For architectural properties
especially, integrity can be seen in location, design, setting, materials workmanship,
feeling, and association. These concepts can also be applied to archaeological sites. For
purposes of this study four criteria-- location, setting, feeling, and association-- were
given highest priority in evaluating significance.
A last general consideration in assessing significance must be the interaction of
the public with historic and archaeological properties, especially those located within
the communities in which they live. This interaction is a major element in defining what
can be called public or local significance. Public concerns, particularly those expressed
6

by various segments of the community, such as minority groups, are crucial when assessing the significance of many properties. They come into play most prominently
when confronting the elusive general property type known as the historic or cultural
landscape. An understanding of the public’s perception of cultural resources is also
necessary in addressing intangible values associated with properties. Such concerns
must be balanced against those derived from the National Register criteria, in particular
criterion A and D:
A critical point is that if resources are loved, then the underlying denominators of
these resources are perception and context... Perception is the interaction between the
observer and the resources, and context is the space and time phenomena of the interaction... To design programs for the identification and preservation of these resources
solely in scientific terms (thus negating emotional aspects) needlessly sacrifices the
major part of their attraction, their worth, their essence (Frondorf et al. 1980: 19).

RP3 at the Local Level: Reaffirming the Processual Approach
The above discussion has outlined the basic steps involved in creating historic preservation plans using the RP3 model, as well as some of the general considerations guiding
their application in this project. In concept, this model may appear to be fairly straightforward. In its application to the task of developing state preservation plans, however,
the RP3 approach has produced over the past several years a very diverse group of
documents which often share little in common from state to state. Such diversity in
application is the function of many factors, including the number and complexity of
cultural resources within a state, the scale of planning considered appropriate by individual historic preservation offices, the level of funding available to these agencies, and
the professional backgrounds of their staff.
One characteristic shared by many of the plans that have been produced thus far is
their tendency to ignore the review and revision phases, thereby compromising a basic
principle which guided the initial formulation of the RP3 model-- namely its commitment to planning as a continual process of accumulating and refining information about
historic contexts and associated properties for the purpose of reviewing and revising
operating plans and if appropriate, the historic contexts themselves.
In the absence of mechanisms for the timely incorporation of more reliable or new
technical information about resources and corresponding revision of contexts and operating plans, the preservation plan can quickly take on “blueprint” characteristics, often
to the point where the plan, frozen in time, becomes the major goal and implementation
becomes at best an afterthought (Tamez and Fredrickson 1984: 10-11).
In part, this shortcoming is the product of time constraints and funding and their
effect on the reality of planning cycles. More importantly, it often results from the inability of state agencies responsible for implementing federally-mandated preservation
planning to work effectively with local governments and the private sector, a situation
exacerbated by important differences in their respective procedures for planning, review, and decision-making. It may well be that existing state plans modeled after RP3
have been useful in setting basic survey and registration priorities, or have assisted the
review of undertakings regulated by federal historic preservation statutes. The use of
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plans at the local level, where federal regulatory authority and influence is absent, however, remains most problematic.
In the former, a high level of authority is often present, as is a clearly developed
procedure (i.e., 36 CFR 800; U.S. Department of the Interior 1983). Here, as well, there
is some hope for the “blueprint” plan, since its implementation often depends on the
exercise of the authority and clearly defined procedures (Faludi 1973: 133; Tamez and
Fredrickson 1984: 10-11).
In the latter, there is usually no regulatory authority and a very high degree of
uncertainty regarding preservation measures. What preservation decision-making there
is occurs in the absence of binding or compulsory standards and guidelines, and is
played out in a very open-ended arena of public opinion and local politics, where the
credible marshalling of up-to-date and detailed information about resources is essential. Here, the processual approach to both planning and implementation is much more
likely to be effective than that based on the existence of a “blueprint;” in fact, the actual
on-going process of information-gathering and planning becomes as important as any
one draft of the planning document itself (Faludi 1973: 132-133; Tamez and Fredrickson
1984: 10-12).
By drawing attention to its on-going nature, the title of this document attempts to
capture the reality of developing and realizing an historic preservation plan at the local
level, at least in Virginia, where Federal regulations and standards are, at present, simply a guide to follow for those county and city agencies entrusted with regulating the
use and development of private property with private funds. Sustained commitment to
the on-going review and revision phases called for by RP3, in light of the project-specific
and overlapping planning cycles characterizing land-use decision making by local jurisdictions, will be required to successfully implement the majority of this document’s
operating plan and management recommendations.

Background and History of the Project
In light the above, this project is seen as just one phase in a process of planning and
preservation that was begun in this area by the Catherine Memorial Society and the
Association for the Preservation of Virginia Antiquities in the first decade of this century, sustained by the Colonial Williamsburg Restoration and the National Park Service, and more recently, strengthened by the activities of the Virginia Division of Historic Landmarks and the Virginia Research Center for Archaeology.
In the past two decades, it is a process that has come under increasing pressure
from the widespread residential, commercial, and tourist development of the Virginia
Peninsula. Once preservation and restoration of the most historically prominent places
such as Williamsburg, Yorktown, and Jamestown was completed, sites and buildings in
between were lost or forgotten, or both. The area has witnessed substantial archaeological work, both research and salvage related, some architectural survey in the counties
around Williamsburg and Yorktown, and periodic reaffirmation of public interest in the
area’s historic sites brought about by bicentennial and related observances. Yet there
has been no attempt to introduce a comprehensive approach to cultural resource management within the local area until very recently, an approach which is necessarily tied
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to the social, economic, and political realities of land-use decision-making within the
private sector on the local level.
It is fair to say that, in part, this new effort has been stimulated by the Colonial
Williamsburg Foundation’s continuing interest in and commitment to the study and
preservation of the history and archaeology in Williamsburg and its environs. Even
though the bulk of archaeological work done by the Foundation has been accomplished
as part of its own site development and interpretation program, there is a long tradition
of involvement on the part of Foundation archaeologists and architectural historians in
the rescue of archaeological sites and the recording of buildings in the Lower Tidewater.
As the research interests of Foundation historians and archaeologists have increasingly turned to understanding the regional context of Williamsburg’s development, from
the early 17th well into the 19th century, they have become more aware of the need to
preserve and study a broad range of structures and sites.
In addition, as the Foundation embarks on the creation of long-range land use and
property-development plans for its several thousand acres of land in the counties of
James City and York and within the City of Williamsburg, the need for reliable and
readily accessible information about the area’s prehistoric and historic resources, as
well as some mechanism or mechanisms for establishing priorities in the preservation
and study of these resources, has become clearly evident. In the absence of these data
and priorities for resource evaluation and treatment, responsible management of these
historic and cultural resources is not possible.
In the spring of 1982, the Office of Archaeological Excavation at Colonial
Williamsburg initiated the process of preservation planning for this area by committing
itself to the development of an archaeological resources management plan for the Foundation, with emphasis on the Historic Area, but with recognition of the need to ultimately consider all of the Foundation’s property. By virtue of the Director’s exposure to
the initial development of RP3 while an employee of Interagency Archaeological Services, and his subsequent experience with it in previous CRM projects (e.g., Brown and
Elling 1981), this model was adopted as the Office’s approach to developing the
Foundation’s archaeological resource management plan.
Significant progress had been made on aspects of this management plan, particularly for certain sections of the Historic Area, by the spring of 1984. Through the efforts
of graduate student interns from the College of William and Mary, the collection and
evaluation of information about the area’s archaeological resources had also been undertaken, including computerization and analysis of site records for the City of
Williamsburg, and preliminary evaluation of contemporary land-holding and land-use
patterns. The evaluation of site records had underscored several problems with the existing data base pertaining to the area’s known archaeological sites (Sprinkle 1984) and
a program of remedial research was developed based on the computerized site form.
These studies were seen as part of creating a usable data base on the archaeology of the
local area which could assist in developing both research designs and the cultural resource component of the Foundation’s land-use and property development plan.
In the summer of 1984, the Office of Archaeological Excavation applied for a
grant from the Virginia Division of Historic Landmarks to prepare cultural resource
management plans for James City County, York County, and the cities of Williamsburg
9

and Poquoson, Virginia. In its initial formulation, the proposal did not include Poquoson,
but as it was originally part of York County, and because the City’s planning department
expressed strong interest in the project, this jurisdiction was added. The proposal submitted to the state emphasized the development and refinement of study units or historic contexts for the study area and their application to the existing data on cultural
resources.
The fact that prior studies sponsored by the Office of Archaeological Excavation
had demonstrated the extremely poor quality of the existing data base for identifying
site function, date of occupation, integrity, or for engaging in predictive analysis, an
important part of the proposed project involved remedial research and data organization. As it has developed, this aspect of the project has taken many more hours than
originally estimated, a reflection of the present utility of the state site records for preservation planning at any but the grossest planning scale.
These remedial efforts have resulted in the upgrading of over 800 local site records,
such that over 95% were assignable to specific study units. In contrast, at the beginning
of the study, only 45% of the James City County sites were so assignable, and only 55%
of the York County sites. These site records have also been entered onto computerized
site forms, that can ultimately be incorporated into state-wide inventories.
One of the most important aspects of the project as originally conceived was the
development of “study unit” narratives, which would serve to define the “historic contexts” through which sites and structures could be identified, evaluated, and managed.
As proposed in the initial formulation of RP3, and reiterated in the Secretary of the
Interior’s Guidelines for Preservation Planning (U.S. Department of the Interior 1983),
study units should be developed in close cooperation with the professional historians,
architectural historians, folklorists, archaeologists, geographers, and other scholars
knowledgeable about both the project area’s historical development and its property
types.
While the creation of many plans based on RP3 have paid lip-service to this requirement, interdisciplinary development and review of study units and supporting narratives and operating plans has been an integral part of this study. In part, the project’s
emphasis on this approach, grew out of the recognition that to be truly processual, application of RP3 required the broadest participation possible on the part of informed
constituencies concerned about preservation at the local level. Successful implementation of operating and planning recommendations in the future will depend on the continued involvement of these constituencies, and particularly the concerned scholarly
community. Their involvement at the outset increases the chances for continued participation in the process (Tamez and Fredrickson 1984).
Together with over sixty professionals representing all relevant disciplines, as well
as the minority communities in the area, the project staff developed twenty-three study
units which summarize the area’s history from prehistoric times to the present. Specific
property types, both archaeological and architectural, were then associated with each
study unit. This development of the study unit narratives and review of operating plans
was facilitated by two workshops at which scholars gathered to review the narratives
and operating plans, as well as to discuss the economic, legal, and political constraints
affecting implementation of preservation plans within the local area.
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The act of convening professionals from a broad range of scholarly backgrounds
has also had one other very significant benefit. It has furthered the cause of developing
specific, problem-oriented research designs of a truly interdisciplinary nature. Such
research designs are an essential component of many of the operating plans developed
for individual study units, and for the county, city, and ultimately, regional management
plans.
New awareness and interest in implementation problems has been the primary
outcome of the collaborative process, indicating again the importance of the processual
approach to preservation planning, in which the process itself may well be more important to realizing preservation goals, than any single document that may result at a particular stage in the process (Faludi 1973: 132-133).
For the same reason, a number of efforts were made to ensure that interested members of the public had an opportunity to review the study units and to contribute their
specific knowledge and concerns about local properties. Through interviews with a
number of local residents, a public meeting, and the publication of a questionnaire, a
number of local concerns and sites not included in the State’s site files were identified.
As in the case of the professional community, residents of the local area were especially
interested in the implementation phase of the planning effort. In some cases, new preservation constituencies were formed, or existing groups found new impetus, underscoring again the need for real involvement by the public in developing preservation plans
to be implemented by local jurisdictions.

Project Research Design
One of the first steps in creating a preservation plan using the RP3 model is the definition of study units or historic contexts. In principle, this step can be taken with little or
no information about cultural resources in the area for which the plan is being developed. According to the Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for Preservation Planning,
it should be possible to establish historic contexts on the basis of very general secondary sources alone; extensive research in periodical literature, primary archival sources,
and fieldwork are not essential, as this level of effort can come in future stages of the
planning cycle. In practice, however, the development and justification of meaningful
study units, especially for application at the local level, cannot be accomplished in the
absence of both a detailed understanding of an area’s historical development, and an
accurate knowledge of the kinds of historic properties which survive on or in the ground.
At this planning scale, such knowledge and understanding cannot be derived solely
from a review of general secondary sources.
In view of the character of technical information that local-level planning requires,
a significant portion of the study was concerned with obtaining and evaluating both
existing and new information about patterns of historical development and corresponding property types for the planning area. This section describes how this research was
accomplished and summarizes the results of work not incorporated into the study unit
narratives and operating plans. The data base in its re-organized and revised form is
characterized, and recommendations are offered regarding what the Division of Historic Landmarks can do to make such information collection and assessment more productive in future local-level planning projects.
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As originally proposed, research conducted as part of this project was to consist of
assembling existing information about the study area’s cultural resources, and assessing this material in terms of the sources available and their respective shortcomings. It
was anticipated that information would include existing survey, inventory, and registration files maintained by the VDHL, as well as unpublished and published articles, reports, and monographs pertaining to these site and property records. This information
was to be re-organized for entry into computer files, and the resulting data was to be
evaluated in terms of apparent biases and gaps. In addition, information contained on
the computerized inventories would be used to develop models of site and property
location within the four jurisdictions comprising the study area. It was further proposed
that, where feasible, inventoried sites and properties would be verified in the field and
records modified to reflect new information about location, integrity, and environmental setting. Finally, it was indicated that sampling previously unsurveyed portions of the
study area would be attempted if time permitted.
Responsibility for performing the above research was assigned to graduate student
interns from the College of William and Mary’s M.A. and Ph.D. programs in American
History, the Historical Archaeology M.A. program offered by the Anthropology department, and the M.A. program in American Studies. Faculty advisors from each department worked with staff members of the Archaeology, Research, and Architectural
Research departments at Colonial Williamsburg to supervise and coordinate this work.
Although research was divided broadly into prehistory and history, the presence of a
number of professional historians, architectural historians, and archaeologists as project
advisors insured an interdisciplinary perspective. A subsequent two-day workshop held
to review the first draft of study units made it possible for other professional scholars
directly familiar with the planning area to contribute their knowledge and perspectives
as well.
It should be noted that many of these individuals, including the professional staff
of the Foundation’s Research and Architectural Research departments and workshop
participants, donated significant time to the project-- time which will not be compensated directly or as match through Historic Landmark’s grant to Colonial Williamsburg.
Just as importantly, several staff members of the VDHL gave valuable time and expertise to the research phase of the project, and were important contributors to the workshops.

Scope of Research
Having been divided temporally and thematically among prehistory, historical archaeology, architectural history, history, and ethnohistory, the collection of data pertinent to
the study area’s cultural resources proceeded in terms of a standardized set of tasks.
These included the compilation of all existing inventory material relating to structures,
buildings, and archaeological sites within the four jurisdictions, the development of
computer forms for the state’s archaeological site and historic structure record, the entry of all inventoried information into the computer files, and the preparation of an
annotated bibliography of both published and unpublished historical, architectural, and
archaeological scholarship relevant to the planning area.
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Primary among the goals of analysis was the evaluation of existing inventory-level
data in terms of completeness, accuracy of information, and survey bias. The development of computer forms for the state records and entry of these data into microcomputer
and main-frame computer files was intended to both facilitate analysis of completeness
and to permit the development of predictive models of site location. Since previous
experience with the VDHL’s archaeological site records had indicated that this source
of information would likely prove to be inconsistent at best (Sprinkle 1984), some provision was made for remedial research to improve existing records prior to their entry
into the computer files. An attempt was made to fill the obvious gaps in the site inventory from the study area, including information regarding location, function, time period, and environmental associations.
Because the Division of Historic Landmarks assigns numbers and creates inventory forms for archaeological sites based on cartographic and documentary data alone,
additional time was allocated to verifying a sample of these so-called “map-predicted”
sites. In one of the jurisdictions examined in this study, these records made up nearly
one-third of the entire inventory of archaeological sites.
The maps used by VDHL staff to build this portion of the archaeological site inventory were consulted, along with other primary sources, to reconstruct the historical
development of roads within the project area. It was anticipated that such a study would
prove useful in future identification studies, serving as the basis for some prediction of
both architectural and historic archaeological site locations.
In order to more accurately characterize the original universe of property types
within the planning area, additional research in other primary sources was undertaken.
Especially for the later periods, analysis of the state agricultural census and the federal
census provided useful data on the number of farmsteads and other building and site
types originally present within the study area. Where feasible, this information was
used to evaluate the relationship between what survives and what once existed, thereby
establishing another measure of potential bias in the existing inventory.
In addition to limited fieldwork to confirm the physical existence of a sample of
the sites known only from maps, it was possible to conduct an intensive reconnaissance
level survey of one significant portion of James City County and a small area of upper
York County, as part of the planning study. This project was supported by the Virginia
Department of Highways and Transportation and was conducted as an element of the
environmental assessment of Route 199. The survey permitted the evaluation of one
major predictive model for prehistoric site location, and produced valuable information
on site types and distribution within a previously unexamined section of the planning
area (Hunter and Higgins 1985).
The state’s inventory of standing structures for the planning area was also evaluated. Unlike the archaeological inventory, the inventory of standing structures has not
been kept on one standardized form, and in some cases there is no inventory form at all,
but simply a file of photographs and newspaper clippings. In view of the fact that many
of the architectural surveys of the project area occurred well over a decade ago, an
effort was made to re-locate as many identified buildings as possible and revise the
existing inventory records accordingly. A limited amount of photographic field survey
was conducted, supplemented by a review of other collections of photographs, including those in the possession of local residents. As with the archaeological inventory,
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these data were transferred to a computer file designed specifically for the project. This
file is based on a record format that includes the kinds of information contained in the
VDHL’s architectural files but which permits greater detail regarding the building or
structure‘s location, ownership, condition, historical context, and photographic and documentary references.
A thorough review of periodical literature and published and unpublished monographs was undertaken to discern trends in the scholarship of the study area, identify
any research biases, and provide a detailed overview of patterns of historical development. Annotated bibliographies were compiled with the assistance of a main-frame
computer file developed by Professor James Whittenburg of William and Mary’s History Department, and historiographic essays based upon these annotated bibliographies
were written after the historic contexts had been defined.
In order to obtain information about properties that had not yet been recorded or
published, a program of selective oral history was also initiated. This research focused
on informants who had substantial personal knowledge of the area’s architecture and
archaeological sites. It was hoped that this effort could produce information about properties of concern to the public, as well as yield new or improved inventory data. This
program was followed up by a public meeting and several newspaper articles and a
published questionnaire seeking information from local residents.

Results of Research—The Nature of the Old Data Base
Perhaps the most telling observation on the nature of the old data base, which consists
primarily of the VDHL’s architectural and archaeological inventory, can be made in the
context of correlating property types with their appropriate study unit or historic context. If defining historic contexts is the first major step in RP3-inspired preservation
planning, then identifying properties related to them must soon follow. Without the
intensive effort at remedial research described above, it would have been impossible to
assign nearly one-half of the buildings and archaeological sites contained in state files
to the study units defined for this planning area.
This percentage is a commentary on the quality of the existing cultural resource
inventory, and its utility for preservation planning at the regional or local level. A major
value of study units or historic contexts is that, by identifying dominant themes in an
area or region’s historical development, they make it possible to draw together groups
of related sites for more meaningful evaluation and more effective treatment. When the
quality of the inventory is such that almost one of every two properties contained in the
inventory cannot be identified in sufficient detail for assignment to a study unit, serious
questions must be raised regarding the purposes and priorities of the state survey program. Such an evaluation appears to be especially important in light of the VDHL’s
commitment to following the RP3 model in its preservation planning efforts at all levels.
Examination of the archaeological site records and historic structures survey forms
for the planning area revealed that very often the basic function of a site was not recorded, historic sites often could not be placed within a century, many prehistoric sites
could not be located within several millennia. The location of buildings was not included on whatever inventory form was on record for them, the quad sheets which
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TABLE 1.1.
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEYS
WITHIN THE STUDY REGION
Name

Date

Agent1

Level2

Description

York County Survey

1979-1980

VRCA

T,S

Governor’s Land Survey
Kingsmill Survey

1975
mid-1970s

VRCA
Kelso

W,S
D,S

Carter’s Grove

1970-1972

Kelso

W,S,M

Second Street Extension

1983

CWF/OAE

W,S

Stratified 5-10% sampling of
river drainages.
Walkovers at 10-15' intervals.
Stratified sample based on
knowledge of historic settlement types and map research.
7’ machine long trenches at 20'
intervals.
Walkovers at 20-40' intervals.

199 Extension

1984

CWF/OAE

W,S,D

“Governor’s Land”

1983

W&M

S,W,D

W&M

T,S,W

Chickahominy River Survey 1967-1981

1

2

Walkovers at 25’ intervals,
stratified sample based on
predictive model.
7 1/2% random sample of 500'
units, also sample based on
map research.
Survey of plowed fields along
both banks of river at 15-20'
intervals.

VRCA= Virginia Research Center for Archaeology; CWF/OAE= Colonial Williamsburg Foundation/Office of
Archaeological Excavation; W & M= College of William and Mary.
T=Systematic Transects; S=Shovel testing; W=Walkover Survey; D=Discretionary Sample.

indicated their approximate location were kept many miles away. Site records often
referred to individuals or unpublished reports for essential information. Nearly one-third
of the inventory of historic archaeological sites within one of the counties is known
only through unverified map research. Basic information on the environmental setting
of prehistoric and historic archaeological sites was absent in over a third of the inventory, making predictive modeling in light of such factors extremely difficult, if not impossible.
Beyond these shortcomings of the state inventory records themselves, there are the
expected survey and research biases in favor of the 17th and 18th centuries. These
biases are evident in the number and type of archaeological sites and buildings included
in the inventory, in the overriding concerns of historical and archaeological scholarship
produced for the planning area, and in the areas where intensive survey and excavation
has taken place. Although the latter partly reflect areas where past development has
threatened sites, the emphasis of extensive excavation work growing out of these surveys also points to overwhelming interest on the part of archaeologists and historians in
the colonial period of the project area’s history. (See Table 1.1 for a summary of these
surveys.)
This same interest can also be seen in the roster of properties that have been listed
on the National Register of Historic Places, or observed in the structures chosen for
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preservation or restoration over the last fifty years. Almost entirely absent from the
inventory are sites, structures, and buildings that relate to the post-Civil War history of
the planning area. Even though it has been possible to correct many of the glaring deficiencies in the existing inventory records, the dearth of identification-level data regarding 19th and early 20th century properties can only be remedied by new survey work.

Results of Research—The Nature of the New Data Base
As has been noted, it was anticipated that some remedial research would be required to
bring existing inventory data to the point where they could be meaningfully incorporated into study unit narratives and operating plans. Initial attempts to use the archaeological inventory from the Williamsburg vicinity to create models of prehistoric and
historic site location had drawn attention to many of the areas of missing information on
the archaeological site forms (Sprinkle 1984). Even so, the original proposal for this
study badly underestimated the effort that would be needed to obtain this missing information, as well as to revise the existing historic structure forms.
Well over eight man-months were devoted to this remedial research effort. This
work included evaluating the existing inventory of both buildings and sites, creating
computer forms and files for them, and entering these data. Once the most critical categories of incomplete or missing information were identified, they were addressed by
introducing corrected or new data onto the forms through review of published and unpublished reports, analysis of maps and regional environmental studies, and field checks
of sites and standing structures and buildings. The result is a microcomputer-based file
of all existing archaeological site records and state historic structure forms, containing
both the information found on the existing records as well as new information regarding
location, environmental setting, temporal affiliation, site function or building type, current condition, and historic context or study unit association. Simple sorting of these
files has made it possible to produce the summary tables included in the report. More
detailed analyses can now be accomplished. Descriptions of these forms and examples
of the data, both new and old, that they contain may be found in the appendices.
Beyond this improved cultural resource inventory, the new data base contains other
sources of information that have been or will be tied to the study units defined for the
planning area. These include extensive computerized annotated bibliographies of periodical literature pertaining to the area’s historical development, similarly detailed bibliographies of scholarship in architectural history, historical archaeology, and prehistory,
and a number of maps that re-organize and more clearly present information now on the
USGS Quad sheets employed by the VDHL’s inventory to indicate the location of buildings, sites, and structures.

The Future of the New Data Base
Research undertaken as part of the grant awarded to the Colonial Williamsburg Foundation has drawn attention to the need for on-going review and revision of the state’s
cultural resource inventory. Most of the forms reviewed by this project appeared not to
have been up-dated or revised since they were originally recorded. Not only was the
information often incomplete, it was out-of-date as well. By virtue of the way they are
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stored, these inventory records are also not easily accessible. In some cases maps showing the location of buildings are stored separately from the structure forms themselves.
Many of the categories of missing data on the archaeological site forms can be found in
unpublished survey and excavation reports, but these reports are also kept elsewhere.
The separate storage of this information can be especially problematic when the two
repositories in question are located in Richmond and Yorktown, and when site forms,
maps, and reports are not fully duplicated in both places.
While the physical re-organization of the VDHL’s inventory storage can solve
some of the access problems, the fact that information has not been appropriately correlated, and that it has not been systematically revised in well over a decade, points to a
need for a level of staff effort devoted to information management and dissemination
activities that apparently has not been available in the past. As the demand increases at
the local planning level for reliable and readily accessible identification and
evaluation-level information about sites and structures, the Division of Historic Landmarks can either add staff to address this problem, or it can reassign existing staff to
perform these tasks. Although labor-intensive, federally-mandated environmental review and what is often referred to as “106 compliance review” do not in fact require the
same information-gathering and management capability needed to create and implement preservation plans at the regional and local levels.
Recognition of this need, and the difficulties of adding or reassigning staff at the
state level, has lead to a proposal for the establishment of a regional information center
to be located at the College of William and Mary. This information center would be
modeled after those that have been set up in other states for the management and distribution of data on cultural resources at the county and municipal level. It would be
jointly sponsored by Colonial Williamsburg’s Department of Archaeology, and the
Anthropology and History Departments at the College. Potential facilities have already
been identified, and would include office space, as well as space for the storage of
maps, site records, and published and unpublished reports. The availability of both a
PC-compatible microcomputer with hard disk, as well as access through terminal to the
William and Mary main-frame computers will make it possible to efficiently manage
and disseminate both existing and new inventory data.
Among the first activities of the information center should be the revision and
computer entry of the site and structure records from other jurisdictions not covered by
this project, but which logically fall into the regional planning divisions established by
the Division of Historic Landmarks. Included would be the remainder of the counties
and cities on the James-York Peninsula, or at the very least, the jurisdictions which
comprise the regional planning district based in Hampton. A more detailed description
of other tasks that the information center can perform and the services it can provide to
local planners in support of the VDHL’s programs will be provided in the management
plans now being developed for the York and James City Counties, and the cities of
Williamsburg and Poquoson.

Recommendations to the State Program
The attempt to create usable historic preservation plans for local jurisdictions, based
both on existing inventory data and the framework provided by the RP3 planning model,
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has identified a number of real and potential problems that must be addressed by the
Division of Historic Landmarks as it intensifies its planning effort at the local and regional levels. These problems and possible solutions are summarized in the following
set of recommendations:
• As soon as possible, the inventory records should be computerized and a coding
sheet developed that can be filled out along with the inventory form. (Examples
are provided in Volume II, Appendix 1.)
• More exacting standards for the recording of inventory data, particularly archaeological site forms, should be established. These standards should target locational,
functional, temporal, and environmental data, and should include a sketch map
requirement. A how-to guide would be helpful. (An example is attached in Volume
II, Appendix 2.)
• Provision needs to be made for the careful review of every new site or structure
inventory form by appropriate VDHL staff. Those not meeting new standards should
be rejected until appropriate revisions are made.
• Existing inventory records need to be systematically reviewed and up-dated in
light of new standards, with emphasis on accurate information on location, site
function or building type, and date of construction, occupation, or use. Such review and revision will require transferring information now contained on maps
and in unpublished reports onto the inventory forms.
• The duplication of numbers between architectural and archaeological files should
be eliminated, and the maps upgraded and duplicated so that full sets are in both
Richmond and Yorktown.
• A program of periodic inventory review should be developed, perhaps based on
computerized “tickler” files which indicate the status of individual records and
identify when review is called for.
• Serious attention should be given to the current policy of creating “map-predicted”
archaeological site records and numbering them in the same system used for sites
identified on the basis of real-world physical evidence. They are in no way comparable, and there are other ways that such cartographic information can be introduced into environmental impact and compliance review.
If they could be implemented, the majority of these recommendations would simply bring the VDHL’s inventory program up to a level that many states have operated at
for several years now. There may be much to be said for absolute numbers when evaluating the success of a state’s inventory or registration program. The value of the information behind these numbers, however, must be commensurate with the other, increasingly pressing, preservation tasks at hand. The guidelines for RP3 make ample provision for deferring many activities to future points in the existing planning cycle, or
would re-schedule them to altogether new planning cycles. But the reality of funding
and staffing suggests that various phases of this planning process must be accomplished
to the highest standard possible the first time around. This is especially true when providing information about cultural resources at the local level. Assuming that the experience of this project is an accurate guide, the quality of inventory data required to de-
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velop and implement RP3-based plans at the county and municipal level is simply not
there; the raw count of recorded sites and structures may well be.

General Background to Study Unit Narratives
As has been discussed, the study units and the themes upon which they are based are
central to the planning document. In addition to identifying the characteristics which
properties have in common, these units provide direction for the development of more
concrete research questions that will guide evaluation of properties in terms of the first
and fourth National Register criteria. These questions can also provide the basis for
more specific research designs for future historical, architectural, and archaeological
work within the project area. In order to better understand the discussions of general
research domains presented in the individual narratives, a broad overview of scholarship in archaeology and architecture is offered as background to these sections of the
planning document.

Prehistoric Archaeology within the Study Area
The archaeological study of the area’s Native American cultures has been greatly overshadowed by the attention given to 17th and 18th century colonial sites. Indeed, while
the study area may be viewed as the birthplace of American historical archaeology, very
little comprehensive prehistoric archaeological research has been undertaken. This disparity is seemingly paradoxical since the area also provided the setting for some of the
earliest and most significant ethnographic accounts of Native American inhabitants.
Although Virginia’s prehistory extends back in time for at least 12,000 years, much
of the research-oriented archaeology that has been undertaken in the area has focused
on the later Woodland and Protohistoric periods. This is due partially to poor site preservation in the area. Unlike other regions of Virginia where sites are deeply stratified,
providing datable and interpretable organic residues as well as a wide range of artifacts,
many of the area’s sites have been lost to erosion, sea level rise, and a host of cultural
factors. In addition, a number of the best preserved sites lie on federally-controlled
lands, and are inaccessible to most archaeologists. Finally, most current archaeological
research in the state is funded by federally- sponsored cultural resource projects, and
very few such large-scale projects have been initiated within the study area.
Aside from avocational collecting, which is and has been extensive within the
study area, most research and salvage projects have been sponsored by the College of
William and Mary, the Virginia State Library, the Archaeological Society of Virginia,
and the Virginia Research Center for Archaeology, as well as by independent professionals and cultural resource management firms. General trends in local and regional
research efforts can be identified. These trends correspond closely with the developmental stages of American archaeology and include classic studies of material culture
and chronological sequences, the beginnings of the New Archaeology and the use of
ecological modeling, and more recent work that emphasizes the need for a better understanding of artifact types and settlement patterns.
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Cultural Chronologies and Material Culture
The archaeological study of Virginia’s Indians can be traced back to 1784 with Thomas
Jefferson’s pioneering excavation of an aboriginal burial mound on his property in the
Piedmont. While informal remarks concerning the area’s Indian remains can be found
in colonial records, it was not until the late 19th and early 20th century that the area
attracted the attention of professionally-trained archaeologists. At that time, the Bureau
of American Ethnology sponsored several surveys of the Eastern United States, including Virginia. These surveys were primarily concerned with basic classification and description of aboriginal remains. Early classificatory work, focusing mainly on ceramic
sequences, established the initial framework for later artifact typologies (Holmes 1903).
During the so-called “classificatory” period, archaeologists developed and used a
number of field and laboratory techniques which became the foundation of modern
archaeological method. Stratigraphic excavation, the process of removing soil layers in
reverse of the order in which they were deposited, from the most recent to the oldest,
became the accepted procedure in archaeological excavations in Virginia and elsewhere.
Unfortunately, many coastal sites in the Middle Atlantic region were shallow, and not
well suited to stratigraphic excavation. In addition, many sites had been subjected to
years of plowing, destroying any stratigraphic sequences that may have existed. Thus
most of the initial classifications and typologies developed for Middle Atlantic sites
relied heavily upon another analytic method, known as seriation.
Although several methods of seriation were developed, its basic application was
the arrangement of proportionally occurring stylistic elements (pottery decoration or
projectile point shapes) from a given area in order to establish relative cultural sequences.
Most local chronologies were based upon surface collections of pottery and projectile
points (Evans 1955) and relied upon seriation to provide a relative ordering of stylistic
traits. This ordering of traits was incorporated into a developmental scheme which postulated three basic stages: (1) Paleo-Indian; (2) Archaic; and (3) Woodland. Later stratigraphic excavations of deeply buried sites in piedmont areas of North Carolina (Coe
1964) and West Virginia (Broyles 1971) were able to correct many of cultural sequences
derived solely from seriation studies and allowed finer distinctions to be made within
each developmental stage.

Ecological Models and the New Archaeology
Building upon the basic cultural histories derived from years of description and classification, American archaeology took on a more evolutionary perspective in the 1960s.
The focus shifted from an emphasis on cultural history to one on cultural process. This
perspective, since labeled the “New Archaeology,” was actually the coalescence of a
number of separate lines of thought within the broader discipline of anthropology. Primary among these was a renewed interest in cultural evolution. This interest manifested
itself among “New” archaeologists with the adoption of general systems theory linked
closely to a heavy reliance upon ecological theory, particularly the concept of ecosystem. The close tie to ecology led to the adoption of many of the theoretical and methodological approaches of the physical and natural sciences by archaeologists.
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The “New Archaeology” had an immediate impact on archaeological research in
the Middle Atlantic region by virtue of Lewis Binford’s Ph.D. dissertation research
(1964). Binford, considered to be the premier spokesman of the “New Archaeology,”
proposed a significant ecological model for the development and diversity of aboriginal
cultures of coastal Virginia and North Carolina. Drawing upon ethnohistorical and archaeological data, Binford attempted to account for the structure of regional societies
and their interaction with other groups. His application of environmental data and anthropological theory to archaeological data permitted Binford to make more sophisticated statements about trade, social networks, warfare, and ecological specialization.
Binford’s model served as a basis for further research on the evolution of the ranked
societies present at the time of European contact in Randolph Turner’s doctoral study of
the Powhatan Chiefdom (1976). Turner’s later model (1978) of demographic change
from the Archaic through Late Woodland periods in the Virginia Coastal Plain cultures
also utilizes an ecological approach focusing on the systemic relationships of hunting
pressures on deer population and consequent social and cultural adaptations.
In the 1960s and 70s, the integration of ecological theory into archaeology was
accompanied by advances of new cultural and environmentally- related data recovery
techniques (Moeller 1982). A most important emphasis was placed on the recovery and
identification of subsistence-related remains. Not only did archaeologists begin analyzing the bone and shell remains found in great quantities in many sites, but a special
attempt was made to examine the minute organic residues normally not recovered by
standard trowelling and screening techniques. These small plant and animal remains
were recovered by using flotation, a technique where soil is dispersed in a water barrel
allowing the lighter organic remains to float to the surface where they can easily be
observed and recovered. Since the introduction of this technique, much has been learned
about aboriginal diet, the seasonality of resources, and plant communities through the
study of these small fish scales, bones, seeds, insects, and other organic debris. In addition, environmental data retrieved through sediment and pollen studies has contributed
greatly to recognition of general environmental trends important for understanding cultural adaptation, distribution of resources, and settlement patterning.

Back to Basics: Chronology and Settlement Patterns
In the general context of Middle Atlantic archaeology, the “New Archaeology” has
generated a plethora of ecological and social models of past behavior. The focus on
settlement and social archaeology based on the view of culture as an adaptive strategy
has been fully embraced by archaeologists working in the Middle Atlantic (cf. Custer
1984). As models have become more complex they have required increasingly refined
and sophisticated archaeological data in order to be tested. The need for tighter controls
over the chronology and the range of diversity in material culture has led to a renewed
interest in culture historical studies during the last decade.
Efforts to build upon Wright’s (1973) cultural sequence for the Chesapeake Region have sought to further identify artifact types, phases, and patterns in the archaeological record. The dating and ordering of stylistic and technological traits of ceramics
and projectile points is still the mainstay of cultural historical studies although a broader
range of culturally diagnostic materials are being investigated. Through proper study,
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chronological sequences may be detected in variations in technological processes, site
location and patterning, lithic preferences and numerous other factors (Mouer et al. 1980:
13).
In general, artifact studies in the Middle Atlantic region, and especially in Virginia, have not provided a satisfactory framework for addressing regional and local
projectile point variation and temporal persistence. Many points have yet to be found in
a stratigraphic context or in direct association with other recognizable diagnostics. Ceramics, as indicators of the various Woodland period phases, have probably received
the greatest attention from scholars working in the Middle Atlantic (Wise 1975). A
recent study of Virginia Coastal Plain ceramics (Egloff and Potter 1982) has redefined
and/or tightened definitions previously based on the work of Holmes (1903) and Evans
(1955) providing new insights into the cultural diversity, interaction and movement
characteristic of the period.
Further work is needed to determine the relationship between ceramic diversity
and technological and social change. A study along these lines has been initiated by
Virginia Commonwealth University to investigate ceramic variability from a materials
science approach (Bronitsky 1982). By employing various chemical and physical tests,
greater controls are sought for an understanding of clay and temper sources, vessel
function, and the limitations of the materials. These data can be related in turn to questions of settlement pattern, economy, technology, and social organization.
The immediate result of the renewed interest in cultural historical studies is the
enhancement of our knowledge of local and regional cultural sequences. Excavations
conducted by the College of William and Mary have provided the basis for understanding the local manifestation of the Middle and Late Archaic periods in the Lower James
River Valley (Reinhart 1979). On-going research in the Richmond area is rapidly redefining the cultural history for Central Virginia as well (Mouer et al. 1980). More attempts are being made at regional syntheses in the Middle Atlantic region providing a
more detailed view of prehistoric cultural evolution and adaptation (Custer 1984). However, many significant questions concerning the rise of the Woodland social systems
and horticultural economies require further typological work to be addressed. The
James-York Peninsula is poorly represented in research of this type, and future investigations should have as their primary goal the further elucidation of basic questions of
chronology, artifact typologies and cultural/ecological patterns.

Historical Archaeology within the Study Area
The Lower Tidewater area of Virginia has provided the setting for some of the most
important archaeological research on historic sites undertaken anywhere in the world
during the 20th century. Between the pioneering work of the National Park Service at
Jamestown, the long-standing program established at the Colonial Williamsburg Foundation by Ivor Noël Hume, and the efforts of archaeologists from the College of William and Mary and the Virginia Research Center for Archaeology, it is fair to say that the
study area and surrounding environs are probably the most studied part of the United
States, at least in terms of the archaeology of the colonial period. Much of the specific
work accomplished over the past fifty years is discussed in the individual study unit
narratives. There are, however, general themes evident in the scholarship of historical
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archaeology, as practiced locally and regionally, that can be useful in establishing both
the significance of individual property types and research problems which might be
stressed in implementing individual operating plans. These research themes relate to
the study of vernacular architecture and settlement patterns, foodways, and patterns of
material culture.

Vernacular Architecture and Settlement Pattern
One of the legacies of the early years of archaeology on colonial sites in America was
the realization that, if nothing else, excavation could identify aspects of the architectural tradition of the early colonies which no amount of documentary research or survey
and recording of extant structures could achieve. Even though archaeologists could
rarely address questions about specific framing techniques or the number and size of
windows, it soon became clear that many basic types of buildings not clearly documented in records or surviving residences and outbuildings, were there to be found in
the ground. The problem was quite simply one of recognition. As the attention of architectural historians and restoration architects became more clearly focused on vernacular forms, rather than on the grander, more impressive products of the academic tradition, the potential for archaeology’s contribution became even more obvious and accepted. The more knowledgeable archaeologists became about the great variety of building plans and construction techniques to be found in the vernacular traditions of
England, Wales, and Ireland, the more evidence they began to see of these traditions on
archaeological sites along the eastern seaboard (Deetz 1977).
This was particularly true for a post or post-in-the-ground building tradition. In
part because they had a short life expectancy, due to the deterioration of the supporting
posts, the existence and importance of this building tradition, both in New England and
the Chesapeake, would have gone unnoticed if not for archaeological excavation.
At first, the significance of this latter discovery was that it conclusively demonstrated the existence of an entire range of architectural forms and construction techniques heretofore undocumented in North America. It underscored both the complexity
of the vernacular competence of the colonists and the importance of their regional origins within England. A closer inspection brought the realization that many of these
construction techniques were simply a part of a broad vernacular repertoire, selectively
drawn upon at different times and in different places along the eastern seaboard. It also
raised the important question of why such selectivity occurred. The restriction of the
post building tradition in New England to the first period of settlement, and the scarcity
of evidence for it in the ground, indicates that, where present, it was a response to the
exigencies of environment and the need for immediate shelter (Deetz 1977; Pendery
1984).
Archaeological work within the study area, especially at Kingsmill and Governor’s
Land, has both helped to demonstrate that a different pattern held in the Tidewater, and
contributed to the appreciation of variation within the tradition. In contrast to New
England, post buildings appear to be almost the only kind being erected in the Chesapeake during the 17th century, and they persist well into the 18th century. A study of the
spatial and temporal distribution of both the post buildings and those which replaced
them, suggests that their presence and persistence in the Tidewater was related to the
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regional economy’s dependence until 1680 upon the planting and export of tobacco and
the region’s demographic imbalance and social instability. As the economy became
more diversified with the introduction of corn, wheat and other crops, the age-structure
and sex-ratio of the population stabilized, and the society matured, impermanent architectural forms disappeared (Carson et al. 1982: 160-178).
This interpretation of the Chesapeake material is based on a very thorough comparison of every recorded case of any type of post building encountered on Maryland
and Virginia archaeological sites and in this respect it is perhaps the most complete
synthesis of colonial-period archaeological data yet attempted. Such a synthesis would
not have been possible if archaeologists working locally and regionally had not frequently shared information, as well as adopted similar approaches to site investigation.
Again, data from 17th and early 18th century sites located in the study area played an
important role in this comparative analysis.
This study had been immediately preceded by another valuable review of the variety in the Tidewater-Chesapeake post building tradition (Neiman 1978) and an equally
useful survey of the variation in settlement pattern which accompanied the sites on
which post buildings occurred (Keeler 1977). These two studies employ essentially the
same approach to the excavation and analysis of the sites in question, the Clifts Plantation in Westmoreland County, Virginia, occupied from about 1670 until the early 1730s,
and St. Johns, a house and outbuilding complex built in 1638 and destroyed around
1720. In both cases the dwellings and outbuildings were fully exposed, and the areas of
active use between them were explored in detail using a combination of soil testing and
computer-generated artifact distribution maps.
One important pattern which these two sites have in common is the increased functional compartmentalization of the use of domestic and work space through time. This
change is evident in an increased number and variety of outbuildings, a formalization of
their arrangement in relation to pathways and fences, and the distribution of sheet refuse
on both sites. In the case of St. John’s, this trend is related to “the frontier process,”
whereby “the sequence of changes in the organization and use of the homelot correlates
with the gradual maturation of the Chesapeake frontier society and the trend towards
permanence and stability” (Keeler 1977: 10). Although it introduces the formal concept
of the frontier as an explanatory device, and lacks the detail regarding demographic,
economic, and social change, the study of St. John’s homelot arrives at essentially the
same conclusion as does the study of post-building or impermanent architecture in the
Tidewater.
By paying more attention to the plan of the buildings and the nature of interior
space they afforded, the analysis of Clifts Plantation produced a more comprehensive,
and perhaps more profound, interpretation of changes evident in architecture and settlement pattern. The post-built house at this site exhibited a cross passage plan, in which a
narrow passageway ran across the building at one end, permitting direct access to the
hall, the major center of domestic activity for all members of the household. During this
period, residents included both the planter’s family and the plantation’s labor force, all
of whom would have used the hall for daily chores, eating, and sleeping. Twenty years
later, the cross-passage is blocked up, and a porch was added as the main entry. This
change in the plan of the dwelling, combined with the addition of more
functionally-specific outbuildings and well-bounded space in the yard areas, is not viewed
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simply as a measure of the frontier’s passing, but more significantly as the passing of
one kind of social order and the arrival of another-- one in which social distance could
be maintained by well-defined role expectations to one which relied on physical barriers to separate “masters from laborers, superiors from inferiors, private from public,
and finally the self from others” (Neiman 1978: 3128).
The above interpretation is, of course, based on a number of earlier studies which
have related changes in architectural form and the differing arrangements of domestic
space they imply to broader dimensions of social and cultural change occurring in the
17th and 18th centuries (Glassie 1975; Deetz 1977) and is one which finds support in
more recently completed studies of vernacular buildings and probate inventories in Virginia (Upton 1979). It also, like the interpretation of impermanent architecture, makes
creative use of the primary historical sources relating both to the site and to its regional
context. Most importantly, the analysis of Clifts Plantation illustrates how archaeological evidence from a single site can be meaningfully related to more general processes
affecting the development of colonial society. This kind of generalization is accomplished by combining thorough and precise excavation methods and innovative quantitative analysis of artifacts with extensive knowledge of vernacular building traditions.
Archaeology is not used simply as a means of delineating the structure of a site and the
kind of generalized activities occurring on it. House and homelot form are explicitly
related to changes in the use and meaning of domestic space, and these patterns are
connected to transformations in demography and social relations.
In a number of ways, the two studies mentioned above have benefited by what has
come before in terms of the archaeological excavation of Lower Virginia Tidewater
sites, as the latter have provided both methodological inspiration and comparative data
for the study and interpretation of vernacular building and settlement pattern. Most
recently, in his book-length review of several years of research at Kingsmill, William
Kelso has shown the rich diversity that was the architectural tradition of Tidewater
Virginia rural plantation settlements (1984: 56-142). From manor houses to slave quarters, from the 17th through the 18th century, Kelso is able to see both the great variation
that existed during any one period in the construction and use of individual structures
and surrounding sites, as well as some of the basic patterns which seem to characterize
the difference between 17th- and 18th-century building and settlement layouts, and
mark the disparity between rich and poor, black and white (1984: 143-206).
It is clear from studies such as those of Clifts Plantation, Governor’s Land, and the
Kingsmill tract that archaeology has an important role to play in the description and
interpretation of vernacular architecture and settlement pattern as these dimensions of
material culture varied during the colonial period and were transformed in response to
changing economic and social factors during the course of the Tidewater-Chesapeake’s
historical development.
Depending on the scale upon which these phenomena are being viewed, however,
the significance of excavated data will vary. It may well be that the major characteristics of colonial settlement pattern can be confidently left to the historical geographers
and economic historians working with cartographic and other historical evidence. Is
archaeological excavation likely to significantly increase current understanding of the
overall form and distribution of different types of colonial settlement at the regional
level, and the divergence in these forms and locational patterns from English anteced25

ents? Thus far, aside from very general treatment (Lewis 1975), this subject has not
been extensively explored in the study area. With the second phase of Colonial
Williamsburg’s York County Project now a reality, answers to this question should be
forthcoming, at least with respect to urban land-use patterns and settlement dynamics.

Foodways
Just as it took some time for archaeologists to recognize the broader interpretive value
of the architectural remains they had for so long uncovered on colonial sites, so too has
it been only within the last decade that the full analytical potential of animal bones
recovered from these same sites was realized. Faunal analysis as an approach to understanding one important dimension of the English colonization effort along the eastern
seaboard has come of age only in the past few years. Analysis of faunal remains, or
zooarchaeology as it has come to be known, is now usually pursued within the broader
framework of “foodways” research, a concept developed by folklorists to describe the
“whole interrelated system of food conceptualization, procurement, distribution, preservation, preparation, and consumption shared by all members of a particular group”
(Anderson 1971: 2).
As Deetz first illustrated in his study of ceramics from sites in the Plymouth, Massachusetts area (1973: 16), faunal remains are not the only source of evidence available
regarding colonial foodways; in fact, the study of this material without reference to
ceramics, glass, iron, pewter, and other vessels used for preparing the consuming food,
will provide only part of the picture (Beaudry et al. 1982). When combined and examined through time, ceramic and faunal assemblages, particularly the vessel form ratios
found in the former and butchering techniques evident on the latter, indicate a basic
change in the predominant food consumption pattern of colonists, one which parallels
such change in England and on the Continent. The pottages and stews of the 17th and
early 18th century, consumed from bowls with spoons, gives way to discrete cuts of
meat eaten from plates with knives and forks by the middle of the 18th century. Of
course, the specific occurrence and timing of this change will depend on factors such as
ethnicity, wealth, and social rank (Deetz 1977; Otto 1978).
If an important general trend present in the evolution of colonial foodways has
been described, there is still much to be learned about basic regional differences in the
diet, subsistence base, and animal husbandry practices of English colonists settling in
eastern North America (Reitz 1979; Reitz and Honerkamp 1983). The significance of
seasonality and its effects upon the patterns observable in faunal assemblages from
colonial sites must also be considered, as must be the broader economic network in
which livestock was raised and distributed (Bowen 1983). But regardless of how much
research remains to be done, it is an undeniable fact that the zooarchaeology of the
colonial period holds the promise for reconstructing an aspect of life which simply
cannot be understood through the analysis of documentary sources alone. Although
beset by problems of standardization in methods of data recovery and analysis (Reitz
1979: 55-56), this field is now, and will continue to be, the strength of historical
archaeology’s contribution to detailing the differences between the regional economic
adaptations of English colonists in New England, the Tidewater-Chesapeake, and the
coastal Deep South.
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From the perspective of this background, it may be seen that a number of useful
contributions to the interpretation of colonial foodways have been based on archaeological assemblages from the study area (Miller 1980; Kelso 1984: 176-185), as well as
upon the analysis of related documentary sources such as probate inventories (Beaudry
1978; Beaudry et al. 1982). In addition, there have been important synthetic studies
produced for the region as a whole, studies which incorporate data from both local
Upper Peninsula sites and those excavated from other areas of the Tidewater-Chesapeake
(Miller 1984).

Material Culture Patterns
For better or worse, the objects which furnished colonial households are best represented on archaeological sites by fragments of ceramic, glass, pipe stems, tools, and
other ordinary items. Because they were less expensive than many other household
possessions, not capable of being re-cycled after breakage, and durable enough to preserve well, these materials are most of what historical archaeologists have, other than
architecture and faunal remains, to make sense of daily life and behavior during the
colonial period.
Even so, these finds do have many practical advantages not shared by foundations
and bones. Much is now known about the source and date of manufacture of many of
these objects, due in large measure to the research efforts of Audrey and Ivor Noël
Hume and their studies of Colonial Williamsburg’s 17th- and 18th-century archaeological collections. As a result, these materials may be used to date the components of sites,
and because they are usually broken before being discarded, the cross-mending of fragments where appropriate, and reconstruction of their distribution on sites can often reveal much about the relationship between the layers and features which make them up,
trash disposal practices, and ultimately the spatial organization of behavior on sites
(Noël Hume 1969, 1970; Neiman 1980; Kelso 1984: 152-176).
Although some historical archaeologists have dwelt on the chronological information contained in these remains, as well as on gross functional patterns evident in them
(South 1977), their study has also figured prominently in the analysis of foodways,
ethnicity, and social status. This is logical enough in view of the fact that the majority of
objects made of ceramic and glass were used for food storage, food preparation, and
food consumption. It has also been assumed that relative amounts of these objects in
different households may be reflective of economic means and ethnic background, as
some ceramic and glass vessels clearly cost more than others, while some may relate to
cultural preferences or traditions.
Studies of observable change in the number and ratios of different vessel forms
occurring in different local assemblages have been attempted (Outlaw et al. 1977; Kelso
1984: 176-182),but as with such analysis conducted on sites from other areas, these
investigations require large samples of well- documented material before they can enjoy much success. Although it may well be that sufficient excavated material does exist
from the study area and adjacent regions to engage in such controlled comparison, there
has, as of yet, been little work on these research problems. Unlike the topic of vernacular building and settlement pattern, the question of ethnic and economic differences in
the archeological record of the study area will require further research-- research that
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will need all the controls available through parallel analysis of the primary historical
record. These kinds of investigations will also require a much broader sample, one
more representative of the diversity of households present in the study area.
The above summary of the archaeological study of historic sites within the study
area indicates some of the interests and successes thus far. It is also suggestive of the
kinds of questions and research problems most amenable to investigation in future excavations conducted within the Lower Virginia Tidewater. At the same time, it must be
recognized that archaeologists still have much to learn about what data preserved in the
ground can reveal about the past, whether it be new variations in architectural form,
new evidence about food preferences and animal husbandry, or yet-to-be-determined
relationships between artifacts and minority cultural traditions. There are constant surprises, such as the recent discoveries during salvage excavation on 17th-century sites in
counties adjacent to this study area.
In the study unit narratives and operating plans that follow, every attempt is made
to identify the kinds of sites which may provide important new information, or data
necessary to fully understand what has already been excavated. But it must be remembered in reading these narratives that the archaeological record often raises more questions than it answers, questions that depend equally on extensive historical scholarship
for complete answers.

Architectural Research within the Study Area
Architectural history in Virginia has shared many of the same concerns as historical
archaeology, albeit often approaching these concerns from a different perspective and
with a different set of methods. In many cases these perspectives have converged, resulting in a powerful set of interdisciplinary investigations which have contributed much
to our knowledge of the area’s history.
The early history of architectural research in this region was closely tied to the
preservation interests of the Association for the Preservation of Virginia Antiquities
(APVA), the National Park Service, the Colonial Williamsburg Foundation, and the
Virginia Historic Landmarks Commission. Much of the first documentation of local
architecture came from scholars associated with these various organizations and the
main foci of research were Jamestown, Williamsburg, and Yorktown during the colonial period and Yorktown during the Civil War, with an emphasis on domestic, commercial, and public buildings. Local historians also contributed studies of religious architecture and buildings of regional interest. Other property types, however got short shrift
from these early researchers. This is particularly true of most architecture dating from
the late 19th through the 20th centuries, which even now has not been properly recorded or researched.
Early researchers of architectural history in the Tidewater (Kimball 1956; Waterman
1946) compiled drawings, detailed descriptions, and photographs of colonial buildings,
focusing their attention on either existing structures or brick foundations as the basis for
their theories on architecture. Not until the 1960s did scholars begin to critically analyze local structures, and this was mainly in conjunction with the growing interest in
vernacular architecture. Cultural geographers were especially interested in regional variations in architectural styles (Kniffen 1965; Kniffen and Glassie 1966).
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Recent architectural studies have been affected by developments in historical archaeology. Scholars have had valuable archaeological data to reinforce their theories on
the widespread use of wood structures in the colonial era and its social and cultural
significance (e.g., Carson et al. 1981). The recent interest in social history has also
affected the field. Studies focusing on social conditions have included an important
work by Cary Carson and others (1981), which interprets 17th-century impermanent
architecture based on social factors such as high mortality and the tobacco economy.
Fraser Neiman interprets the changes in 17th-century building design at the Clifts Plantation as evidence of changing social attitudes (Neiman 1978), and a similar argument
has been made for 18th-century structures in Virginia (Upton 1982). Regional variations in architecture have been studied in terms of changing cultural orientation (Glassie
1975; Deetz 1977), with in-depth analyses on its impact on building patterns and vice
versa. All these works have given new significance to vernacular architecture.
Architectural surveys done in this region have been neither systematic nor thorough. There have been only four field surveys which have included some documentation, description, drawings, and photographs. The first, conducted by Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS) in the 1930s, was a careful look at 72 buildings in the
study region. The Colonial Williamsburg Foundation has complete documentation on
sites within its purview and has conducted an in-depth survey of agricultural buildings
(however, none are in the study region). Also, in the 1930s, a group of Colonial
Williamsburg architectural historians compiled a Virginia buildings file for the purpose
of collecting information on local 18th-century structures to assist in the reconstruction
of the Historic Area. This contains a limited amount of documentation and some drawings, and a more complete collection of photographs of approximately 25 buildings and
structures from James City and York Counties. The National Park Service has also
surveyed sites within its jurisdiction. Park Service surveys include a historical report,
an architectural report, and an archaeological report on each structure or building, and
all reports are on file at Colonial National Historical Park headquarters in Yorktown.
Between 1958 and 1971, the Virginia Historic Landmarks Commission (now the
Division of Historic Landmarks) surveyed both James City and York Counties, compiling files on 132 buildings which range in content from photographs to completed National Register nominations. However, the bulk of the files contain only brief exterior
descriptions of structures and a series of photographs. During the present project, these
site forms have been updated through additional fieldwork. However, this was done on
a sampling basis to determine the current condition of buildings in the VDHL files.
Many structures originally recorded in the VDHL surveys could not be located, either
because of the poor quality of the available site records (some did not give adequate
locational guides, some sites did not have site forms filled out for them, and some of the
site folders contained more recent information on the site not included on the forms
since these had not been up-dated) or because the buildings have been destroyed in the
last fifteen years. This recent fieldwork suggests that the information included in the
DHL records is out-dated, incomplete, and, at times, unreliable.
In 1976, the James City County Department of Planning and Development also
sponsored a county-wide architectural survey. The result, published the next year (James
City County Department of Planning and Development 1977), was a list of 95 structures, many of which were located through historic map research. No photographs or
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drawings accompany this report, although it contains useful descriptions of the structures and their occupants.
Four photographic collections of structures are available. One at the Virginia State
Library is from a WPA/HABS survey done between 1933-1938 of over 50 buildings in
this area (some not in other HABS collections). Another collection is at the Library of
Congress, and includes both the HABS survey and additional photographic materials.
Also available is the Virginiana collection at the College of William and Mary containing over 55 photographs, several duplicating the WPA and National Park Service photographs. Finally, a photographic survey of structures was conducted for this report to
determine the current condition of previously surveyed buildings and photographs were
taken of some structures previously unrecorded, a total of 116 photographed buildings.
There are additionally some private, local collections which have not been made available to the public.
Most of these surveys tend to cover the same structures, the majority of which date
from the 18th to the early 19th centuries. Very little survey work has been done on
post-Civil War structures and no in-depth survey has been done on any site in the City
of Poquoson.
This bias towards architectural studies of the 17th and 18th centuries is partially a
function of organizational limitations, research interests, and perceived significance.
However, since the most complete research can be carried out on an intact structure
with a full array of historic documentation and oral records, late 19th- and 20th-century
structures have as much if not more research potential than buildings from any other
period. These available resources should be taken advantage of now, before they too are
lost.

Format of the Planning Document
What follows are the individual study unit narratives and their respective operating
plans. These are designed to be more or less self-contained, so that they may be used
individually for the management of particular categories of identified properties. As a
group, they provide the basis for the second major section of the document, the management or protection plan.
Among the information provided in the historical narratives is:
1. A typology of the properties and/or sites to be included in the study unit.
2. An analysis of their original density and distribution.
3. An evaluation of the current state of knowledge concerning these property
types, including a discussion of previous surveys.

Each narrative concludes with an operating plan. Included within each plan are:
1. A listing of ideal management strategies.
2. An evaluation of these strategies in the light of local land-use policies.
3. Recommendations for future survey, research, and treatment, at the county,
state, and federal level.
The study unit narratives and operating plans are followed by individual management plans for each of the jurisdictions covered by this study. The management plan
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section is composed of two parts, a general introduction applicable to the preservation
activities of all the affected jurisdictions, followed by specific management recommendations that reflect the combined operating plans of those study units and associated
properties relevant to each local government.
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Section 2.
Prehistoric Study Units
(Study Units I–IV)

INTRODUCTION TO THE PREHISTORIC STUDY UNITS

T

he lifeways of Virginia’s prehistoric people have long been of interest to schol
ars and the general public alike. With the exception of the early European ex
plorers’ and colo-nists’ descriptions of the Powhatan, all information on the
James-York Peninsula’s 12,000 years of prehistory comes from the artifacts left behind
by the aboriginal inhabitants. By studying these artifacts in the context of the sites in
which they are found, archaeologists have developed a general chronological framework based partially on trends in stylistic development of artifact types, such as projectile points (arrowheads) and ceramics, and partially on the appearance of widespread
cultural innovations.
The time periods defined by artifact typologies usually correspond to certain stages
of cultural development. For example, the traditionally defined Early Archaic period
(8000 B.C.- 6500 B.C.), distinguished by diagnostic corner-notched projectile points, is
characterized as a period of cultural development during which people lived in small,
band-level societies with subsistence activities focused on hunting and gathering. In
contrast, the Middle Woodland period (500 B.C.- 900 A.D.) is usually distinguished by
certain ceramic types and is characterized as a more complex, sedentary society with a
broader-based subsistence pattern utilizing forest and marine resources.
Development of the prehistoric study units for this report has been partially guided
by the traditional chronological framework recognized in the Middle Atlantic region for
over 50 years. However, the study units have been defined more broadly than most
chronological schemes in order to aggregate several periods. Table 2.1. summarizes the
study units in terms of stages of cultural development and diagnostic artifact types and
contrasts them with the more traditional classifications. This table may be used for
reference when reading the individual study unit narratives I-IV.
The decision to broadly define study units has both academic and management
implications. While many classificatory schemes have been proposed, cultural development is usually best viewed in terms of a continuum of gradual cultural change. Furthermore, most archaeological sites contain evidence of repeated occupation for hundreds
and even thousands of years. Sites that have been subsequently plowed or disturbed
have artifacts from these different occupations mixed together. From a management
perspective, it is difficult to study a particular occupation, or component, without fully
analyzing an entire site in order to recognize the range and variation in components.
As noted in the Introduction, the state of knowledge of the area’s prehistory is
relatively poor when compared to other parts of Virginia. As a result, every prehistoric
resource in the area can be seen as potentially important in reconstructing past lifeways
and cultural developments.
Although the study unit narratives were prepared specifically for the James-York
Peninsula, the area’s prehistoric development is best understood in the context of a
larger region. Archaeologists have often relied upon general physiographic provinces
for defining spatial research regions. For the purposes of this project, the greater regional context has been defined as the Virginia Coastal Plain (Map 2.1) in order to best
understand cultural interaction and ecologically-related developmental trends. Map 2.2
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Band-level society, emphasis on
hunting large game though many
plant and animal resources were
exploited
Band-level society though larger
group aggregations occur. Generalized
hunting and gathering subsistence.
Sedentary lifeways lead to more
complex social systems. Broad-based
subsistence pattern with emphasis on
marine resources.

Development of increasingly complex
social systems culminating in
Chiefdom level society. Broad-based
subsistence pattern with emphasis
on horticulture.

Foragers in a New Environment
(6500 B.C.-2000 B.C.)

Permanent Settlement and
Population Growth
(2000 B.C.-1000 A.D.)

Village Life and Agricultural
Development
(1000 A.D.-1560 A.D.)

Developmental Stage and
Cultural Pattern

Early Hunters, The Area’s First
Inhabitants (before 6500 B.C)

Study Unit: Cultural Period

Shell-tempered ceramics: Townsend
Small, triangular projectile points

Savannah River and variant points;
soapstone bowls;
Steatite-tempered ceramics:
Marcey Creek
Croaker Landing
Sand and grit-tempered ceramics:
Popes Creek, Accokeek, Prince
George
Shell-tempered ceramics: Mockely

Bifurcate points; Stemmed points:
Stanley, Morrow Mountain, Guilford,
Halifax

Fluted projectile points: Clovis,
Dalton-Hardaway
Corner-notched: Palmer, Kirk

Diagnostic Artifacts
and Cultural Phases

TABLE 2.1
CLASSIFICATION SCHEME FOR PREHISTORIC STUDY UNITS

Late Woodland
900 A.D.-1560 A.D.

Middle Woodland
500 B.C.-900 A.D.

Early Woodland
1200 B.C.-500 B.C.

Late Archaic/
Transitional
3000 B.C.-1200 B.C.

Middle Archaic
6500 B.C.-3000 B.C.

Paleo-Indian
before 8000
Early Archaic
8000 B.C.-6500 B.C.

Traditional Model

Map 2.1.

Map 2.2.
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provides an overview of general environmental zones of the James-York Peninsula which
are referred to throughout study unit narratives I-IV.
Prior to embarking on a discussion of the area’s prehistory, it is necessary to define
a number of technical terms, the most frequently used of which is, of course, the archaeological site. Archaeologists use many different criteria to characterize sites, and
definitions may vary considerably depending upon whether management or research
objectives are to be met. A site is usually defined as an area of known dimension which
contains some physical evidence of past human behavior. Following this basic definition, a prehistoric site may consist of a large village complex containing the physical
remains of dwellings, storage pits, burials, and a variety of stone and ceramic artifacts.
A very small surface scatter, only several yards in diameter, and consisting of a few
stone tools and flakes representing the remains of a hunting kill could also be considered a site by this definition. The distribution of known prehistoric sites, categorized by
study unit, as recorded in the Virginia Division of Historical Landmarks’ state files, is
presented with Map 2.3.
Archaeological resources, of which sites are one category, also include artifact
collections, individual artifacts, and ecofactual data.
Another important archaeological concept discussed in the following narratives is
that of settlement pattern. Settlement patterns are reflected in interrelated sites distributed over the landscape that represent the full range of habitation, subsistence, and
social exchange activities of a given cultural group in a particular time period.

Map 2.3.
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Archaeological investigations can be of several levels of intensity. Phase I investigation involves archival search and field survey to locate and identify sites in a given
area. Phase II investigation includes more intensive testing of a site to determine its
boundaries, integrity and potential eligibility for nomination to the National Register of
Historic Places. Phase III investigation involved intensive data recovery efforts at sites
which are threatened by development, or excavated for research purposes (VDHL 1981:
2-4).
Sensitivity zones are areas likely to contain archaeological sites and are defined
through analysis of known site distribution, as well as environmental and geological
data.
A generalized settlement pattern model for prehistoric periods on the Virginia Coastal
Plain is presented in Figure 2.1. Central to the model is the large base camp near the
intersection of a major creek and a river. This type of location provided elevated, flat
ground, easy access to a variety of resources, and a commanding view of the river
which was used as a major transportation route. The base camp might have been inhabited for a major portion of the year. From the base camp, small groups would have made
periodic forays for short periods into interior areas for purposes of hunting, fishing,
berry and nut collecting.
Based on a number of regional studies and evidence gathered through local surveys, this general model of settlement distribution can be postulated for every major

Figure 2.1.
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drainage of the James-York Peninsula. The settlement model has been constructed in
such a general way that it is applicable to all periods covered by study unit narratives
I-IV with the exception of the Early Hunter period, as discussed in the following section. Specific site locations can vary considerably based on topographic factors, soil
types, and numerous micro-environmental subtleties. However, for planning purposes,
the model provides a basic illustration of sensitivity zones where significant archaeological resources might be expected to occur. For the Peninsula, high sensitivity zones
can be proposed within a 200’ wide corridor along the James and York Rivers, and
along the shores of the Chesapeake Bay. Another highly sensitive zone is a minimum of
a 150’ wide corridor along each bank of the major creeks and their tributaries. Thus, for
the planning purposes of the local jurisdictions, any development or ground-disturbing
activity within a minimum of 150' distance of a natural waterway can potentially affect
significant prehistoric resources.

46

STUDY UNIT I.
EARLY HUNTERS, THE AREA’S FIRST INHABITANTS
before 6500 B.C.
Major Theme: Local manifestation of the widespread cultural adaptations
to the Pleistocene and post-Pleistocene environment.
Sub-Themes: A. Stone tool technology and lithic procurement patterns.
B. Subsistence, social organization, and settlement systems.
C. Shift in lifeways with the advent of the new Holocene
environments.
Significance: National

People have inhabited Eastern North America for at least 12,000 years. The initial populating of the study area was the culmination of migrations from Asia via the Bering
Land Bridge probably beginning 15,000 or more years ago. Although very little is known
about these earliest inhabitants (generally referred to as Paleo- Indians) they have been
characterized as a mobile population of hunting bands exploiting large game animals
over a wide territory. The distinctive lifeways of the Paleo-Indian groups seem to be the
result of cultural adaptations to the volatile Pleistocene and post- Pleistocene environments. While the emphasis of their subsistence activities appears to have been on hunting, a wide variety of food resources were undoubtedly utilized.
The traditional material diagnostic traits for this period are fluted projectile points
associated with specialized tool kits crafted from relatively scarce cherts and jaspers.
Fluted points have been found throughout most of North America. The frequent association of these points with extinct Ice Age mammoths and other now-extinct mammals
in the western states of this country has contributed to an exaggerated view of the
Paleo-Indian lifeway as one of constant movement in search of big game (Haynes 1966).
This romantic view partially accounts for the intense interest in the Paleo-Indian period
among professional and amateur collectors alike.
The large mammals associated with the last part of the Pleistocene may have been
the primary focus of the area’s inhabitants. However, although the fossil remains of
both mammoth and mastodon have been found since colonial times in the Coastal Plain,
none have been associated with human artifacts. Gardner (1980) contends that the population of the megafauna had been severely reduced due to retreating Pleistocene environments by the time man appeared in this region and that the primary focus of hunting
activities was on deer and elk. The end of Virginia’s Paleo-Indian occupation is generally associated with the gradual emergence of Holocene environments.
The Paleo-Indian period is very poorly represented on the James-York Peninsula
and in the Outer Coastal Plain in general. To date, only eight fluted points have been
reported from the study area (McCary 1983). A review of the available data on these
finds indicates that they were made from a wide range of non-local lithic materials
including chalcedony, chert, jasper, and rhyolite (McCary 1956, 1963, 1965, 1981).
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All information concerning the age and chronological sequence of Paleo-Indian
traditions comes from well outside the study area. Relative dating of projectile point
styles is presently the only way to order the phases of occupation on the Peninsula. The
date range frequently suggested for the Paleo-Indian Period in this area is 9500 B.C. to
8000 B.C. Sub-phases represented by Clovis, Mid-Paleo (Gardner and Verry 1979) and
Dalton-Hardway points (Gardner and Verry 1979; Coe 1964) are part of this period. An
additional cultural episode is also included in this study unit: the Palmer and Kirk phases.
These two phases, distinguished by early corner-notched and side-notched projectile
points, have traditionally been classified with the beginnings of the Archaic Period.
However, Gardner asserts that while projectile point forms change, no substantial alteration in lifeways can be observed until 6500 B.C. Whether Gardner’s scheme, which is
primarily based on archaeological sequences from the Shenandoah Valley, is appropriate for the Outer Coastal Plain serves as the subject for Sub-theme C.
Paleo-Indian remains within the study area can best be understood in a regional
context. Several important Paleo-Indian sites are located in Virginia: the Williamson
Site in Dinwiddie County (McCary and Bittner 1978) and the Flint Run Paleo-Indian
Complex in the upper Shenandoah Valley (Gardner 1974). Gardner has summarized the
occurrence of documented Paleo-Indian sites in Virginia by physiographic province
(1980) and finds that a majority of sites have been discovered on the Inner Coastal Plain
and in the Great Valley. A survey of the recorded fluted points in Virginia (McCary
1983) shows the highest concentrations of these artifacts within the Inner Coastal Plain
south of the James, a distribution which is probably related to the presence of chert
outcrops located at the Williamson Site and possibly to various chert and jasper sources
available in the Richmond area.
Knowledge of the environmental history of the area is important for an understanding of the potential distribution of Paleo-Indian remains as well as the specific
cultural adaptations they reflect. The primary environmental factor affecting cultural
resources in the area has been the submergence of the York and James River valleys
following the retreat of the Wisconsin glaciation. Many landforms have been subject to
extensive modification during the last 12,000 years of continuous rise in sea level. In
particular, the broad flood plains of the James and York Rivers have been continually
reduced, masking sites located on ancient river terraces.
The environmental episodes of the Paleo-Indian period generally represent a transition from the Late Pleistocene to the more modern environments of the Holocene.
Environmental reconstructions of this transitional period have considered general environmental trends, resource distributions, climatic shifts, and major geologic changes.
Particularly pertinent environmental studies and archaeological syntheses include those
by Carbone (1975), Belknap and Kraft (1977), Whitehead (1973), Brown and Cleland
(1968), Gardner (1980), and Custer (1984). Systematic study of Paleo-Indian remains
and their ecological setting within in the study area is lacking however. While scholars
have acknowledged the presence of the fluted point finds and the current models of
settlement patterning, no serious effort has been made to place the data in a greater
regional context. Efforts to reconstruct the paleoenvironment for the purpose of identifying likely habitation sites have been superficial.
Amateur collectors are the active students of the Paleo-Indian in the area. Unfortunately their degree of sophistication varies markedly. Most collectors have the best in48

tentions and possess a rather good working knowledge of scholarly concerns. As
Paleo-Indian points can command a high price on the antiquities market however, they
do not always receive the analytic attention they deserve.
The popular concept of Paleo-Indians sites arises from the discoveries of large kill
sites of extinct bison and other large herd animals in the West. However, most sites in
Virginia are represented by the single occurrence of fluted projectile points. Based on
work in the upper Shenandoah Valley at the Flint Run Complex, a general typology of
Paleo-Indian Sites has been defined (Gardner 1979: 8-9). The most extensive sites are
associated with quarrying activities and include the actual quarry site, quarry reduction
stations, and habitation sites associated with quarries. These sites reflect a cultural preference for certain cryptocrystalline materials for which this period is noted. Other types
of sites are related to food and other resource- procurement activities and include base
camp maintenance stations and hunting sites. Isolated point finds may represent the
remains of hunting sites or remnants of highly disturbed camp sites.
Information concerning the specific locations of isolated finds is not currently available. In general though, the study of these finds with regard to location must take place
on a regional basis. Locational models offered for the upper Shenandoah Valley by
Gardner (1974) and for Delaware (Custer 1984) may serve as a beginning framework
for explanation of local manifestations. In both cases the focus of settlement for the
period revolves around the exploitation of high-quality lithic material potentially limiting the range of subsistence activities.

SUB-THEME A: STONE TOOL TECHNOLOGY AND LITHIC
PROCUREMENT SYSTEMS
Much scholarly attention has been paid to the study of Paleo-Indian artifacts. Fluted
projectile points have probably attracted more study than any other single category of
American prehistoric artifacts. This interest can be partially attributed to the mystique
associated with this period as well as the undeniable aesthetic quality of these finely
crafted points. However, there are many well-established and valid scientific approaches
for viewing the artifactual remains of this important time period.
The Paleo-Indian stone tool kit appears to have revolved around a biface technology that utilized high-quality lithic materials. Experiments in modern stone tool manufacture have suggested that bifaces serve as the most efficient generalized tool for conducting multi-purpose tasks encountered in a nomadic hunting and gathering tradition
(Callahan 1979). A biface can serve as a multi-purpose tool, and more importantly it can
provide a source for the production of more refined and specialized tools. The most
distinctive product is the previously-mentioned projectile point, suited for use as a cutting implement as well as a spear tip. Many of the more specialized tools include
endscrapers, sidescrapers, drills, wedges, and various flake tools, gravers, and scrapers.
In short, the Paleo-Indian tool kit was easily transportable and offered significant flexibility. The preference for high quality materials were essential in producing tools that
could be curated for long periods of time.
Much of the Paleo-Indian artifact research comes from areas of the Northeast.
Research problems developed in the excavation of many well- preserved sites include
studies of functional tool ranges and the evolution of fluted point morphology and tech49

nology. The analysis of lithic source materials and their distribution are central to understanding technology, population movements, and social interaction.
Given the above, two interrelated research areas are particularly germane to the
scarce remains of this period. The first is concerned with the contention that the settlement patterns of these early groups were dependent upon a primary technological adaptation reflected in a distinctive tool assemblage. In view of the overwhelming preference for high quality jaspers, cherts, and other cryptocrystalline materials, exploitation
territories were probably tightly linked to quarry sources (Gardner 1980).
The second research area concerns artifact chronology as defined by stylistic and
functional attributes of projectile points. Fluted projectile points have been found distributed throughout eastern North America. Statewide and regional surveys of reported
fluted points provide a excellent data base for distributional and typological studies
even though such finds are isolated and usually have poor provenience.
The rarity of Paleo-Indian materials in the study area is probably the result of
several factors. Overall, population density during this period appears extremely low in
general in all of Virginia’s physiographic provinces. potential destructive environmental factors have probably destroyed or masked many sites. Most importantly, sites as
defined by the occurrence of Paleo-Indian materials most probably represent very short
term occupations. In a short duration procurement camp or processing station, a limited
number of tools would have probably been exhausted and subsequently discarded.

SUB-THEME B: SUBSISTENCE, SOCIAL ORGANIZATION,
AND SETTLEMENT SYSTEMS
The ability to obtain food was undoubtedly the primary concern of Paleo-Indian groups.
The food procurement systems of the Paleo-Indian required periodic shifts to new locations. The size of the group was probably directly dependent upon the availability of
resources. Scholars have long emphasized the Paleo-Indian’s reliance upon hunting as
the primary means of providing food and other raw materials. Gardner (1980) has summarized some criticisms of this generally accepted assumption. For the most part, very
few associations of Paleo-Indian artifacts have been made with faunal remains. On the
other hand, some associations with floral remains have been discovered (Kauffman and
Dent 1982).
Most sites of this period are found in areas which would have been attractive to game
animals and which provided access to a variety of other wild foodstuffs as well. Such
locations include floodplains near stream junctions, alluvial fans overlooking floodplain swamps, and terraces adjacent to large inland swamps (Gardner 1980). Theoretical concepts developed for explaining Paleo-Indian behavioral patterns and social organization draw heavily on ethnographic studies of living hunter-gatherer groups. Like
these groups, Paleo-Indians most likely had a flexible band-level organization consisting of several family groups. Such a social organization would permit a flexible approach to the exploitation of a given territory.
Group size and distribution would probably coincide with the availability of resources
and space which could vary by seasonal and other environmental factors. Larger group
aggregations would have been possible in relatively stable and productive locations at
least for a short period of time. However, the dispersal of smaller groups in a large but
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restricted range was the most likely behavioral pattern permitting a “continuous fluidity
between and amongst groups” (Gardner 1980: 19). The movement of these smaller
groups would reflect the availability of resources, particularly game distribution and the
need for tool kit maintenance at an appropriate lithic source.

SUB-THEME C: SHIFT IN LIFEWAYS IN THE ADVENT OF THE
NEW HOLOCENE ENVIRONMENT
A critical issue in defining the temporal scope of this study unit is the recent break
among certain scholars from the traditional classification scheme which characterizes
the Palmer and Kirk phases as Early Archaic rather than part of the Paleo-Indian Period.
Gardner (1974, 1980) has suggested that the Early Archaic Palmer and Kirk phases are
more suitably classified as part of the late Paleo-Indian Period based on stratigraphic
relationships and similarities in tool kits, and site patterning in the Shenandoah Valley
and other areas. Likewise, Custer (1984) has adopted this model for his studies in Delaware.
The significance of the proposed reorganization was in its emphasis on the need to view
cultural changes as a gradual continuum rather than as a series of abrupt discontinuities.
Though Gardner and Custer have offered alternative models, excavation and survey
work in the Richmond area in the Inner Coastal Plain tend to support Coe’s (1964)
designation of Palmer as Early Archaic. This contrasting data should serve as an initial
point of departure for framing research questions of Early Archaic resources in the study
area.
Early Archaic corner-notched and side-notched projectile points appear to be relatively
scarce in the area. Based on the frequency of reported Early Archaic materials, the
scarcity of materials alone tends to support Gardner’s argument for the association of
the phases represented by Palmer and Kirk points with the Paleo-Indian period. Not
enough information is currently available to make better statements about differences
or similarities in settlement patterning or tool kit assemblages. This poor representation
of material is partially a reflection of preservation factors, absence of stratified sites,
and a lack of excavated data. Drawing on data from outside the area, it is clear that there
is a shift to quartzite and quartz lithic materials (materials available in cobble form in
the study area) for tool manufacture during the Early Archaic Period. The important
change at this time in lithic materials suggests the beginning of a greater dependence on
local materials corresponding to environmental changes producing more diversified plant
and animal life. Settlement appears to become more restricted and stable with large base
camps appearing along the James and Chickahominy Rivers in the Richmond area (Mouer
et al. 1980).

SUMMARY
This period represents the earliest human occupation of the study area. The Paleo-Indians
were faced with an environment drastically different from ours today. The area was still
influenced by the last major ice age and the landscape, animals, and plants were significantly different. These people were organized into band-level groups, probably accord-
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ing to family units, and lived primarily by hunting in a nomadic fashion. Their settlement patterns were conditioned by the few available sources of cherts and jaspers from
which they fashioned specialized tools.
Very little is known about this period within the study area. The presence of the
Paleo-Indians is known from a very few projectile points. These point finds most likely
represent the remains of transient camps or hunting stations. Additional sites may have
been destroyed by sea level rise and others may have gone unrecognized due to the
general scarcity of artifacts. More environmental and archaeological data should be
analyzed before specific statements about population density and probable
site-distribution can be made.

STUDY UNIT I: OPERATING PLAN
Introductory Discussion
Significance of the Study Unit
The rare remains of the Paleo-Indian period have long been viewed as significant on a
national, regional, and state level. However, the important value of these archaeological
resources is not based on their age and scarcity alone. Only a very general understanding exists of the Paleo-Indian period in Virginia’s Outer Coastal Plain. Can information
drawn from the James-York Peninsula add to our greater regional perspective about the
period? Major data gaps make it obvious that any remains dating to the Paleo-Indian
period may potentially contribute crucial information to an understanding of the area’s
first inhabitants. Regardless of site integrity, all retrievable information within the
study area pertaining to this period is highly significant and warrants preservation measures or intensive study.

Summary of Property Types
It is difficult to make detailed statements about the original distribution and nature of
Early Hunter sites in the study area, as past environmental changes have potentially
masked the fragile remains of this period. Particularly significant has been the flooding
of the James and York River valleys brought about by the drastic change in sea level. No
comprehensive settlement studies have been attempted from analogous areas in the Outer
Coastal Plain. Data drawn from distribution studies of the Inner Coastal Plain suggests
the possibility that there was a higher density of settlement in this area than is presently
recognized. However, caution should be exercised in extrapolating settlement models
from other physiographic zones.
In view of the existing evidence indicating at least transient occupation in the
study area, a preliminary site model is proposed in which sites are predicted on Late
Pleistocene-Early Holocene landforms that provided a water source and game attracting capability. Anticipated site types for the area would include small, short-duration
campsites and possibly kill and butchering sites. Remains of these sites would be very
fragile and only a few lithic artifacts may be present. Fluted projectile points on the
James-York Peninsula may represent the only diagnostic evidence available in most
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cases. In rare situations, sites may exist in undisturbed contexts and contain
well-preserved bone and plant remains. Such sites would warrant the highest preservation measures and may command international attention.

Character of Existing Data
The current understanding of the Early Hunter period resources on the James-York Peninsula is poor as all representative archaeological data consists of isolated projectile
point finds from disturbed contexts. Partly due the extreme age and fragility of sites of
this period, Early Hunter resources have been difficult to identify in the regional surveys that have been conducted. Furthermore, the poor understanding of the potential
nature and distribution of these sites is compounded by a lack of available environmental reconstructions to aid in developing predictive models.
Information on the recorded finds of Paleo-Indian points has been compiled in
McCary’s survey of fluted points found statewide. The data for the eight recorded fluted
points within the study area includes a general description of size and shape, condition,
lithic material, manufacturing technique, photographs and/or rubbings and the owner’s
name and address. Locational information for these finds is very general and of little
value. It is possible that many Paleo-Indian points and sites of have not been reported as
there is an active “black market” for the artifacts of this period. Sites and/or materials
may have also gone unrecognized and additional Early Hunter period artifacts may be
discovered in existing collections of public agencies and local collectors.

Criteria for Evaluation
All archaeological remains of this period can be viewed as unique data critical to the
potential understanding of the regional and local distribution of Early Hunter settlements. Furthermore, these archaeological remains may contribute substantially to the
understanding of early lifeways and environmental trends on the James-York Peninsula. The resources of this period may contribute significantly to the understanding of
prehistory, as specified in Criterion D of the National Register standards. In view of the
known property types associated with this study unit and their high potential for addressing important research questions of prehistoric economy, technology, and ecology,
contextual criteria are the primary considerations for assessing significance on a property by property basis. Contextual information includes that on associated artifacts,
ecofacts, or geologic phenomena. Due to the extreme rarity of such materials, additional criteria may be identified on a case by case basis only after consultation with a
panel of archaeological and environmental specialists.

Present Condition of Property Types
No undisturbed Early Hunter site has yet been found within the study area. Most areas
which might potentially contain such remains have been lost to shoreline submergence,
erosion, and modern development. Recently, the articulated skeleton of a mastodon has
been discovered in an undisclosed portion of York County (Gerald Johnson, pers.
comm. 1985). Even if prehistoric artifacts are not associated with that find, it may dem53

onstrate the possibility that preserved cultural remains are still discoverable in similar
habitats.
In general, potential Early Hunter sites are threatened by the same natural and
cultural processes that affect all archaeological resources. In addition, due to the extreme fragility of the archaeological record of this period, other less evident, threats
exist. Avocational collecting can destroy important contextual information even though
some finds are reported to the professional community.
Additional research is needed to gain a comprehensive understanding of the environmental development of the area. Environmental data necessary for obtaining this
awareness include reconstructions of Late Pleistocene-Early Holocene shorelines, hydrologic patterns, topography, and resource distributions.

Operating Plan—Goals and Priorities
Since so very little is known about the resources of this period and the potential distribution and condition of sites, a concerted research effort should focus on identifying
site locations in order to preserve important data or mitigate site threats. The basic questions of site identification must be the primary focus of subsequent research efforts and
should include the identification of the paleo-environmental habitats likely to contain
these remains so that enlightened planning decisions can be made.

Identification Goals
• In order to better understand future discoveries and potential site locations, the
first priority for this study unit is a research effort to determine the locational and
contextual information of previously recorded Early Hunter finds. This process
would consists of a review of private and public collections and interviews with
the appropriate persons. Specific artifact information should be collected as to type,
function, material, location, and context.
• In conjunction with this first priority, a review of environmental data with local
geologists, palynologists and other appropriate environmental scientists should be
conducted in order to provide potential site locations based on known locational
preferences by Early Hunters. This exercise would aid in evaluating the potential
loss of sites due to environmental processes as well.
• Following these studies, an intensive Phase I archaeological reconnaissance of the
areas projected to likely contain the remains of Early Hunter period sites should be
conducted, aimed at identifying areas most threatened by development or natural
destructive factors.

Evaluation Goals
• Profitable research that may presently be initiated in the absence of the most recent
environmental background information may be lithic material sourcing studies.
The identification of the sources of materials should be done with regard to understanding the variability in lithic materials and settlement range and patterns. Em54

phasis on the use of locally-available lithic material versus non-local may aid in
the understanding of subsistence, demography, and local environmental adaptation. Analysis of stylistic variation and use-wear studies may provide some insight
into the age and function of the apparently limited occupation of the area.
• Any sites that could potentially yield preserved faunal or floral material must be
considered highly significant. These materials would provide data for addressing
specific questions of subsistence patterns and dietary habits. In addition, ecofactual
data such as pollen and seeds may allow site-specific environmental reconstructions.

Registration Goals
• If significant resources are identified either by the aforementioned remedial research efforts or through new survey work or accidental discovery, such sites should
be considered for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places under
Criterion D (information important to prehistory).
• Based upon the above identification efforts of potential site locations, a series of
sensitivity maps should be created for the benefit of planners and developers. These
maps will aid in planning the level of archaeological survey work prior to development.

Treatment Goals
• In the event that new sites are discovered before the above background research is
finished, the sites should be preserved in place until a panel of archaeological and
environmental specialists is consulted.
• Due to the extreme fragility of the archaeological record of this period, preservation of any discovered undisturbed site is warranted at all costs. If development is
unavoidable, data-recovery efforts should proceed only after a qualified team of
specialists can be identified. These specialists would include archaeologists having prior experience with sites of this period, geologists, and environmental scientists.
• Early Hunter resources in disturbed contexts can only be treated on a case by case
basis. When feasible, sites should be preserved in place for proper study. Data
recovery efforts should include paleo-environmental studies.
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STUDY UNIT II.
FORAGERS IN A NEW ENVIRONMENT
(6500 B.C.–2000 B.C.)
Major Theme: The shift of human adaptive strategies with the emergence
of Holocene environments.
Sub-Themes: A. Development of generalized foraging subsistence
pattern and resource utilization.
B. Variety in settlement patterning and site types.
C. Cultural diversity and indigenous population development.
Significance: Regional

The cultural episodes included in this study unit have been traditionally classified as
part of the Archaic period. This long period of human occupation is characterized by a
balanced and diversified subsistence strategy based on the exploitation of seasonally
available resources. These new adaptations were linked to the warming Holocene environment and the consequent florescence of new biotic communities. A noticeable shift
in resource diversity and new lifeways distinguish this period from the Early Hunter
period. In addition, population apparently increases, an emphasis on the use of quartzite
and quartz lithics develops, and there is evidence for the use of a more generalized tool
kit.
The parameters of the study unit have been defined broadly to encompass the many
cultural manifestations of this period: a continuum of gradually changing adaptations.
Preliminary research also indicates that Archaic artifact forms tend to be found in similar contexts. However, this broad lumping may also reflect the present poor understanding of the cultural history of the area, as this period is distinguished by a great variety of
stone projectile points that mark the numerous cultural sequences. Work done on large
multi-component riverine sites by Reinhart (1974, 1975a, 1975b, 1976, 1978, 1979) at
College Creek, the Indian Village, Powhatan Creek, and the Sassasfras Spring sites has
established a rough cultural sequence of the local manifestations of the widespread
Archaic patterns recognized by Coe (1964) and Broyles (1971) for the region. Presumably, many riverine sites dating to the Archaic foraging period have been lost to submersion and erosion. Virtually no work has been done on upland or interior sites located in
the Coastal Plain. Until further research on the distribution of sites is undertaken, and a
better understanding of their variability is achieved, models of settlement and behavior
for the Archaic period in this region must be drawn from elsewhere.
The new adaptive strategies of the Archaic period brought about in response to the
emergence of the relatively stable modern environment of the Holocene are reflected in
the stone tools and site types of the period. The period is well represented in the archaeological record throughout the Middle Atlantic region. In general, diagnostic artifacts associated with the cultural adaptations marking the beginning of this period are
bifurcate base projectile points (LeCroy, St. Albans) dating from 7000-6000 B.C. (Broyles
1971), and Stanley (6000-5000 B.C.) and Kirk-Stemmed (6900-6000 B.C.) dated by
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Coe (1964), though both point types appear to be relatively rare in the area. Later introductions include points classified as Morrow Mountain, Guilford, and a number of lesser
known variants found throughout the Middle Atlantic Region. The Halifax point type
was probably introduced into the study area around 3400 B.C. (Coe 1964). The introduction of the Savannah River and related broad-spear types marks the end of this period at the somewhat arbitrarily selected date of 2000 B.C.
Due to the lack of good stratified sequences within the study area, lack of
radio-carbon dated sites, and typological problems, caution should be exercised in separating the cultural periods of the area based on projectile points alone. Evidence gathered from areas in the northern Mid-Atlantic (cf. Custer 1984) suggests that a wide
variety of untyped stemmed projectiles were used throughout this period. Unfortunately,
there is a great deal of overlap among many of these “types,” which further contributes
to the difficulty of trying to understand the area’s chronological sequence.
The archaeological remains from the Archaic foraging period have received but
passing attention from most local scholars. This lack of attention may be primarily
attributed to the fact that many sites have presumably been submerged or eroded along
the James and York Rivers. The most extensive work on Archaic sites is Theodore
Reinhart’s survey and excavation of Kingsmill sites (1974, 1975a, 1975b), and of the
College Creek Site (1978). Reinhart’s summary of Archaic cultures in the Lower James
River Valley (1979) serves as the major synthesis of the Archaic sequences of the area.
Turner’s (1978) general model of demographic change based on hunting pressures upon
the deer population provides a basic framework for viewing Archaic subsistence and
settlement patterns.
The majority of archaeological investigations of this period have been at the Phase I
survey level. Large survey projects include the York County Survey (Derry et al. n.d.), the
Fort Eustis Survey (Opperman 1984), the Second Street Extension survey (Hunter,
Samford, and Brown 1984), and the Route 199 Extension survey (Hunter and Higgins
1985). In addition to these systematic investigations, a number of Archaic sites have
been identified by local avocational archaeologists, although no synthetic treatment of
their work is now available. Table 2.2. presents a compilation of sites currently identified for inclusion in this study unit. These sites were identified either by the cultural
affiliation assigned to them by the recording archaeologists and/or the artifacts types
listed on the state site survey form.
As indicated in the table, there has been no standardization of terminology or conceptual perspectives for Archaic site typology. These site designations rely upon functional, structural, and/or topographical characteristics. A more useful tripartite scheme
for classifying the site types within the study area incorporating social, ecological, and
functional aspects is available (Gardner 1980; Custer 1984). According to this scheme,
sites can be classified as:
(1) Macroband Base Camps—These sites exhibit a wide range of tool types and
cultural residues. The size and location of the sites indicate long-term occupation by a large group. Sites are most often located in areas offering maximum
availability of resources.
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TABLE 2.2
STUDY UNIT II. KNOWN CULTURAL RESOURCES
Site No.

Site Type as Recorded

44 JC 7
44 JC 73
44 JC 148
44 JC 149
44 JC 150
44 JC 154
44 JC 155
44 JC 156
44 JC 360
44 YO 5
44 YO 8
44 YO 152
44 YO 166
44 YO 171
44 YO 224
44 YO 226
44 YO 379
44 JC 28
44 JC 51
44 JC 71
44 JC 137
44 JC 147
44 YO 170
44 YO 225
44 YO 237
44 YO 380
44 YO 381
44 YO 382
44 YO 383

Prehistoric
Riverine Knoll Site
Prehistoric
Prehistoric Camp
Prehistoric Camp
Prehistoric Camp
Prehistoric
Prehistoric
Limited Activity Site
Drowned Upland
not reported
Prehistoric
Archaic Shell Midden
Prehistoric
Prehistoric
Hunting Camp
Prehistoric Artifact Scatter
not reported
Interior Exploitative Camp
Riverine Bluff Extractive Camp
Multi-component Camps
Prehistoric Camp
Indian Camps
Woodland/Archaic Camp
not reported
Prehistoric
Prehistoric
Prehistoric
Prehistoric

(2) Microband Base Camps—These sites are similar to macroband base camps
except a fewer number of family groups is apparent. Their size is linked to the
carrying capacity of environmental setting.
(3) Procurement Sites—These are sites characterized by fewer tool types and
limited cultural debris. Locations of these site are indicative of a particular
resource exploitation.
More detailed classification of the study area’s sites does not seem appropriate
given the current level of survey and excavation data. Future study might refine the
degree of confidence for interpreting site function.
The locational model for Archaic period sites presented here (see Introduction to
the Prehistoric Study Units and Figure 2.1 as well) is very generally based on the existing data base. Excavations and surveys conducted on the James-York Peninsula have
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located large, complex activity-sites at fairly predictable locations along the rivers and
major streams. Only remnants of what was probably a more diverse riverine settlement
pattern survive in the study area due to coastal submergence. Knowledge of Archaic
period utilization of the interior zones of the study area is lacking as well.

SUB-THEME A: DEVELOPMENT OF A GENERALIZED
SUBSISTENCE PATTERN AND RESOURCE UTILIZATION
Knowledge of the relatively modern environmental conditions associated with the Atlantic climatic episode is important in understanding the development of cultural adaptations taking place during this period. At that time, the environment was characterized
by a general warming trend and an increase in annual rainfall. These warm, moist conditions encouraged the development of deciduous forests. Sea level continued to rise,
albeit at an increasingly slower rate. Food resources became more varied with habitat
and season and were widely divergent throughout the James-York Peninsula. The swamps
and boggy areas beginning to form in many interior zones of the Coastal Plain would
have been the areas of highest resource density. Plant and animal communities were
very similar in composition to modern ones, the primary game animals being deer and
turkey.
The development of estuarine resources and the nature of their subsequent use by
Archaic foragers is a crucial issue in the study of this period in the Middle Atlantic.
In general, the estuarine environment appears to stabilize between 3000 B.C. and
2000 B.C. New ecological conditions appear to coincide with a new series of cultural
adaptations which characterize local groups for several centuries thereafter. The exact
sequence of these cultural changes, and their relationship to the gradual development of
estuarine resources is as yet poorly known, and deserves a great deal of further attention.
In summary, the subsistence patterns of this period are closely linked to the broad
distribution of a increased number of resources. A zonal settlement system based on the
seasonal availability of resources and a generalized tool kit were characteristic of the
Archaic (Gardner 1980: 11). The stone artifact assemblages from this period provide
insights into these new resource uses. Ground stone tools appear in the tool kits with the
addition of grinding stones, axes, and a variety of plant processing tools. Importantly,
the settlement system no longer appears to have been tied to a cryptocrystalline lithic
source as a variety of locally attainable quartzites and quartzes were used. The shift to
alternative lithic materials also reflects the increased emphasis on plant resources as the
need for a hunting-oriented tool kit decreased.

SUB-THEME B: DIVERSITY IN SETTLEMENT PATTERNS AND
SITE TYPES
Several important changes in site location preferences and site function which are observable in the archaeological record occur during the Archaic foraging period. William
Gardner argues that Archaic sites are located in a variety of environmental and locational
settings when contrasted with sites of the Early Hunter period. Gardner also sees an
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increase in the number and diversity of sites, and a rise in population (1980: 24). All
these factors contribute to a distinctive new settlement pattern, and an increase in the
diversity of site types.
Site locations appear to be directly linked to the development of new environmental zones. Most evidence for location preferences is derived from studies of Virginia’s
Inner Coastal Plain and the Piedmont physiographic region as a limited number of diagnostic points have been recovered in the study area. Sites are located along rivers and
the margins of interior swamps. Within the study area, the possibility exists that many
such sites have been lost to submersion and erosion.
Site types and settlement patterns represent a strategy of diffuse adaptation to the
numerous ecotones and resources available during this time. A common Archaic site
type is the large base camp usually found near raw material sources. Since such resources within the study area were likely to have been river cobbles, and hence, near
rivers, Archaic sites associated with their use may now be submerged. A second site
type is the transient camp used for either hunting or gathering forays by small groups.
Such sites may still be found in the area as many locations, especially interior zones,
were exploited.
The relationship between seasonality of resources and settlement pattern is a major
research issue for this period for the entire Middle Atlantic region. Unfortunately, due to
the limited amount of both archaeological and environmental information from the
James-York Peninsula, this topic is probably best viewed in the light of the data available from the Inner Coastal Plain. However, Archaic sites in the study area can potentially provide information about territoriality and the range of resources, which may in
turn inform larger questions of settlement pattern and seasonality. Information from
local sites may also help to determine the sequence in which inland swamps developed,
and how they were exploited by the region’s Archaic inhabitants.

SUB-THEME C: INDIGENOUS CULTURAL DEVELOPMENT
AND DIVERSITY
The cultural history and chronological sequence of this relatively long period is known
only at a very general level. Based on the number of diagnostic artifact types alone,
there appears to have been a multitude of cultural developments, both regional and
local, which are as yet poorly understood. No stratified Archaic sites have been located
on the James-York Peninsula, making the refinement or dating of local cultural sequences
difficult. In addition, artifact types of the Archaic period are still poorly defined, both at
the regional and local level (Gardner 1980). Further archaeological investigation of
local manifestations of Archaic cultures will serve to improve our understanding of
widespread and localized stylistic variations alike.
The increased use of local resources reflected in the archaeological remains associated with this period suggests that Archaic foragers had restricted territorial ranges
based on seasonal shifts of resource availability. Tool kits exhibiting stylistic variability, and hence, social and cultural boundaries, become common during the period, and
provide further evidence for this localizing trend. Although site loss on the James-York
Peninsula through erosion limits its research potential, an effort can be made to marshall
the existing data from known sites and avocational collections to gain a more refined
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understanding of local Archaic occupation. Once this initial sequence is defined, comparative typological correlations can then be attempted with adjacent areas.

SUMMARY
This study unit represents a long and diverse period of occupation on the James-York
Peninsula. Many new adaptations to the more benign Holocene environment took place.
Most important was the utilization of local, widely distributed resources and the corresponding seasonally-based settlement pattern. Such a pattern implies the development
of stable social groupings, and the beginnings of complex cultural development, the
nature of which is as yet very poorly understood.
As noted above, much of what is known about the Archaic foraging period comes
from information gathered well outside the study area. Very few sites have been investigated locally. In general, local Archaic occupation is reflected by the presence of diagnostic points found in disturbed contexts in association with later prehistoric materials
on large riverine sites, or in isolated finds in interior locations. Surveys to identify additional Archaic sites, and the systematic study of existing collections are crucial first
steps in evaluating the research potential of the study area.

STUDY UNIT II: OPERATING PLAN
Introductory Discussion
Significance of the Study Unit
The archaeological resources associated with the long and diverse Archaic period have
important regional and local significance. Much of what is known about Archaic period
chronology, site size, function and settlement comes from deeply buried, stratified sites
located in the Inner Coastal Plain and Piedmont. Apparent preservation problems have
not permitted such questions to be directly addressed on the James-York Peninsula,
although some sites may lie deeply buried by siltation in some of the interior stream
valleys adjacent to upland marshes. Given the preservation problem, the significance
assigned to remains from this period is based on their potential to aid in identifying the
parameters of the area’s cultural history. Sites that can be identified as well-preserved
must be viewed as particularly important in view of the lack of such information and of
their potential for identifying local chronological and functional characteristics crucial
to a more complete understanding of the greater regional pattern.

Summary of Property Types
The archaeological evidence for the James-York Peninsula and other analogous areas
indicates that the study area was probably occupied continuously throughout this long
period of time. Even so, it is difficult to make good estimates of the range and distribution of site types due to preservation and survey biases in the area. Based on our understanding of archaeological evidence for this period, two very general site-types can be
identified:
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(1) Base Camps—These sites have been occupied by large (Macroband) or small
groups (Microband) depending on the resource carrying capacity of the area.
Occupation may have been long-term or short-term and most sites were probably repeatedly visited. These sites contain diagnostic artifacts indicative of
diverse activities. Variations in artifact types, features, and site structure could
possibly be diagnostic of particular cultural groups. Base camps are most likely
associated with riverine settings and the margins of inland swamps. All sites
that are presently known are disturbed and associated with later Indian occupations.
(2) Procurement Sites—These sites are characterized by individual artifact finds,
limited concentrations of artifacts, and small lithic scatters. They represent
short-term hunting, gathering, or camping episodes. Diagnostic artifacts are
not always present in some sites, making it impossible to assign them to specific cultural phases. Many procurement sites may be present in the study area
and these may be represented by small lithic scatters. These sites can be found
along the margins of interior streams and on hilltops adjacent to a water source.

Character of Existing Data
Based on a review of the state site records and archaeological literature, the remains of
this period are poorly represented in the study area. This lack of information may be
partially attributed to erosion and preservation factors. Otherwise, the sites that have
been recorded have yielded at most diagnostic points without stratigraphic association.
In addition, sites investigated at even Phase III level have often yielded no diagnostic
artifacts. Futhermore, because of the vagaries of local artifact typologies, many Archaic
sites may have gone unrecognized or misidentified. Finally, as no detailed environmental reconstructions have been attempted for this area, there is little available ecological
data to aid in understanding resource distribution, potential site location, and subsequent disturbance by natural processes of erosion.

Criteria for Evaluation
The primary issue in evaluating archaeological sites of this period is their potential
contribution to our understanding of the local manifestation of the Archaic period. The
potential for such understanding is difficult to assess at this time because of the poor
quality of the existing data base. Given our current knowledge of local archaeology, the
probability for finding undisturbed sites and/or recognizing specific Archaic components in multi-component sites appears to be low. In view of these limitations, sites may
be evaluated based on their contextual integrity and ability to contribute information
about subsistence and settlement patterns at the regional level. Sites that are minimally
disturbed and can be attributed to this period should be accorded a high of level of
significance. Such sites may have the potential to yield specific information about site
structure, function, diet, and chronology.
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Present Condition of Property Types
According to state site survey forms, nearly all materials identified with this period
come from disturbed contexts. These contexts include the plowzone, eroded areas, and
areas affected by development. Zones which have potential for containing undisturbed
deposits are small alluvial fans along interior streams and swamps, and areas beneath
shell middens of the later prehistoric periods.
Archaic period sites are continually threatened by erosion and cultural processes.
Those that consist of a minimal number of diagnostics are particularly vulnerable to
casual collecting. Most finds of this period by avocational archaeologists probably go
unreported.

Operating Plan—Goals and Priorities
Identification Goals
• A thorough review of existing artifact collections is necessary in order to assure a
more complete inventory of sites from this period. Included in this effort should be
an attempt to identify site function and variation based on representative tool types.
An attempt should be made to identify alternative classes of cultural diagnostics
including those based on site location, site patterning, and structure if such data are
available. Analysis of stylistic variation should serve as the preliminary effort in
establishing the parameters of cultural diversity for the area.
• The second priority for identifying potential resources for the study unit is a comprehensive analysis of previously recorded sites based on the review of artifact
collections and a sample survey of potential site locations. The survey is needed to
account for the numerous biases of previous descriptions of local cultural patterns.
Particular emphasis should be placed on assessing the probability of discovering
intact archaeological deposits. Discussions with local collectors and landowners
who may occasionally discover sites of this period would aid in this effort.
• A broad-based environmental reconstruction of the study area for the purpose of
identifying potential site locations, especially undisturbed areas, is highly recommended. This process would aid in identifying potential site locations for all periods of prehistoric occupation.

Evaluation Goals
• Once resources are completely analyzed, a more refined ranking of significant
research questions may be undertaken in order to fill in gaps in our knowledge of
Forager period chronology, technology, settlement pattern, subsistence, human biology, and cultural and social adaptations. Specific attention should be paid to
broad questions of regional demography and population movement.
• Resources which could potentially provide information about aboriginal diet and
about ecological conditions must be viewed as extremely important. Such data
would consist of preserved faunal and floral materials within sealed archaeologi-
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cal deposits. The research potential of environmental and ecological data must be
assessed on a site by site basis.
• If specific areas of archaeological sensitivity which contain potentially significant
Archaic period remains become known through continuing identification efforts,
these should be documented and made available to planners and developers.

Registration Goals
• Based on the current identification level of Archaic period sites, few, if any, sites
would be eligible for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places under
Criterion D (information important to prehistory). If significant resources are discovered by future identification studies, such resources should be nominated.

Treatment Goals
• Preservation measures should be enacted to preserve all undisturbed sites of this
period until a detailed archaeological assessment can be made by a qualified archaeologist.
• When feasible, sites should be preserved in place for future study. An initial assessment of threatened sites should be made to determine age, structure, condition,
and research potential.
• Data recovery efforts on sites threatened by destruction which can not feasibly be
preserved should be guided by the general research questions posed in this document. Special attention should be paid to recovering datable organic samples and
pertinent environmental and ecological data.

65

66

STUDY UNIT III.
PERMANENT SETTLEMENT AND POPULATION
GROWTH (2000 B.C.–A.D. 1000)
Major Theme: Sedentary lifestyles and the development of regional adaptations in response to the distinctive marine environments of
the James-York Peninsula.
Sub-Themes: A. Ceramic technology and its cultural implications.
B. Seasonality of food resources, settlement patterns, and
social organization.
C. Trade and exchange; social interaction on a regional
level.
Significance: Regional

The transition from a seasonal hunting and gathering adaptation to a more sedentary
economy marks the beginning of this study unit. The lifeways of this period of permanent settlement were quite different from those previous. Earlier cultures in the region
were characterized by group mobility, a settlement pattern reflecting resource availability, and a portable tool assemblage. By 2000 B.C. however, pronounced changes in
social systems and settlement patterns related to a shift from a forest-based economy to
a focus on riverine and estuarine environments are evident. Larger group aggregates
occupied locations in these settings for major portions of the year. Tool kits and site
structure reflect the new cultural adaptations of the period. The introduction of stone
bowls and, subsequently, ceramic technology provide important temporally and socially
sensitive indicators for archaeological study.
The parameters of the study unit encompass a rather long period of time that has
been traditionally studied as a series of distinct cultural episodes based primarily on
stylistic changes in artifact types. These periods include the Late Archaic/ Transitional
(2000 B.C.- 1200 B.C.), the Early Woodland (1200 B.C.- 500 B.C.), and Middle Woodland (500 B.C.- A.D. 1000) periods. The decision to aggregate these chronological units
has both management and academic implications.
The vast majority of sites recorded in the study area belong to this period. Most of
these sites appear to have multiple, non-discrete components that fall within the range
of the Late Archaic through Woodland periods as traditionally defined. With very few
exceptions, individual components are usually impossible to fully identify and evaluate
without analysis of an entire site because components are mixed due to plowing, environmental factors, and other disturbances. Thus, treatment of the range of components
as part of a single cultural period has practical merit.
Custer (1984: 77) has adopted a similar chronological framework for archaeological studies in Delaware. His rationale for aggregating the traditional Late Archaic, Early
Woodland, and Middle Woodland periods into a single thematic category is based on
environmental and cultural similarities between those periods as traditionally defined.
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These include:
1. The development of estuarine and riverine adaptations that are stable and intensive enough to produce large macro- band base camps sites in the zone of
freshwater/saltwater interfaces and along the major drainages;
2. Population growth at single site locations that produce sites much larger than
Archaic macro-band base camps;
3. The appearance of foraging and collecting adaptations (Binford 1980) in areas
less productive than the estuarine and riverine settings;
4. The participation in exchange networks that move raw materials, as well as
finished artifacts, across large areas;
5. The occasional participation in complex mortuary ceremonies that create cemeteries with rich grave offerings.
This broad temporal aggregation does not ignore the rich cultural diversity of this
period. Instead it emphasizes the continuities of cultural development through time.
For many reasons, the remains of this period have been the subject of more archaeological investigation than any other in the area. First, and foremost, sites of this
period are numerous and widely distributed. Many sites have been located as part of
regional surveys. Some of the more extensive of these surveys include The Chickahominy
River Survey (Barka and McCary 1969), The York County Survey (Derry et al. n.d.),
The New Quarter Park Survey (VRCA 1978), The Kingsmill Survey (Reinhart 1973),
The Second Street Extension Project (Hunter, Samford, and Brown 1984), Governor’s
Land Survey (Reinhart and Sprinkle n.d.), and the Route 199 Extension Survey (Hunter
and Higgins 1985). Archaeological surveys in Newport News (although not within the
political boundaries of the study area but important from an archaeological standpoint)
include a survey of Mulberry Island (Beaudry 1976), one of the Oakland Dairy Property
(Mullen, Geier, and McCartney 1980), and particularly important, a recent cultural resource inventory study of Fort Eustis (Opperman 1984).
Several sites of the period have been tested and partially excavated as well. These
include the sites investigated by Reinhart (1974, 1975a, 1975b, 1976, 1978, 1979) at
College Creek, Powhatan Creek, and several sites at Kingsmill, the Virginia Division of
Historic Landmarks excavation of the Croaker Landing Sites (44JC70) (Egloff, Hodges,
and McFaden n.d.), Colonial Williamsburg’s salvage excavation of a shell-midden at
Carter’s Grove and the testing of several sites in York County (McCary 1958, 1964;
Rountree 1967). A very important salvage excavation was recently conducted by James
Madison University staff at the Skiffes Creek Sites (44NN7) on the Oakland Dairy
Tract in Newport News (Geier and Barber 1983).
A review of state site forms revealed that avocational archaeologists have been
very active in identifying and collecting from sites of this period as well. Many local
landowners have reported finding artifacts in the area. Finally, a number of informal
surveys have been conducted by local archaeologists based on interviews with area
professionals and amateurs.
Several major syntheses of environmental and archaeological data have been produced which are relevant to the area. In the early part of the 20th century, W.H. Holmes
of the Bureau of American Ethnography assembled artifact collections as part of survey
of eastern United States Indian pottery (1903). Clifford Evans obtained several artifact
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collections along the James and Chickahominy Rivers in developing his formative classification, “A Ceramic Study of Virginia Archaeology” (1955). Lewis Binford’s (1964)
synthesis of environmental data, while primarily concerned with the Late Woodland
cultures, provided a primary ecological model for viewing human and environment
interrelationships during this period. Likewise, Randolph Turner’s studies (1976, 1978)
provide a firm basis for viewing the area’s cultural ecology.
The adaptive strategies developed during the period of permanent occupation of
the area correlate with significant environmental changes. Much of the environmental
data for this period is extrapolated from elsewhere (Belknap and Kraft 1977, Carbone
1975; Kraft et al. 1976). Current research being conducted by the Geology Department
at the College of William and Mary should provide specific pollen and sedimentary
information relevant to the local environmental sequence of this period (Gerald Johnson,
pers. comm. 1985). These studies suggest that between 2000 B.C.- A.D. 1000, environmental and ecological conditions were characterized by a stabilization of sea level rise,
increasing salinization of coastal rivers and an increase in the presence of anadromous
fish and shellfish, particularly oysters.
Unlike the previous periods, there are many recorded diagnostic artifacts attributable to this study unit. The cultural history of the area is observable in these diagnostic
artifacts (primarily projectile points and ceramics), as well as in site types (large
semi-permanent base camps and small procurement camps), and site features (storage
pits, house patterns, and shell middens). The Late Archaic cultures, as traditionally defined, are represented by a variety of broad-bladed projectile points including Savannah
River points, Savannah River Variants, numerous generically-designated broad spears,
and fishtail points. Stone bowls of carved steatite appear during this period as well.
The introduction of ceramics, a traditional index of the Woodland period, provides
the archaeologist with a number of technologically and culturally sensitive diagnostics
for ordering local chronologies. The first forms of pottery begin with the steatite-tempered
Marcey Creek and Selden Island series and a local manifestation labeled Croaker Landing Ware (Egloff and Potter 1982). Later forms include various sand/grit tempered wares
defined in the Accokeek, Popes Creek, Stony Creek, and Prince George series. The
latter part of the Middle Woodland is identified by the appearance of Mockley Ware, a
shell-tempered ceramic type. In addition to the diagnostic qualities of tempering agents,
ceramic vessel form and surface treatment and/or decoration can be important temporal
and cultural indicators.
While the general outline of material culture sequences is known for this period, a
great deal of refinement is needed to understand its many ceramic types (many remained
unidentified or unnamed) and projectile point categories. Subsistence data is more abundant for this period as some faunal and floral remains are preserved, usually in shell
middens or in refuse pits missed by the plow, but more data are needed. Most sites have
been plowed or otherwise disturbed. In addition, large riverine sites have been subject
to intensive erosion and many have already been completely destroyed as a result of the
receding shoreline. The survey information for sites is fair, though a definite bias exists
towards riverine sites as very few interior areas have been systematically examined.
Table 2.3 presents a compilation of sites currently identified for inclusion with this
study unit as determined from state site records.
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TABLE 2.3
STUDY UNIT III. KNOWN CULTURAL RESOURCES
Site No.

Site Type as Recorded

44 JC 2
44 JC 3
44 JC 19
44 JC 26
44 JC 27
44 JC 28
44 JC 29
44 JC 31
44 JC 41
44 JC 42
44 JC 51
44 JC 70
44 JC 71
44 JC 74
44 JC 75
44 JC 125
44 JC 127
44 JC 130
44 JC 134
44 JC 135
44 JC 136
44 JC 137
44 JC 147
44 JC 151
44 JC 153
44 JC 158
44 JC 362
44 JC 363
44 JC 364
44 JC 367
44 JC 369
44 JC 372
44 JC 373
44 JC 376
44 JC 377
44 JC 379
44 JC 381
44 JC 382
44 JC 383
44 JC 386
44 YO 1
44 YO 2
44 YO 11
44 YO 82
44 YO 93
44 YO 103
44 YO 105
44 YO 113

not reported
not reported
Archaic through Historic
not reported
not reported
not reported
not reported
not reported
Prehistoric
Prehistoric
Interior Exploitative Camp
Riverine Bluff Extractive Camp
Riverine Bluff Extractive Camp
Riverine Bluff Sites
Riverine Interior Stream Bluff
Indian
Prehistoric Pottery Scatter
Small Shell Midden
Prehistoric
Camp-Temporary or Seasonal
Camp-Temporary or Seasonal
Multi-Component Camps
Prehistoric Camp
Prehistoric Camp (Shell Midden)
Prehistoric Camp
unknown
Complex Activity Site
Limited Activity Site
Limited Activity Site
Complex Activity Site
Limited Activity Site
Limited Activity Site
Limited Activity Site
Limited Activity Site
Limited Activity Site
Limited Activity Site
Limited Activity Site
Limited Activity Site
Limited Activity Site
Complex Activity Site
not reported
Prehistoric-Possible Village Site
Underwater
Shell Midden
Prehistoric Camp Site
Indian
Indian
Prehistoric
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TABLE 2.3 (cont’d)
STUDY UNIT III. KNOWN CULTURAL RESOURCES
Site No.

Site Type as Recorded

44 YO 117
44 YO 120
44 YO 123
44 YO 124
44 YO 125
44 YO 137
44 YO 153
44 YO 156
44 YO 158
44 YO 159
44 YO 164
44 YO 167
44 YO 169
44 YO 170
44 YO 180
44 YO 181
44 YO 187
44 YO 190
44 YO 191
44 YO 194
44 YO 195
44 YO 196
44 YO 199
44 YO 202
44 YO 203
44 YO 204
44 YO 209
44 YO 213
44 YO 214
44 YO 215
44 YO 225
44 YO 229
44 YO 237
44 YO 239
44 YO 251
44 YO 254
44 YO 380
44 YO 381
44 YO 382
44 YO 383
44 YO 393
44 YO 399
44 YO 400

Prehistoric
Multi-Component
Multi-Component
Multi-Component
Prehistoric
Prehistoric
Prehistoric
not reported
Prehistoric
Prehistoric
Prehistoric
Prehistoric
Prehistoric
Indian Camps
Lithic Scatter, Hearth
Lithic Scatter
Prehistoric Artifact Scatter
Prehistoric Artifact Scatter
Multi-Component
Multi-Component
Multi-Component
Lithic scatter
Prehistoric Lithic and Ceramic Scatter
Prehistoric Lithic Concentrations
Prehistoric
Prehistoric Artifact Scatter
Prehistoric Artifact Scatter
Prehistoric Artifact Scatter
Prehistoric Artifact Scatter
Prehistoric Artifact Scatter
Woodland/Archaic Camp
not reported
not determined
not determined
Prehistoric Beach Lithic Sites
Prehistoric
Prehistoric
Prehistoric
Prehistoric
Prehistoric
Prehistoric
not reported
not reported
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Table 2.3. indicates that again, there has been no standardization of site typology
as labels reflect functional, structural, or topographical factors. In the absence of significant data to characterize a site according to its functional attributes, a typology of
three basic site types for this period has been proposed (Gardner 1980; Custer 1984):
(1) Macroband Base Camps—These sites exhibit a wide range of tool types and
cultural remains. The size and location of the sites indicate long-term occupation by a large group. Sites are most often located in areas offering maximum
availability to resources. Sites would contain large hearth areas, processing
areas, flaking stations, storage areas, and habitation areas.
(2) Microband Base Camps—These sites are smaller versions of macroband base
camps. Their size is linked to the carrying capacity of their environmental setting.
(3) Procurement Sites—These are sites characterized by fewer tool types and
limited cultural debris. These sites are associated with exploitation of a particular resource. Such sites may be hunting/fishing camps, nutting stations,
overnight camps, and various other limited activity areas.
The proposed locational model for this period is derived partially from the limited
survey data available for the James-York Peninsula as well as from outside information.
This combined data suggests that base camps, both large and small, were situated on
elevated landforms adjacent to a high productivity, riverine or estuarine setting. Procurement sites were most likely found along interior watercourses in areas varying from
small rises along streams to high hilltops.

SUB-THEME A: CERAMIC TECHNOLOGY AND ITS CULTURAL
IMPLICATIONS
The development of ceramic technology is a critical archaeological issue in the Middle
Atlantic Region (Wise 1975). The steatite bowl technology, generally associated with
the Savannah River phase, preceded the introduction of ceramics. The first
ceramic-making attempts, thought to be influenced by the earlier ceramic development
in the southeastern United States, copied existing stone bowls forms and even included
steatite particles as a tempering agent. Subsequent developments appear to be a result of
localized experiments before various standards were attained (Wise 1975; Gardner 1982).
A number of fragments of steatite bowls have been recovered from sites in the area
providing a baseline from which to view the local development of ceramic manufacture
and use. The earliest known ceramics for the areas include examples from the Marcey
Creek series and the Croaker Landing series. Marcey Creek appears to be an ubiquitous
indicator of Early Woodland occupation throughout most of the Middle Atlantic with a
beginning time period ranging from 1200 B.C. to 800 B.C. (Egloff and Potter 1982).
The local ceramic sequence for the James-York Peninsula proposed by Egloff and
Potter (1982) is based on a current understanding of ceramic types and their distribution. Future ceramic research is needed to refine temporal frameworks and cultural boundaries. Material science studies initiated by L. Daniel Mouer at Virginia Commonwealth
University attempt to analyze ceramics from Central Virginia in terms of their function,
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technology, and relationship to social and economic systems (Bronitsky 1982). Such
studies would provide a comparable data base if applied to the area’s ceramics.

SUB-THEME B: SEASONALITY OF FOOD RESOURCES,
SETTLEMENT PATTERNS, AND SOCIAL ORGANIZATION
During the period covered by the study unit, a number of sedentary societies evolved in
the Middle Atlantic region. Many of the environmental changes that occurred during
this period had important effects on cultural adaptations. The primary impetus behind
these developments was the intensive exploitation of spatially concentrated resources.
For the study area, marine resources appear to have had the potential to support a relatively stable population living in large base camps. Seasonal forays into interior zones
for hunting deer and turkey and gathering various foodstuffs were also part of the food
procurement system.
Various cultural phenomena, reflected archaeologically, correlate with the development of a focal economy in the Middle Atlantic. Population appears to grow rapidly.
New technologies develop, particularly those related to food storage systems as evidenced by the appearance of storage pits. An increase in the number and variety of
ground stone tools is noted. These patterns have been identified in local sites as well.
Productivity, population growth, and sedentism often coincide with the development of a highly complex social organization. An understanding of the process by which
this occurred locally is of crucial importance in light of the later development of the
Powhatan Chiefdom. Early ranked societies practicing burial ceremonialism appear in
the archaeological record of several complexes in Delaware dating to this period. That
such societies lived within the confines of the study area should be considered in analyzing population expansion, migrations, indigenous cultural developments, and external pressures.

SUB-THEME C: TRADE AND EXCHANGE; SOCIAL
INTERACTION ON A REGIONAL LEVEL
It is clear from the archaeological record that regional exchange systems are operating
at a formal level beginning initially with the Late Archaic/ Transitional period as steatite
(a non-local resource) appears in the Outer Coastal Plain. Evidence for exchange and
trade is central to understanding prehistoric patterns of intra-group and inter-group interaction. The flow of raw materials and finished products can be traced archaeologically,
indicating possible economic and social networks.
Projectile points of the period are common over a large area. For example, Bare
Island, Perkiomen, Piscataway, and Fox Creek points can be found in the Coastal Plain,
Piedmont, Delmarva Peninsula, and the Shenadoah River Drainage. The Middle Woodland is a time of cultural interaction within and outside of the Coastal Plain. The period
is also distinguished by sophisticated trade networks operating in coastal Delaware,
New Jersey, and Maryland. Exotic lithic materials and point types from these areas are
present to an unknown extent in local collections.
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Ceramics provide insight into localized patterns of cultural interaction. Egloff (n.d.:
12) has summarized the evidence and its interpretation as follows:
Divisions of ceramic distribution in the Coastal Plain by the beginning of the Middle Woodland period suggests an elaborate picture of spheres of cultural interaction. The Popes Creek
and Mockley Wares, rarely occurring in the Piedmont, predominated in the Coastal Plain
along and north of the James River, indicating that the Piedmont and Coastal cultural dichotomy described by Captain John Smith existed by the Middle Woodland period. Furthermore, the Prince George and Hercules wares suggest that cultural groups distinct from those
on the Piedmont and Estuarine Coastal Plain had developed within the Interior Coastal
Plain of central and southern Virginia by the Middle Woodland period.

SUMMARY
This study unit has been defined to include the period in which the most pronounced
cultural changes occurred in the area. New adaptations with an emphasis on the exploitation of riverine and estuarine resources appear. Lifeways are much more sedentary,
the local population increases, new storage technologies arise including the manufacture and use of ceramics, and social systems develop and expand as regional exchange
systems are established.
This period is the best represented in the area in terms of quality and quantity of
sites. Many sites have been located, primarily at the Phase I level of investigation. Although some large riverine sites have been plowed or lost to shoreline erosion, many
small procurement sites are potentially well preserved in interior locations which have
not been the focus of most research efforts. In spite of the relatively large amount of
data, however, more work is needed to define local chronologies.

STUDY UNIT III: OPERATING PLAN
Introductory Discussion
Significance of the Study Unit
The archaeological resources associated with the Late Archaic and Early and Middle
Woodland periods addressed in this study unit have high regional significance in the
context of Middle Atlantic research problem domains. While the general outline of this
period of Virginia’s prehistory is known, many significant questions concerning basic
artifact chronologies, settlement preferences, phase descriptions, resource distribution,
and social systems remain to be addressed. Since this period is well represented in other
physiographic provinces, the potential significance of the area’s archaeological remains
can only be assessed in light of specific regional and local research problems.
Many aspects of social and ecological research may be addressed by sites of this
period. Particularly important is the potential for understanding the focus of marine
exploitation, a subsistence pattern that continues into modern times. The local waters
have long provided a means of living for both prehistoric people and modern-day fishermen. The period is particularly important in viewing the developmental trends leading to the establishment of the Powhatan Chiefdom during the Late Woodland period.
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Summary of Property Types
Two broadly-defined functional site types have been identified for this period based on
a review of site forms and regional literature.
(1) Base Camps—These sites may have been occupied by large or small groups
depending on the resource carrying capacity of the area. Occupations were
probably long-term, although some sites may have been seasonally occupied.
These sites are characterized by diagnostic artifacts indicating multiple activities. Base camps are likely to be associated with riverine and estuarine settings.
These sites are generally disturbed by plowing and many have been lost to
coastal erosion. Exceptions are shell middens which have survived and subsurface features that lie beneath the plowzone. The vast majority of these sites
contain multiple components which may span several thousand years.
(2) Procurement Sites—These sites are characterized by individual artifact finds,
limited concentrations of artifacts, and small ceramic and/or lithic scatters. The
sites represent short term hunting, fishing, and/or gathering forays into interior
locations. Many of these sites contain ceramic scatters with little lithic material
present. The presence of these sites have gone unnoticed in the area until a
recent survey was conducted by the Office of Archaeological Excavation (Hunter
and Higgins 1985). They can be found along the margins of interior streams
and on hilltops adjacent to a water source. By virtue of their proximity to marginal areas, many of these sites have never been plowed and may be relatively
undisturbed. Intact hearths, storage pits, and other features have been identified on a number of sites on the Powhatan Creek and Long Hill Swamp drainages. Many of these are single component sites.

Character of Existing Data
The archaeological resources of this period are fairly well represented in the study area.
Preservation factors have substantially biased the representativeness of these resources.
Although several research-oriented excavations have been conducted, comparable survey level data is virtually non-existent. The majority of state site survey forms lack
information on environmental variables, cultural affiliation, and site condition. Although
most sites of this period contain diagnostic ceramics, site forms do not include consistent descriptions of these finds. In addition, there is a definite research and survey bias
towards large, easily observable riverine base camps (Hunter and Higgins 1985) as
most interior regions have not been the focus of archaeological surveys.

Criteria for Evaluation
In view of the potential most sites have for addressing significant research questions,
some practical limitations must be imposed on evaluation criteria. As there are many
archaeological sites of this period present in the study area, the primary consideration in
evaluating sites is representativeness. Given the variety and number of site types that
were present in the past and those that still survive, a site’s value may be judged based
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upon its representativeness as a particular site type. Unfortunately, before this criterion
can be applied, a complete inventory of sites must be made along with an estimation of
the sites that have been destroyed by natural or cultural processes.
In the absence of such an inventory, sites may be judged on a case by case basis
with evaluation criteria based on site integrity with special attention given to preserved faunal and floral deposits and/or other datable materials. Furthermore, sites
that have a single component are highly significant.

Present Condition of Property Types
Sites of this period are facing increasing pressure from both cultural and natural processes. Riverine sites are continually threatened by plowing, shoreline erosion, and
modern development. Interior sites, located on margins of streams, many of which may
be relatively undisturbed, are threatened by road construction, sewer installation, and
residential development.

Operating Plan—Goals and Priorities
Identification Goals
• Future research efforts should include a review of the existing survey-level collections and an analysis of the artifacts according to a typology sensitive to local and
regional artifact variation. Special attention should be paid to the local ceramic
sequence to identify previously unrecognized cultural phases and ethnic groups.
Site forms should be up-dated to include pertinent environmental variables.
• More systematic surveys of interior stream margins should take place in order to
better estimate the number and distribution of small but highly significant sites.
Important areas to survey would include the drainages of upper James City County
where little previous work has been done. Such a survey is very important in light
of the threat posed by residential housing development.
• An important area needing immediate survey is the York River shoreline. As most
of the property is under Federal control, special effort should be made to contact
the appropriate authorities for this inventory work.
• Any identification survey work should be undertaken with the intent to gain a
representative sample of site types in order to permit better management decisions
in light of current archaeological research issues. Sites containing deposits of
well-preserved faunal and floral remains should be accorded a very high significance level.

Evaluation Goals
• A complete inventory of existing site information is needed, including an examination of existing artifact collections in order to provide an estimate of the range
and distribution of property types. Sites that contain undisturbed deposits should
be preserved unless scientific study is warranted. Sites that are threatened by de76

velopment or natural processes should be investigated using the appropriate data
recovery methods.
• Crucial to the evaluation process is the refinement of local ceramic and point
typologies. These typologies are also critical for inter-regional comparisons. Special consideration should also be given to the analysis of other artifact classes as
well.

Registration Goals
• The current state of knowledge concerning the archaeological resources of this
period does not allow specific recommendations for sites to be made. If significant
sites are discovered, a case for nomination should be made. As an alternative to
single site nomination, specific archaeological areas, such as that identified in a
recent survey by Hunter and Higgins (1985) can be nominated as archaeological
districts.
• A specific example of an area eligible for nomination as an archaeological district
would be the entire Powhatan Creek drainage in James City County. This drainage
contains numerous prehistoric site dating to the Late Archaic and Woodland periods and provides an excellent example of a prehistoric settlement pattern. Furthermore, these sites appear to be relatively undisturbed and to contain intact archaeological features.
• Archaeological districts may also be proposed for a representative sample of major
drainages of the James-York Peninsula: perhaps three drainage systems each representing a tributary of the James and York Rivers, and the Chesapeake Bay. Accordingly, a district nomination could be made by James City County for a James
River drainage, another by York County for a York River drainage, and a third
possibly shared by the City of Poquoson and York County representing a Chesapeake Bay tributary.

Treatment Goals
• Preservation of the many small sites along the margins of interior streams is a
critical need. Such areas are usually damaged by housing projects and corresponding utility projects. Construction permits may be examined to evaluate the potential for such destruction on a project by project basis. Housing usually does not
occur directly on creek banks, although sewer lines, access roads, and other utility
lines are placed in these low-lying areas with the most damaging effect.
• Sites should be preserved in place for future study when feasible. At all costs, an
initial evaluation of threatened sites should be made and should include an evaluation of a site’s age, function, condition, and research potential.
• Data recovery efforts on sites threatened by destruction which can not be preserved should be guided by the research questions posed in this document. Particular attention should be paid to retrieving datable organic samples and information
pertaining to site structural characteristics.
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STUDY UNIT IV.
VILLAGE LIFE AND AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT
(A.D. 1000–A.D. 1560)
Major Theme: Growth of social complexity and shifts in subsistence and
settlement.
Sub-Themes: A. Late Woodland ceramic trends.
B. The role of the environment.
C. Cultural interaction across the Coastal Plain.
Significance: National

This study unit covers the traditionally defined Late Woodland Period beginning roughly
in A.D. 1000. Many important economic and social changes occurred during this period. The use of more permanent habitation sites and an increasing dependence upon
agricultural products that included beans, squash, maize, and other domesticates was
the culmination of the sedentary trends that began in the Late Archaic period. Although
wild plant gathering, hunting, and fishing continued to provide a major portion of the
diet, horticulture became increasingly important. The use of storage techniques and the
surplus of cultivated foods influenced settlement pattern, site location, and site structure. Tool kits and ceramics associated with the onset of village life exhibit patterns
suggesting interaction among various cultural groups of different physiographic provinces. The subsistence base, technology, and social and political systems that evolved
during this period were those eventually described by the earliest European explorers
and colonists.
The Late Woodland receives the most scholarly and popular attention of all prehistoric periods in the Coastal Plain. This is primarily due to the good ethnohistoric data
base provided by early written descriptions which depicted in great detail the fascinating culture of the Powhatan Chiefdom. The development of the Chiefdom is a major
research issues in the region, although its relation to the earliest cultural manifestations
of the Late Woodland is unclear.
Several local surveys have provided general information on the nature and distribution of Late Woodland sites within, and adjacent to, the study area. Some of the more
extensive of these surveys include The Chickahominy River Survey (Barka and McCary
1969), The York County Survey (Derry et al. n.d.), The New Quarter Park Survey (VRCA
1978), The Kingsmill Survey (Reinhart 1973), The Second Street Extension Project
(Hunter, Samford, and Brown 1984), Governor’s Land Survey (Reinhart and Sprinkle
n.d.), and the Route 199 Extension Survey (Hunter and Higgins 1985). Surveys of nearby
Newport News include that of Mulberry Island (Beaudry 1976), the Oakland Dairy
Property (Mullen, Geier, and McCartney 1980), and particularly important, a recent
cultural resource inventory study of Fort Eustis (Opperman 1984).
A number of sites containing evidence of Late Woodland occupation have been
tested and partially excavated. These include work done by Reinhart (1974, 1975a,
1975b, 1976, 1978, 1979) at College Creek, Powhatan Creek, and several sites at
Kingsmill, the VRCA’s excavation of the Croaker Landing Sites, 44JC70 (Egloff, Hodges,
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and McFaden n.d.), Colonial Williamsburg’s salvage excavation of a shell midden at
Carter’s Grove, and the testing of several sites in York County (McCary 1958, 1964;
Rountree 1967). A very important salvage excavation was recently conducted by James
Madison University’s personnel at the Skiffes Creek Sites (44NN7) on the Oakland
Dairy Tract in Newport News (Geier and Barber 1983).
Preliminary analysis of existing survey data and state site survey forms suggest
that Late Woodland resources are less well-represented than sites of other periods. A
summary of sites characterized specifically as Late Woodland sites is presented in Table
2.4.
Table 2.4. indicates that, as for previous cultural periods, there has been no standardization of a site typology as these terms reflect either functional, structural, and
topographical factors. In general, an intensive level of investigation is required to identify functional attributes of a site. In some cases, determination of a sites’s function may
not be possible at all. While acknowledging the limitations of existing data and the
problems of site identification, the following categorization of sites of the Late Woodland is proposed:
(1) Villages-Hamlets—As traditionally defined, village sites may or may not be
present until well into the Late Woodland period. Large sites in this period may
have continued to have had the appearance of Middle Woodland base camps.
These sites exhibit a wide range of tool types and cultural residues. The size
and location of the sites indicate long-term occupation by a large group. Sites
are most often located in areas offering access to agriculturally productive soil.
Sites of this period may also be internally dispersed consisting of several houses
and activity loci scattered over a large area. Palisaded sites, if they exist in the
area, would contain a discrete cluster of houses and related features. Ossuaries
and burials are usually associated with village sites.
(2) Procurement Sites—These are sites characterized by fewer tool types and
limited cultural debris. Locations of these sites are associated with the exploitation of a particular resource. Such sites may be hunting/fishing camps, nutting stations, overnight camps, or other limited activity sites.
The locational model for the period presented here is derived partially from the
limited survey data available for the area and from outside information. Our model
proposes that village sites and/or base camps are situated on elevated landforms adjacent to highly productive riverine or estuarine settings, on or near prime agricultural
soils. Seasonal procurement sites are most likely found along interior watercourses in
areas varying from small rises along streams to high hilltops.

SUB-THEME A: LATE WOODLAND CERAMIC TRENDS
Significant changes in ceramic trends that occurred almost uniformly throughout the
Middle Atlantic accompanied an increasing reliance on horticulture and a shift in settlement patterns. The ceramics of this period exhibit some technological similarities to
those of the shell-tempered Mockley Wares of the Middle Woodland Period. Notably,
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TABLE 2.4
STUDY UNIT IV. - KNOWN CULTURAL RESOURCES
Site No.

Site Type as Recorded

44 JC 19
44 JC 28
44 JC 51
44 JC 118
44 JC 119
44 JC 125
44 JC 131
44 JC 134
44 JC 137
44 JC 147
44 JC 363
44 JC 364
44 JC 373
44 JC 384
44 JC 386
44 YO 2
44 YO 11
44 YO 114
44 YO 156
44 YO 170
44 YO 181
44 YO 195
44 YO 199
44 YO 225
44 YO 237
44 YO 380
44 YO 381
44 YO 382
44 YO 383
44 YO 393

Archaic through Historic
not reported
Interior Exploitative Camp
Shell Midden
Ossuary
Indian
Prehistoric
Prehistoric
Multi-Component Camps
Prehistoric Camp
Limited Activity Site
Limited Activity Site
Limited Activity Site
Limited Activity Site
Complex Activity Site
Prehistoric-Possible Village Site
Underwater
Campsite
not reported
Indian Camps
Lithic Scatter
Multi-Component
Prehistoric Lithic and Ceramic Scatter
Woodland/Archaic Camp
Not Determined
Prehistoric
Prehistoric
Prehistoric
Prehistoric
Prehistoric

Late Woodland ceramics have increasingly complex surface decorations including incising, cord-wrapped stick impressions, and simple-stamping.
The predominant diagnostic ceramic types for the Late Woodland occur with the
introduction of the Townsend wares. This ware, which appears in Delaware and Maryland as well as in Virginia, is shell-tempered, fabric impressed, and often decorated with
incised cross-hatching, chevrons, and bands (Egloff and Potter 1982).
The Late Woodland period is a time of localization of pottery styles and types. For
example, shell-tempered Roanoke Ware occurs on the Estuarine Coastal Plain, while
Gaston Ware, a granule-tempered pottery, is found in the Interior Coastal Plain.
Simple-stamped decoration appears to have been most prevalent when the Europeans
arrived.
Preliminary analysis of the distribution of ceramic traits for Virginia’s Coastal Plain
has been completed (Egloff n.d., Egloff and Potter 1982) This framework should permit
the further identification, temporally and spatially, of local ethnic groups. Such infor81

mation can in turn be used to determine the continuity and development of local cultural
traditions, an important research topic with wider implications for the entire Coastal
Plain. At the time of contact, the Virginia Algonquians occupied an area of the Coastal
Plain, south of the Potomac River and north of the Dismal Swamp. Ceramic study provides one of the better archaeological tools for reconstructing the movements and distributions of various cultural groups. Of importance to the study area, Egloff finds that:
In the Late Woodland period, the lines of ceramic distribution are remarkably similar to those described for the Middle Woodland period. The Townsend Ware, more widespread than the earlier Mockley Ware, occurred rarely in the Interior Coastal Plain,
south of the James River. Significantly, the evolution of Mockley to Townsend was
rather uniform throughout the Circum- Chesapeake Bay region, suggesting interacting
groups possessing a common culture. As might be expected, the Interior Coastal Plain
contained its own unique array of ceramic traits demonstrating ceramic influences emanating from the Piedmont (Egloff n.d: 13).

SUB-THEME B: THE ROLE OF THE ENVIRONMENT
The general environmental and ecological character of the study area during this period
was essentially modern. However, specific information about climatic episodes and perturbations is lacking, making only general ecological statements possible at this time.
Much of the Peninsula lies in the area which Binford (1964) and Turner (1976)
have described as the Southeastern Pine Forest. In general the bulk of wildlife, vegetation, and higher quality soils lie within the upper regions of the Coastal Plain, near the
area of the salt water/fresh water transitional zone. The ethnohistorical literature indicates that the late 16th-century and early 17th-century native population was centered
in the Interior Coastal Plain where the most diverse natural resources could be found.
Whether this was also true during three centuries prior to contact is unclear.
Saltwater resources appear to have been the determining factor for the Woodland
habitation of the Peninsula. The exact distribution of such resources during the this
period is not known. It is apparent, however, that modern James River saltwater resources are lower on the Peninsula than those of the York. If such a condition existed in
prehistoric times, aboriginal populations would have been forced to settle at the lower
end of the James to exploit marine resources, or alternatively, to settle the York River
more intensively than the James.
The efforts of the Indians to increase their harvest of marine resources adversely
affected their ability to exploit wild mammals and edible plant resources. For example,
Turner (1976) has noted that deer population densities decrease as water salinity increases. Furthermore, Binford (1964) suggests that there were no plants present in these
saltwater areas that would have been suitable for human consumption. Thus dependence on saltwater resources resulted in a more limited diet, perhaps a less attractive
alternative to the majority of native groups who appear to have settled further up the
Peninsula, where there was access to a broader resource base.
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SUB-THEME C: CULTURAL INTERACTION ACROSS THE
COASTAL PLAIN
At the time of contact, Algonquin-speaking people of the Powhatan Chiefdom had established themselves throughout the Coastal Plain, although population densities were
centered in the upper Tidewater regions. The Piedmont was inhabited by the Monacan,
a Siouian-speaking people who were adversaries of the Powhatan. Additionally,
Iroquois-speaking people inhabited the southeastern part of Virginia, below the James
River (Turner 1976).
In general, the material culture of the Late Woodland period indicates an expanded
network of exchange and interaction with a significant portion of the Middle Atlantic
region. Not only do ceramics exhibit similar technological characteristics, throughout
the region; a variety of small, well-made projectile point types such as the Randolph,
Clarksville, Madison, and Peedee types appear not only in the Coastal Plain but are
common over a large area as well.
The archaeological identification of ethnic and cultural groups requires a full understanding of artifact variability and distribution. The external flow of technological
innovations and the internal rate of stylistic development are just few of the factors
affecting the archaeological record. Many of the social and political factors leading to
the development of the Powhatan Chiefdom can be studied in the area by relying upon
ethnographic literature, ecological and social models of change, and the fragile archaeological record.

STUDY UNIT IV: OPERATING PLAN
Introductory Discussion
Significance of the Study Unit
The archaeological resources of this period must be viewed as particularly significant in
light of the current anthropological and archaeological interest in the rise of complex
political systems and the introduction of domestic plant cultivation. The later ethnohistoric
accounts have generated many research questions concerning the Late Woodland period of national, regional, and local importance. These include the identification of ethnic groups, and the understanding of interrelationships between ecological settings and
group diversity. A particularly significant research area is the study of the development
of the Powhatan Chiefdom.

Summary of Property Types
Two generalized site types have been identified for this period based on a review of site
forms and regional literature.
(1) Village-Hamlet—These sites, as traditionally defined, may not be present in
the study area until well into the Late Woodland period. Settlements were probably long-term though some sites may have been seasonally occupied. Late
Woodland sites are characterized by artifacts indicating the presence of mul83

tiple activities. Diagnostic house remains, individual burials, ossuaries, storage pits, and possibly palisades are indicative of Late Woodland occupation.
Sites that are not palisaded may consist of the remains of several dwellings
scattered over a wide area. These Woodland period features have been generally disturbed by plowing in the study area and many have been lost to coastal
erosion. Exceptions are shell middens that are associated with this period and
subsurface features that lie beneath the plowzone. The vast majority of these
sites have multiple components which may span several thousand years, making
absolute identification of the Late Woodland components difficult.
(2) Procurement Sites—These sites are characterized by individual artifact finds,
limited concentrations of artifacts, and small ceramic and/or lithic scatters. The
sites represent short-term hunting, fishing, and gathering forays into the interior locations. Many of these sites contain ceramic scatters with little lithic
material present. Until recently, the presence of these resources was unrecognized in the area (Hunter and Higgins 1985). Sites are found along the margins
of interior streams and on hilltops adjacent to a water source. By virtue of their
proximity to marginal areas, many of these sites have never been plowed and
may be relatively undisturbed. Interior sites may include undisturbed features
such as hearths, storage pits, and the remains of temporary shelters. Some sites
may contain only a single component as well.

Character of Existing Data
The cultural developments in this period and in the subsequent Protohistoric period
have received the greatest attention from scholars because of the rich ethnohistorical
sources for the Virginia Algonquins. However, only cursory archaeological study of
Late Woodland sites has been attempted. This lack of archaeological research can be
attributed to the low visibility of archaeological remains, a lack of excavated data within
the study area and the fact that many areas potentially containing important Late Woodland resources are part of restricted military installations.
The archaeological resources of the Late Woodland period are poorly represented
in the study area. Many sites have been identified only by the presence of a few diagnostic Townsend and/or Rappahannock series ceramics within larger sites primarily
attributed to earlier periods. Survey data is virtually non-existent. The majority of state
site survey forms for this period lack information on environmental variables, cultural
affiliations, and site condition. Many sites have been characterized as Woodland without specific reference to this late cultural phase. Previous archaeological collections
probably contain diagnostic ceramics; however, most site forms do not include consistent descriptions of these finds.

Criteria for Evaluation
In view of the limited understanding of Late Woodland site locations, almost any resource that could be accurately dated would have potential for addressing significant
research questions. As there are few identified archaeological sites of this period present
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in the study area, all sites should be considered unique resources until further inventory
work is completed.
In the absence of an inventory, sites may be judged on a case by case basis with
evaluation criteria based on site integrity. Special attention should be given to structural
evidence, human remains, preserved faunal and floral deposits, and/or the presence of
datable materials. Furthermore, sites that have a single component or a series of discrete
components should be considered highly significant.

Present Condition of Property Types
Sites of this period are increasingly threatened by cultural and natural processes. Woodland period sites are particularly vulnerable to even minimal ground disturbance activities. Riverine sites are threatened by continued plowing, shoreline erosion, and modern
development. Interior sites, located on the margins of streams, are threatened by road
construction, sewer installation, and residential development.

Operating Plan—Goals and Priorities
Identification Goals
• A first priority for future identification efforts should be a review of the existing
survey-level collections and an analysis of the artifacts using a typology sensitive
to regional and local stylistic and technological variation.
• State site forms should be updated to include pertinent environmental variables
with a special focus on defining Late Woodland settlement preferences.
• More systematic surveys of interior stream margins should take place in order to
better estimate the number and distribution of small but highly significant sites.
This research should provide an excellent data base for synthetic studies and should
further refine evaluation criteria.

Evaluation Goals
• All identified sites should be evaluated in light of their potential to provide information on site structure and function, locational preferences, subsistence, and ecological and social processes.

Registration Goals
• An effort should be made to nominate Late Woodland village and hamlet sites to
the National Register of Historic Places if sufficient data are present. One such
site, identified as the location of Chiskiack (44YO2), a known contact period village containing components from the Woodland period is a prime candidate for
National Register nomination. Other significant village sites may yet be identified
along the Chickahominy and York Rivers.
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• Late Woodland interior sites would be included in the recommended archaeological districts proposed under the registration goals for Study Unit III.

Treatment Goals
• Late Woodland sites that contain undisturbed deposits should be preserved at all
costs until scientific study is warranted. Sites that are threatened by development
or natural processes should be investigated with the appropriate data recovery
methods.
• Specific preservation measures should be enacted to protect the many small sites
along the margins of interior streams. Such areas are usually damaged by housing
projects and corresponding utility projects. Construction permits may be examined to evaluate the potential for such destruction on a project by project basis.
Sensitive areas include a minimum of a 150’ corridor on either side of all area
watercourses.
• Data recovery methods on sites threatened by destruction should be guided by a
research design formulated to address the archaeological concerns posed in this
study unit. Sites containing human remains should receive legal and scientific scrutiny.
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Section 3.
Native American Study Units
(Study Units V–VIII)

INTRODUCTION TO THE NATIVE AMERICAN STUDY
UNITS (STUDY UNITS V-VIII)

L

ong resident along the drainages of the York and the James Rivers were a num
ber of native groups known collectively at the time of European contact as the
Powhatan. These natives were speakers of an eastern Algonquian language, and
over the centuries had developed a highly complex political and social adaptation to the
rich local environment of the Tidewater. The coming of the English explorers and settlers in the late 16th and early 17th centuries caused change and conflict in Powhatan
society, which along with disease and warfare led ultimately to the removal of most of
the native population to areas west of the Chickahominy River by the late 17th century.
Yet Native Americans have contributed significantly to the history of the Tidewater
during all periods of its history. Natives acted as servants, messengers, military scouts
and guides, laborers, and suppliers of game and wild foods, while the Indian settlements
served as a buffer against hostile tribes to the west. The fields the natives had cultivated
were highly valued as farmlands by the Europeans that settled their land. Native crops,
herbal remedies, and customs of land-use were adopted by Tidewater settlers as
well. Today the Native American heritage of eastern Virginia is being rediscovered by
museum visitors who are interested in the early history of the Indians and amazed to
hear that they still survive in significant numbers not far from their original
homeland. Native American past and present are important to the Tidewater heritage,
and deserve further study.
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STUDY UNIT V.
THE PROTOHISTORIC PERIOD
(A.D. 1560–A.D. 1607)
Major Theme: The climax of Powhatan social and political development.
Sub-Themes: A. The rise of the Powhatan chiefdom.
B. Maturation of the mixed hunting, fishing, and agricultural
economy.
C. Early relations with Europeans.
Significance: National

During the Protohistoric period, the natives of the lower James and York River drainages were speakers of one or more dialects or languages of the eastern branch of the
Algonquian language family, languages which probably became extinct by the mid-19th
century. Their languages have been grouped under the label Virginia Algonquian (Feest
1978: 253), or Powhatan (Siebert 1975). The Virginia Algonquians occupied an area
extending north to the Potamac River, west to the Fall Line, and south to the Dismal
Swamp and the Chowan River (see Map 3.1). To the west lived Siouan speakers, and to
the south, Iroquoian groups, notably the Meherrin, Tuscarora, and Nottaway (Boyce
1978: 282).
Recognizing that most coastal Native American cultures described by even the
earliest observers were cultures already deeply impacted by peripheral contact with
Europeans (Wolf 1982) an attempt will be made to describe Virginia Algonquian society and material culture as it appeared to early explorers and settlers, in order to reconstruct a “base-line” culture (Snow 1980), which in turn will be used to study the immediate pre-contact period, and the later 17th- and 18th-century history of the Virginia
Algonquians.
At the time of English settlement at Jamestown in 1607, the Virginia Algonquians
occupying the Virginia Coastal Plain, including the James and York Rivers and their
tributaries (with the exception of the Chickahominy), were members of a centralized
chiefdom governed by a paramount leader known as Powhatan (Strachey 1612; Smith
1612, 1624). At least thirty-two named groups were said to owe allegiance to Powhatan,
some of whom he inherited, others acquired by conquest. The approximate locations of
each of these groups, henceforth referred to, for lack of a better term, as petty chiefdoms,
are noted on Map 3.1. Each group was ruled by a chief or weroance, who inherited his
or her position and maintained it through skill and influence.
Within each petty chiefdom, households ranged from six to twenty individuals,
presumably related, although the specific form of Powhatan kinship organization is not
well known. Siebert has argued, based on fragmentary linguistic information, that the
Powhatan recognized bilateral kin affiliation, and, like many Algonquian-speaking
people, classificatory, generational, and affinal categories. Siebert also argues that
Powhatan terminology closely resembled that of the Delaware, who were matrilineal
during the historic period (1975). Some evidence suggests that inheritance of political
office was through the female line. Smith noted:
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[Powhatan’s] kingdomes descend not to his sonnes nor children, but first to his brethren,
… and after their decease to his sisters. First to the eldest sister, then to the rest, and after
them to the heires male or female of the eldest sister, but never to the heires of the males
(Smith 1624: 38).

Speck (1928) also argued for matrilineality among the historic Powhatan. At the
same time, property of the deceased passed through the male line.
Powhatan society, as described in 17th-century sources, was organized into hierarchical social strata based on accumulation of wealth and membership within privileged lineages. One could acquire status and wealth through valor in war, and through
one’s own efforts, but the existing higher status families maintained relative social stability through exacting large percentages of each member’s possessions and goods in
tribute, and by controlling the labor of the “common people.” Members of privileged
lineages monopolized certain trade goods and routes as well.
Each group was ruled by the chief or weowance, who was in turn advised by
individuals known as cockaruses or cronoccoes. Each petty chiefdom supported one or
more priests or curers, known as quiyoughcosuck, who enjoyed high status along with
the chiefs and their advisors, but who lived apart from the villages, and were feared and
avoided by the common people.
During the early contact period, the paramount chief Powhatan held great power
over all the petty chiefs, who owed him tribute, and were subject to his command. The
powers of the chiefs within each smaller chiefdom were more circumscribed. As Smith
said, “this word Werowance, which we call and construe for a King, is a common word,
whereby they call all commanders” (1624: 38).
Although the Powhatan, like many coastal Algonquian-speaking peoples, derived
a large percentage of their food supply from horticulture, they also relied heavily on
game, fish and shellfish, as well as on non-domesticated plant foods. Subsistence practices were seasonal, beginning with a communal deer-drive in winter, where up to 300
people cooperated in hunting and processing large numbers of animals at upriver hunting grounds. In the spring, crops, especially of corn, were planted in fields surrounding
each village, which were cleared by the men, using slash-and-burn techniques. Fish and
shellfish were collected and dried in the summer, as were nuts, roots and acorns.
Work and status were determined by birth, sex, and place within the life cycle.
Each child was named after birth, and received additional names at critical stages in its
life, such as puberty, marriage, or ascent to office. Puberty among male children was
marked by a ceremony known as huskanaw. Some boys were chosen by the priests to
apprentice as curers, these endured a gruelling period of fasting, purging, and isolation
before entering their training.
Before marriage, the groom was required to pay a bride-price to a woman’s parents, and after, the bride took up residence with her husband. Polygyny was common
among the upper class, who could support multiple wives. Marriage was one mechanism used to cement alliances between groups, as well as to consolidate power in the
upper class.
Music, dance, games of chance, and athletic competitions formed the bulk of entertainment for the Powhatan. Oration and story-telling were also enjoyed, and skill at
narration was greatly admired.
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Dominating the everyday thoughts and actions of the Powhatan was their belief in
Oke or Okewis, a powerful and punishing god, whose image was maintained by the
quiyoughcosough in temples, and carried into battle. Oke was capable of appearing to
the Indians in the shape of a man, and it was believed that dead priests continued to live
as Oke. Belief in this frightful god was counterbalanced by the worship of Ahone, a
benevolent god, to whom, however, no offerings were made.
Individual worship of the Oke, and of the manitou, or “persons other than human” (Tooker 1979: 38) which populated the Powhatan cosmology, consisted of offerings in the shape of beads, tobacco, and paint. Formal worship was the responsibility of
the priests, who maintained the temples, and organized and celebrated the seasonal ceremonial round, using for this purpose a specialized language.
It was the from the power of the dieties which the priests served that they derived
their skills as conjurers and healers. The Powhatan placed great emphasis on the meanings of signs and symbols, interpreted by the quiyoughcosough, and allowed their actions to be guided by the priests’ interpretations of omens. Similarly, the priests were
thought to have the assistance of “familiars” or spirits, when drawing the illness from a
patient’s body.
Spanish maps dating to the 1520s indicate knowledge of the Chesapeake Bay, which
may have been visited during that decade by ships sailing for England as well (see
Study Unit IX). Strong evidence also suggests that French trading vessels regularly
visited the Chesapeake in search of deerskins as early as 1546 (Quinn 1977: 189-191).
Between 1530 and 1570, at least six exploration parties recorded stops in the region,
and there were undoubtedly many unrecorded visits as well. One such expedition, led
by the Spaniard Pedro Menendez de Aviles, visited the James river in 1561, and captured a young native for future use as an interpreter and guide. Baptized Don Luis de
Velasco, the youth was educated by Spanish Jesuits in Spain and Cuba, and remained
with the Spanish until 1570. In that year Don Luis led a small group of missionaries to
a site on the southern bank of the York River (perhaps near the mouth of Queen’s Creek)
where they established a mission. Don Luis soon abandoned the missionaries, and later
led an attack on the mission in which all the Jesuits were killed, and a young Spanish
acolyte taken prisoner.
Vincente Gonzalez, and later, Menendez de Aviles returned to the site of the mission two years to avenge the slayings, and killed and captured several natives. They
negotiated the return of the boy, on the strength of this skirmish, but did not reestablish
the mission.
In 1584, the Roanoke colonists of northern North Carolina engaged in a brief
skirmish with the Powhatan, and the next year, a small group of English settled briefly
with the Chesapeakes, although they encountered few other natives while there (Feest
1978: 254). The Spanish returned in 1588 in search of the Roanoke colony. Based on
surviving Indian traditions recorded in the 17th century, most early contact with Europeans, although brief, was hostile (Barbour 1969: 1).
It was during the last decades of the 16th century that the Powhatan chiefdom was
consolidated. Between 1572 and 1597 Powhatan (who may have been related to Don
Luis), inherited the territories of the lower York River, including that of the Pamunkey,
Youghtanund, Mattaponi, Kiskiack, Werowocomoco, Powhatan, Arrohateck,
Appamatuck, and Orapaks. By 1607, Powhatan had gained control over the majority of
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the Virginia Peninsula tribes, with the exception of the Chickahominy (see Plates 3.1
and 3.2).
Physically, the Powhatan chiefdom was laid out linearly along the major river
drainages of the Virginia Coastal Plain, and along their tributaries (Plate 3.2). Each
petty chiefdom occupied one or more village-hamlet continually (Binford 1964), and
each supported at least one “king’s house” where the werowance lived, and stored his
wealth. Each string of villages or hamlets consisted of up to 100 houses, although most
were smaller. No contemporary sources describe palisaded villages for the Lower Tidewater, although they were reported closer to the Fall Line.
Strachey described the Powhatan settlement pattern as follows:
Theire habitations or Townes, are for the most parte by the Rivers, or not distant from fresh
Springs comonly upon the Rice of a hill, that they maie overlooke the River and take every
smale thing into view which sturrs upon the same, their houses are not manie in one towne,
and those that are stand dissite and scattered, without forme of a street, far and wide asunder
(1612: 78).

Native houses were rectangular in floor plan, framed with arched saplings, and
covered with bark or reed mats. Doors, located at each end, were removable mats, and
hearths were located under a central smoke-hole. The houses measured between 25 and
50 feet long. Raised, mat-covered platforms built along the perimeter of the houses
served as beds and seating. Strachey found between six and twenty individuals living in
each house (Strachey 1612: 79). The dwellings of the werowance were similar to those
of their subjects, although larger.
Other structures associated with the village were drying racks located outside each
house, and a number of different types of storage pits and shelters. Sweat lodges were
located near the stream or river. Each werowance also kept a “treasure house” for the
safe-keeping of grains, furs, shells and beads, and other goods received through tribute
payment. These storage buildings were maintained by the priests. Some villages had
temples, where religious ceremonies were performed, and where the bodies of the chiefs
were preserved. Council houses were found in some villages as well. Temporary structures, such as hunting shelters, were erected at the hunting grounds, away from the
villages.
Tools and implements were manufactured from a variety of natural substances,
notably stone, bone,and wood. Coiled pots of fired, but unglazed clay, and baskets were
manufactured by the women, and used for cooking and storage.
Smith observed that the Powhatan did much of their fishing from boats, which
they made from hollowed out tree trunks. He saw some vessels that were forty or fifty
feet long, and were capable of carrying forty men, but recorded that most were smaller
(Smith 1624: 32). Nets, hooks, spears, as well as weirs, were employed for fishing, and
fish were dried on scaffolding erected near each dwelling.
Trade was conducted to far-flung regions, in search of exotic goods such as copper, carved shell pendants, and lithic materials (Willoughby 1907: 73). European goods
may have reached the Powhatan along the same trade routes, north from the
Susquehannocks, (Smith 1612 :60), and perhaps south from the Spanish and from Southeastern tribes. In 1610, an English observer claimed that one of Powhatan’s storehouses
held 4000 deerskins, although at that time local trade was only in foodstuffs (Theobald

101

Plate 3.1. John Smith’s Map of Virginia, 1612.

Plate 3.2. Close-Up of John Smith’s Map of Virginia, 1612.
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1980: 7). These skins were arguably used in trade with French contacts to the north,
established before the settlement of Jamestown (Theobald 1980).
The Powhatan’s principal ornamentation was body paint, tattooing, and great variety in hairstyle, all of which are known only through written descriptions and a few
surviving illustrations of 17th-century Powhatan. The Powhatan adorned themselves
with jewelry as well. During the period of Smith‘s visits to Virginia, Powhatan women
pierced their ears with several holes, from which they hung “chaines, bracelets, or copper” (Smith 1624: 30). Some men wore breast plates of beaten copper, and later, of
brass. Clothing was decorated with beads of metal and shell, and feathers, as well as
painted decoration. The skins and heads of animals and birds,human war trophies, even
live snakes, were worn by the Powhatan (Smith 1624), although the latter may have had
religious significance not noted by contemporary observers.
Information about the physical remains of late prehistoric and protohistoric period
occupation within the study area is distressingly scarce. Only three sites (YO2, JC119,
and JC41) dating to this period has been recorded on state survey forms. Several others
were located during the Chickahominy River survey conducted by Norman Barka and
Ben McCary in 1969, but these have been only cursorily reported (Barka and McCary
1969, McCary and Barka 1977), and the collections have not been adequately analyzed.
Table 3.1 summarizes the known Protohistoric sites within the study unit. While a number of Late Woodland period sites have been tested within the study area (see Study
Unit IV), these have not been sufficiently tightly dated, and their value in illuminating
Protohistoric period culture change is as yet not fully realized. Surveys conducted by
Binford (1964) and Turner (1976) located a number of sites thought to date from the late
Woodland and Protohistoric periods, but none have been fully excavated.
Primary sources associated with the Protohistoric and early contact period for the
Powhatan are especially rich. Fascinating accounts of Powhatan culture were written by
a number of early explorers, the best of which are those by Smith (1612, 1624) and
Strachey (1612). Vocabularies collected by both these men, and place-names recorded
by several early cartographers provide information about Powhatan language. A series
of drawings of nearby natives of what is now North Carolina by John White of the
English Roanoke colony allow additional insight into the customs and appearance of
the Virginia Algonquians. Documents associated with the discovery and exploration of
Virginia by Europeans are described in great detail by David Quinn (1977 and elsewhere) while sources pertinent to the ethnography of the Virginia Algonquins are discussed by Feest (1978), Turner (1976), and others.
The nature and distribution of sites dating to the Protohistoric period in Virginia
have been the focus of research of great significance to the development of American
academic archaeology. Influenced by Taylor’s 1948 critique of archaeology, as well as
by the Anthropology faculty at the University of Michigan, Lewis Binford used archaeological and ethnohistorical material on the Powhatan and Virginia Iroquoian tribes
to develop what was to become the classic approach of the New Archaeology. Binford
outlined a hypothetico-deductive model, based on an understanding of cultural process,
especially as it was affected by ecological adaptation, to explain the development of a
particular social system, in this case, the Powhatan chiefdom (1964). He then tested his
hypothesis using the documentary data and limited archaeological testing.
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Binford hypothesized that complex socio-political systems develop in areas of highest resource variability. Using species lists and other ecological data, Binford located
such areas of variability in the York and James river drainages, the heart of the Powhatan
chiefdom. Binford’s work, while innovative in the use of detailed ecological data, and
in methodology, is weakened by lack of archaeological survey, testing, and most importantly, detailed excavation of any well-dated Protohistoric site within the Powhatan area.
In a recent treatment of the development of the Powhatan chiefdom, Randolph
Turner (1976, 1982b, and elsewhere) argues strongly that increased population densities and stress on resources led to a reorganization of social relations among the Powhatan,
resulting in the rise of the Powhatan chiefdom. While Mouer (1981) agrees that population stress and resource variability played an important role in the development of late
Woodland and Protohistoric Powhatan society, he is less sanguine in attributing its culmination in the Powhatan chiefdom to purely pre-contact phenomena (1981: 17). Turner
suggests that although several contacts between the Powhatan and Europeans of various
nationalities beginning by at least 1525 have been recorded, these had negligible effects
on Indian life (1982: 23)
Evidence used to support Turner’s argument (and similar arguments by Binford
[1964]) consists mainly of data on distributions of Late Woodland sites, early descriptions of Powhatan settlements and population figures, and detailed analysis of modern
environmental surveys of the James and York drainages. These data clearly indicate a
confluence of population in just those areas where the Powhatan chiefdom was centered. Hierarchical site distribution reflects relatively well established stratified political organization as well. At issue seems to be the development of the conquest “chiefdom”
of Powhatan himself, and whether it was the result, as was true for several other coastal
cultures, of the extraordinary changes set in motion by contact, both direct and indirect,
with Europeans (Wolf 1982).
While both Binford and Turner have emphasized the political organization of the
Powhatan, and the way in which it was affected by subsistence and settlement pattern,
little has been written concerning Powhatan social organization, and especially the roles
of various members of individual petty chiefdoms (but see Rountree n.d.). Additionally,
little has been published on inter-ethnic relations within the chiefdom (but see Mouer
1985). Very few sites of the Protohistoric period have been fully excavated within the
study area, and none have been studied to determine intra-site layout, size, length of
occupation, and other aspects of spatial organization. Given the importance of subsistence data to arguments concerning political development, very little information has
been gathered concerning diet, climate, seasonality, etc., from archaeological deposits
of the period.
The nature of early native interaction with Europeans and the date at which it
began to have serious impact on native culture are crucial questions which have received little rigorous attention. Historical sources suggest contact with some exploring
parties and fishing expeditions as early as 1546, yet no evidence has yet been recovered
archaeologically which documents contact before 1607. Whether this reflects the relative isolation of the Powhatan from European influence before the founding of Jamestown
or the paucity of data is unclear.
In short, given the relative richness of the documentary record for Protohistoric
period in the study area, and the national significance of the period both in terms of
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native american and colonial history, a number of areas of research are as yet unexplored.

SUB-THEME A: THE CLIMAX OF THE POWHATAN CHIEFDOM
While the exact nature of the development of the Powhatan chiefdom remains a fruitful
subject of debate among scholars working in the Virginia Tidewater, most would agree
that the period between 1560 and 1607 saw the climax of that chiefdom, described by
Feest as a “small-scale monarchy” (1978: 261). Crucial to an understanding of this
period is knowledge of native settlement pattern, diet, subsistence, and the nature and
distribution of various plant and animal species. Also important is information about
the nature and extent of contact between European explorers and traders in the decades
preceding the settlement of Jamestown.
Based on knowledge of Powhatan material culture described in early contact reports and on archaeological data, several property types can be defined for this sub-theme.
Each of these might contain information necessary to an understanding of the Powhatan
chiefdom, and of the everyday life of the Virginia Algonquians.
(1) Village-Hamlet. The villages of each tribe consisted of many dwellings, and
the largest or principle village also contained a “king’s house” more elaborate
than the houses of the common people, a “council house” and possibly a storehouse, where the werowances kept their wealth. Some of the native villages
were surrounded by palisades, although none have been located within the
study area. Sites of this type reported for the study area include those identified
by Ben McCary and Norman Barka (Barka and McCary 1969; McCary and
Barka 1977), and McCary (1958) along the eastern bank of the Chickahominy,
and at Chiskiack.
(2) Temples. According to Strachey, the temple, located outside the village, and
maintained by the quiyoughcosough, was generally l00 × 20 feet in dimension, and built so the door faced east. A partition at the western end enclosed
the platform where the defleshed bones of deceased werowances were laid. A
fire was maintained continuously at the eastern end (1612: 88-89). No sites of
this type have been reported for the study area.
(3) Ossuaries. The bodies of some of the deceased, possibly those of the “common
people” were placed in ossuaries, along with grave goods meant to accompany
them to the next life. Of these ossuaries Smith said,”they digge a deep hole in
the earth… and the corpses being lapped in skins and mats with their jewels,
they lay them upon sticks in the ground, and so cover them with earth “ (1642:
75). Sites of this type in the study area include JC199 and another less-well
documented site at Governor’s Land.

SUB-THEME B: THE MATURATION OF A MIXED HUNTING,
FISHING AND AGRICULTURAL ECONOMY
Most scholars agree that the development of the Powhatan chiefdom was directly related to changes in subsistence and settlement pattern among the Virginia Algonquians
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beginning at least by the 16th century. While horticulture, introduced some centuries
before, was important to all Native American groups in the region, hunting and fishing
remained significant subsistence activities, particularly on the James-York Peninsula.
Property types which could be used to address the topic of native subsistence include:
(1) Campsite. Several early observers described the Powhatan seasonal subsistence round, noting that the Indian men journeyed away from the village to
hunt, and the women to fish. Trade and diplomatic missions were common,
many involving overnight journeys. These and other activities necessitated the
establishment of temporary campsites.
(2) Single-dwelling site. Powhatan settlement pattern, described as a village-hamlet
continuum, ranged from large groupings of dwellings, to single dwelling sites,
generally arranged linearly along the banks of major rivers and their tributaries. Each of these single-dwelling sites would have contained, in addition to
the rectangular dwelling itself, a number of storage pits, drying racks, and small
garden plots. As noted above, the quiyoughcosough lived apart from the villages, in dwellings that may also have been the “temples” for the dead (Strachey
l612: 94-95). These isolated dwellings would not have gardens associated with
them, as the quiyoughcosough were supported entirely by the labor of others.
In addition to these would be (3) village-hamlet sites, and (4) ossuaries, described
above. Ossuaries, in particular, can potentially provide information concerning diet,
health, and population structure, all of which can be determined from analysis of human
skeletal remains.

SUB-THEME C: EARLY INTERACTION WITH EUROPEANS
Recent scholarship on the contact period in Eastern North America argues for the
re-evaluation of the effects of contact with Europeans on various Native American groups
(i.e., Wolf 1982). Subsistence practices, political organization, and other aspects of native life described in early sources, and until recently regarded by many as representative of the pre-contact period, are now being shown to be in some cases the “artifacts”
of contact. Whether the development of the Powhatan chiefdom itself was influenced
by incipient contact with European traders and explorers is a matter of recent debate.
Property types associated with the period 1560-1607 can potentially shed light on the
development of the chiefdom, a topic of great theoretical and local scholarly interest.
Such property types might include:
(1) Single find sites. Even a single datable 16th-century European artifact from an
undisturbed context would increase our knowledge about the dates and extent of early
contact between natives and Europeans.
Additional sites where such contact could be evaluated would be (2) ossuaries
where trade goods might be buried, and where the osteological remains might provide
some information concerning the physical effects of disease, warfare, and changes in
diet as a result of contact; (3) campsites; (4) single-dwelling sites; and (5) village sites,
where datable European artifacts might be found.
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TABLE 3.1
STUDY UNITS V-VIII: KNOWN CULTURAL RESOURCES**
Site
No.

Name

JAMES CITY COUNTY:
JC 40
Burwell’s Landing
JC 119
Carter’s Grove
U-135*
Webber Liggan Walls
(Appocant?)
U-136* Diascund Creek Site
(Askakep?)
U-137* Chickahominy Haven Site
(Werawahon?)
U-138* Head of Hog Neck Creek
(Ozencik?)
U-139*
E.J. Hofmeyer Site
U-140*
Richmond Farm Site
(Moysonec?)
U-141* Brick Yard, Sims Marina
(Oranieck?)
YORK COUNTY:
YO 2
Indian Fields (Chiskiack)
CITY OF WILLIAMSBURG:
CW-16C* Brafferton Hall

Res.
Type

Level
Invest Quad Function

Condition

AS
AS
AS

III
II
I

09
09
01

Plantation?
Ossuary
Village

Excavated
P.destroyed
Unknown

AS

I

01

Village

Unknown

AS

I

04

Village

Unknown

AS

I

05

Village

Unknown

AS
AS

I
I

05
01

Village
Village

Unknown
Unknown

AS

I

04

Village

Unknown

AS

I?

07

Village?

Unknown

SB

III

06

School

P.exc./rest.

* Not shown on Map 3.1.
** For explanation of codes and symbols, see Section 7 (Volume 3).

The original distribution of Protohistoric sites within the study area is difficult to
determine. Cartographic evidence suggests that the highest density of sites of this period were located along the eastern bank of the Chickahominy, location of the Appocan,
Askakep, Werawahon, Ozenick, Moysenec, and Oranieck villages; the southern bank
of the York River, near present-day Yorktown; and possibly the banks of the James
River, near Jamestown. Although no villages were noted on early maps between
Chiskiack and the mouth of the York, and along stretches of the James to the east of
Jamestown Island, it seems likely that native habitations existed there as well. Population figures for these villages in 1608 indicate the presence of relatively dense occupation along the rivers and their tributaries, but give little information about occupation of
the interior region. Whether this pattern reflects the lack of mobility of early explorers,
or actual aboriginal settlement pattern is unknown, as most modern surveys of the study
region have concentrated on the river drainages as well. Table 3.1 summarizes known
sites for the study region which may date to the Protohistoric period, while Plates 3.1
and 3.2 illustrate their distribution. Only a miniscule percentage of the probable original number of sites dating to the Protohistoric period has been identified, and none have
been fully excavated. Information about the state of preservation about those which
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Map 3.2. Study Units V-VII: Known Resource Distribution.

have been identified is unavailable. Known sites associated with this study unit are
located on Map 3.2.

STUDY UNIT V: OPERATING PLAN
Introductory Discussion
Significance of the Study Unit
National. The Lower Tidewater represents one of the few regions in the United States
where late 16th- and early 17th-century interaction between early English settlers and
Native Americans can be studied archaeologically. The high density of native population in the region, and the early date of permanent European settlement make this the
earliest region to witness sustained Indian-White interaction outside of the sphere of
Spanish influence. The experience gained by both groups in this early period of interaction was in turn influential in guiding Indian-White interaction in other parts of the New
World.
The Lower Tidewater was also the seat of the Powhatan chiefdom, one of the most
complex and well-documented among eastern Algonquian groups. As the first to en-
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counter the Europeans on the Atlantic coast, many Algonquian-speaking groups were
dispersed or destroyed through disease and warfare before anything could be recorded
about their language and culture. In many areas, sites occupied by Protohistoric
Algonquian groups have since been destroyed by later development, shore erosion, and
looting. As a result, in spite of a relatively large corpus of 17th-century documentary
material describing some Atlantic coastal groups, very little is known about the substance of every-day native life, and about the changes native cultures underwent on the
eve of European contact.

Summary of Property Types
Property types characteristic of this period can be summarized as follows:
(1) Village sites. These include “principal villages” where the petty chiefs of each
district resided and kept their storehouses, and other multiple-dwelling sites
ranging in size from a few houses to twenty or thirty dwellings and public
buildings.
(2) Single-dwelling sites. Early descriptions of Powhatan settlement pattern note
that dwellings were occasionally dispersed linearly along river drainages, and
that individual families sometimes lived in isolated encampments, surrounded
by their fields.
(3) Temporary campsites. These include those sites which reflect temporary use
by one or a few individuals. Sites of this type might include hunting or fishing
stations, overnight camps, etc.
(4) Single-function sites and features. These sites are generally
resource-procurement sites such as quarries, weirs, and tool-manufacturing sites.
(5) Temples and priests’ houses. Powhatan priests, known as quiyoughcosough,
lived in isolated dwellings which may have been part of, or separate from but
nearby the temples they maintained. Priests’ houses have not been described in
detail, and their distinctive qualities are unknown. It is likely, however, that the
priests’ houses had no associated gardens, as they did not farm for themselves.
The temples were evidently framed structures with platforms on which the
dessicated remains of important individuals were laid. The maintenance of these
remains and of the temple fire were the responsibility of the priests.
(6) Ossuaries and single burials. These resources are in general massed interments, although individual graves have also been found. Ossuaries and single
burials can contain either articulated skeletons (bones in original association)
arranged in an extended (laid out flat) or flexed (bent at the knees) position; or
disarticulated (ritually rearranged) skeletons. Remains were often cremated
before burial as well.

Character of Existing Data
In spite of the relative wealth of documentary data describing many aspects of Powhatan
culture during the early decades of the Protohistoric period, very little is known about
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the period archaeologically within the study area. One site in York County and nine
sites in James City County have been identified as Protohistoric, but none have been
adequately described, or fully excavated, and the artifacts recovered from those sites
are not readily available for study.

Criteria for Evaluation
The significance of the period to both colonial and Native American history (National
Register Criteria A and D) lends importance to any find dating to this period regardless
of context or integrity. Ideally, of course, a well-preserved village site, or even that of a
single family dwelling which included features such as dwellings, storage pits, drying
racks, etc., would be extremely significant. Ossuaries and other burial sites are also
extremely valuable sources of information, in any state of preservation. Even sites which
have been disturbed or partially destroyed are potentially valuable sources of information about native settlement pattern, and can also provide additional data concerning the
date and nature of early Indian-White contact.\

Present Condition of Property Types
Of the ten sites that have been identified as early Protohistoric within the study area (see
Map 3.1), none has received adequate study. More importantly, none are adequately
protected, and nothing is known about their current condition.

Operating Plan—Goals and Priorities
While many of the research questions outlined above can be answered with archaeological information from disturbed sites and single-find sites, many of the more complex questions can only be addressed through detailed excavation of a number of closely
dated sites. In particular, information concerning diet, subsistence activities, and seasonality can only be obtained through detailed analysis of soils, floral and faunal remains, geological formations, and other similar data sources. Moreover, since many of
the arguments regarding the development of the Powhatan chiefdom depend on exact
knowledge of site date-ranges and locations, significant additional survey data and precise dating efforts are necessary.
The significance of sites of the Protohistoric period highlights one of the major
dilemmas of the resource management process. Sites of this period are so precious that
they deserve preservation above all others. At the same time, information derived from
these sites is of vital importance to scholars, and of great interest to the general public.
The ideal management strategy for these sites is thus debatable, and decisions are dependent on data about surviving sites within the study area that is not yet available.
It would seem advisable, however, to recommend that at least one site of each type,
i.e., single-dwelling site, village site, ossuary, campsite, special-use site, etc., be “banked”
and protected as a national resource. Some “banked” sites might be preserved for excavation at some future date, when techniques have improved, or when sufficient funding
and time is available to excavate them as fully and accurately as possible.
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Preservation of a small number of representative sites of the Proto- historic period
does not seem impossible in the light of local land-use policies and development plans.
Many sites of the Protohistoric period are located along river and stream drainages, and
near wetland sites. All jurisdictions within the study area have “green-belt” restrictions,
scenic easement provisions, wetland protection ordinances, and other practices which,
if used in a timely manner, could ensure the protection of significant sites. In addition,
many of the areas where significant sites of this period are thought to be located are
reserved by the federal government, for parks or military installations, and are thus
theoretically protected by federal legislation.
At the same time, riparian sites are in many areas targeted for development by
federal, state, county, and private agencies. While little can be done outside of invoking
the ordinances listed above to prevent destruction of sites on private lands, threatened
sites owned by the federal government, the county and the state, or those located in
project areas using federal funds or federally guaranteed loans (see “Management Plans”
for a more complete discussion of mitigation and compliance), can and should be studied as fully as possible before destruction. In “salvage” projects of this kind, information necessary to answer research questions such as those listed above can be acquired.
In situations where development of a property is flexible, sites should be avoided or
“banked” and the limited funds available for salvage work should be applied only when
destruction is unavoidable.
An exception to the above statement would be those sites on both public and private lands that can be excavated using research grant funds, which are available from a
variety of sources to qualified scholars. Excavations of this kind might be regulated
formally and informally by the state archaeologist, in cooperation with groups such as
Council of Virginia Archaeologists (COVA) and the Archaeological Society of Virginia
(ASV), whose responsibility it would be to ensure that proper techniques were employed, and that a report was completed.
Given the research problems identified above, particularly the debate concerning
the origins and development of the Powhatan chiefdom, survey and excavation directed
towards more detailed understanding of subsistence, population size and density, and
population movement during the Protohistoric period is recommended. Single-find sites
and those that have been disturbed can provide significant information about population
distribution, while well-preserved sites can potentially contribute a great deal to our
knowledge of diet, environment, community size and structure, and other factors crucial to understanding Powhatan social and political development during the Protohistoric
period. Specific areas within James City County that would seem to merit detailed survey would be the eastern bank of the Chickahominy River, any of its drainages, and the
shoreline along the James. In addition, the well-drained soils near any significant wetland, lakeshores and ponds should also be closely surveyed. Ideally, those areas currently part of military installations should be included in this survey as well.
In York County, as well as in Poquoson,the terrace along the York River is highly
sensitive for sites of this period, as are well-drained soils near wetlands, inlets, lakes,
and ponds.
Information derived from these surveys, as well as that currently available (see
Maps 7.1 and 7.2) could then be used as a basis for building siting, zoning changes, and
development limitations.
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Since all sites of this period are of extremely high significance those already located should be carefully protected, if possible, and fully excavated if not. In particular,
for James City County, those sites located by McCary and Barka along the Chickahominy
(Barka and McCary 1969; McCary and Barka 1977) are highly significant, and that area
may merit the creation of an historic district to protect them.
In York County, the Chiskiack site is also significant, and although now occupied
by the Naval Weapons Station, should be protected, if possible.
For sites of this period which are scheduled to be destroyed, and for those to be
excavated by individual researchers, several levels of analysis are recommended. First,
detailed documentary research to determine the probable ethnic identity of the group, as
well as any information about lifeways, material culture, etc., represented at the site
should be carried out, as well as a survey of previous work at or near the site. Secondly,
as detailed excavation as possible, including chemical analysis, collection of soil samples,
cores, floatation samples, and carbon-14 datable materials. Finally, intensive laboratory
analysis, and report preparation should be required. It should be emphasized, that given
the significance of sites of this period, that excavation of unthreatened sites on
publicly-owned lands should only be permitted when all the conditions described above
have been ensured.

Identification Goals
• Conduct surveys of archaeologically sensitive areas including all major and minor
drainages, river terraces, and well-drained areas near marshes, ponds, and estuaries.
• Do further documentary research to identify possible site locations and the ethnic
identity of site occupants.

Evaluation Goals
• Test intensively those sites identified in the Chickahominy River Survey to evaluate their integrity and research potential according to criteria outlined above.
• Conduct further tests at Chiskiack, to determine its extent, condition, and information potential.

Registration Goals
• Take steps necessary to nominate the Chiskiack Site and possibly those sites located on the Chickahominy River Survey to the National Register.

Treatment Goals
• Conserve and analyze all artifacts located through Chickahominy River Survey,
and excavation of the Chiskiack Site.

112

STUDY UNIT VI.
POWHATAN STRUGGLE TO RETAIN LAND, POWER,
AND CULTURAL AUTONOMY (A.D. 1607–A.D. 1644)
Sub-Themes: A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

Competition with the English for resources.
Internal social conflict.
Disease and the toll of warfare.
The uprisings of l622.
Powhatan political realignment: the formation of smaller,
multi-ethnic communities.
F. The uprising of 1644.

Significance: National

Whatever the nature of Protohistoric culture change among the Powhatan, one aspect of
native life which was rapidly affected by contact was population size, structure, and
distribution. Following English settlement at Jamestown in 1607, several observers recorded native population figures, and at least four maps survive which document the
location of the greater than 120 settlements of the Powhatan (see Plates 3.1 and 3.2).
Table 3.2 summarizes population figures among some Powhatan groups during the
17th century, although most scholars believe that early descriptions underreported their
numbers. Based on comparison with similar groups, and on calculations of minimum
family size, it appears that Powhatan population ranged from 14,000 to 21,000, or 2
persons per square mile in 1607 (Feest 1978: 256; Turner 1976, 1982b). The primary
cause of population decline appears to have been introduced disease, with warfare and
out-migration also contributing. Population decline as a result of disease may have became significant before the establishment of Jamestown, for Spanish Jesuits who visited the York River in 1570 were told that the area had recently seen a time of wasting
famine, which had depopulated the area (Lewis and Loomie 1953: 88). Whether the
distribution of native population described at the time of the earliest reports reflects a
contact phenomenon, or an aboriginal pattern, is as yet unknown. It appears likely, however, that if native population growth and distribution were directly related to the formation of the Powhatan chiefdom which was in turn influenced by the peripheral effects of contact with Europeans, that early contact period native population distribution
was also in part an “artifact” of contact (but see Binford 1964; Turner 1976).
The establishment of the first permanent English settlement at Jamestown had severe and lasting effects on native life on the Peninsula. The Powhatan, whose previous
experience with Europeans had been generally hostile, reacted to the settlers with suspicion, vacillating between avoidance and small acts of violence, to willingness to help
the colonists adjust to their new environment. In this, the Powhatan may have been torn
between fear of new ways and desire to enhance their own powers, through the appropriation and redistribution of European goods (Lurie 1959: 44).
Although the Powhatan could have rid themselves of the English colonists in the
early years of settlement, they hesitated, making several overtures of alliance, including
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TABLE 3.2.
SELECTED 17TH-CENTURY POWHATAN POPULATION FIGURES
(after Feest 1978:257)
1608a**
Appamatuck
Arrohateck
Cantauncack
Caposepock
Cattachiptico
Chesapeake
Chickahominy
Kecoughtan
*Kiskiack
*Mattaponi
Menapacunt
Nansemond
Orapaks
Pamareke
Pamunkey
Paraconosko
*Paspahegh
Potaunk
Payankatank
Potchayick
Powhatan
Quacohamaock
Quiyoughcohannock
Shamapent
Warraskoyack
Weanock
Werowocomoco
Youghtanund
TOTALS

1608b**

1610**

1619**

1703**

200
100
—
—
—
335
665
65
135-165
100
—
665
—
—
1000
—
135
—
135
—
135
—
85
—
135
335
135
200

200
100
—
—
—
335
835
65
135-165
100
—
665
—
—
1000
—
135
—
165-200
—
135
—
85
—
135
335
135
200

400
200
335
1335
1000
335
1000
100
165
465
335
665
165
1335
1000
35
135
335
135-165
—
165
135
200
335
200
500
135
235

165
—
—
—
—
—
200
—
50
65
—
150
—
—
165
—
—
—
—
100
35
—
—
—
—
50
—
—

30
—
—
—
—
—
55
—
—
—
—
100
—
—
135
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
few
—
—

4560-4590

4860-5025

11,380
11,410

—

—

* Native settlement within the project area.
** 1608a,b= Smith; 1610= Strachey; 1669= Hening; 1703= Beverley.

the marriage of one of Powhatan’s daughters, Pocahontas, to the English settler John
Rolfe.
At the same time, the native settlements located nearest to Jamestown and the
early hundreds were relocated further west, and the native lands acquired by the expanding English. When the English intention to forcibly occupy all lands on the Peninsula became clear, the natives, incited by the quiyoughsough, rose against the colonists
on March 22, 1622, killing 350 in a single day. Although this blow debilitated the early
colony, the Powhatan were only partially successful in forging a native alliance, which
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left them vulnerable to increasingly destructive English counterattack in the following
decades.
The Powhatan rose for a second time on April 18, 1644, killing several hundred
colonists, but after two years of sporadic hostilities were defeated and relegated to tributary status. Martha McCartney notes that by 1646, what amounted to a deliberate strategy by the English to rid the eastern Peninsula of Indians had succeeded in removing
the majority of the surviving native population west, up the Chickahominy River, and
soon after, as far as the Pamunkey (McCartney 1984: 102).
Documentary sources for this period of intense interaction between the first English settlers and the Powhatan are extensive, being those noted in the previous study
unit as well. In addition, land patent records and other governmental records often provide valuable information about Indian-White interaction, as well as about native population movements. While this documentary data is valuable, it represents only the English perspective on this period.
In spite of the limitations of the documentary record, a number of excellent studies of early-contact period Powhatan culture have been completed or are in progress.
These include the linguistic analysis of Powhatan language by Frank Siebert (1975),
Maurice Mook’s classic study of the Powhatan social organization (1943), Mooney’s
reconstruction of Powhatan society (1907), later work by Frank Speck (1928), and an
upcoming work on Powhatan traditional culture by Helen Rountree (n.d.). A brief, but
significant study of Powhatan symbolic structure as it was reflected in hairstyles has
recently been published by Margaret Williamson (1979). With the exception of Siebert
and Williamson, however, these studies are traditional reconstructions of the “ethnographic present,” and little attempt has been made to understand the effects of early
contact on Powhatan culture. Moreover, as Williamson’s study shows, the data available on early historic period Powhatan culture is analyzable from a number of current
theoretical perspectives, few of which have yet been applied.
Archaeological data, which has served in other areas to overcome to some extent
the bias of the documentary records describing Native Americans, is very fragmentary
for the study area. Most of the sites described in the previous study unit may date to this
period as well, and the surveys designed to locate Protohistoric sites, such as the
Chickahominy River Survey, may have located slightly later sites as well, although
dating of these sites in not refined enough to pinpoint them exactly in time. As noted
above, none of these sites have been fully excavated or adequately reported.

SUB-THEME A: COMPETITION WITH THE ENGLISH FOR
RESOURCES
Property types outlined for Study Unit V are likely to be representative of the early
portion of this study unit as well, with the significant introduction of European trade
goods, and perhaps Colono-ware at many of these sites (for a further discussion of the
controversy surrounding Colono-ware, see Study Unit XVII).
They include: (1) campsites; (2) single-dwelling sites; and (3) village sites. Village sites, where data reflecting changes in diet and subsistence practices is most likely
to be found in discrete assemblages, can also be studied in the aggregate to determine if
native settlement pattern changed significantly during the period between 1607 and
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1622, and if so, if it was related in any way to competition for resources. Site distribution could be plotted against soils maps, as well as reconstructed floral and faunal distribution maps to determine their correlation to site relocation. Early English patent records
and government reports could also be analyzed to obtain information about English
population distribution, which might in turn shed light on the native settlement pattern
during this period.

SUB-THEME B: INTERNAL SOCIAL CONFLICT
In the same way, conflict between the various native groups is most likely to be reflected in native settlement movements with respect to one another, and is most likely to
be reflected in a study of the distribution of (1) village-hamlet sites.

SUB-THEME C: DISEASE AND THE TOLL OF WARFARE
The spatial patterning of (1) village-hamlet sites, to the extent that it documents population decline or out-migration would also provide some information about the effects
of disease and warfare, both with the English, and with other Indians on the Powhatan
population. More specific information, however, is likely to come from human remains,
generally found in (2) single burial features and (3) ossuaries. These property types
contain human osteological material that can be analyzed to determine diet, population
structure, the presence of a number of diseases, as well as general health conditions
among the Powhatan.

SUB-THEME D: THE UPRISING OF 1622
In addition to indications of the relocation of (1) village-hamlet sites out of the reach of
the English, the property types most likely to reflect this specific historical event are (2)
English settlements where conflict with Native Americans took place, and (3) the graves
of victims of that conflict.

SUB-THEME E: POWHATAN POLITICAL REALIGNMENT: THE
FORMATION OF SMALLER MULTI-ETHNIC COMMUNITIES
Like other Algonquian-speaking groups in contact with European settlers in the 17th
century, the Powhatan were forced after a short period to abandon preferred settlement
sites, to ally themselves with nearby groups for tactical purposes, and to cope with
massive population losses by intermarriage, adoption of children from other groups,
and the formation of multi-ethnic communities. Even in the absence of tension, the
heterogeneity of these communities would be reflected in variations within classes of
material objects within (1) a single multi-dwelling site. Changes in marriage patterns,
post-marital residence, and division of labor could also be reflected in (2) village-hamlet sites.
Since the merging of the petty chiefdoms must often have led to conflicts between
priviledged lineages and leaders, new ways of marking status may be reflected in mate-
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rial culture of dwelling sites, and in grave goods found in (3) ossuaries and (4) single
burial features as well.

SUB-THEME F: THE UPRISING OF 1644
As with the earlier conflict, the property types reflecting this specific incident are most
likely to be (1) English settlements and homesteads where conflict took place, and (2)
the graves of victims.
The original distribution of native settlements during the early period of sustained
contact is expected to conform to the early cartographic descriptions of the area, notably Smith’s map of l608 (see Plates 3.1 and 3.2). Little is known about the movement of
the native population after the founding of Jamestown, and before the uprising of 1622.
Between 1622 and 1644, while native settlements near the Fall Line remained in place,
some of the permanent settlements of the Powhatan in the study unit area were moved
further north to Pamunkey Neck (Chickahominy), Piscataway Creek (Mattaponi), or
south. Although scattered references to “Indian houses” and “Indian fields” in the York
County records dating to this period may possibly refer to isolated native enclaves may
have survived until the 1640s near the York River, although it is more likely that these
references are to abandoned fields.
Few sites of this period, which can be positively identified as Native American,
have been located or tested. One site, which provides graphic evidence of the 1622
uprising, has been extensively excavated at Wolstenholme Towne (see Study Unit IX).
Survey and excavation of sites along the eastern bank of the Chickahominy have identified several historic Indian sites which may have been occupied after 1607. The
Chickahominy Survey also produced evidence that at least one major village, Paspahegh,
was moved soon after the English arrival at Jamestown (Barka and McCary 1969; McCary
and Barka 1977). It is possible that at least one native site of this period was destroyed
during the excavations at Jamestown, judging from the surviving artifacts. No sites
have been well studied, nor has an adequate survey of other likely settlement locations
been undertaken.
In sum, given the lack of archaeological evidence necessary to address the research questions addressed above, and the bias of the documentary sources, as well as
the great significance of sites of this period to Native American and Euro-American
history, the following operating plan is recommended.

STUDY UNIT VI: OPERATING PLAN
Introductory Discussion
Significance of the Study Unit
National. Native American sites dating to the period 1607 to 1622 are among the most
important sites within the project area. These sites, like those described for the previous
study unit, represent the earliest sustained interaction between Indians and Europeans
outside the Spanish colonies. Moreover, sites of this period are likely to reflect early
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attempts by the Powhatan to adjust to massive population loss, military threat, and competition for resources, all aspects of culture change of great interest to social scientists.

Summary of Property Types
Property types for the period 1607-1622 include the following:
(1) Village and hamlet sites. These are multi-dwelling sites, some of which may
have been chiefs’ residences.
(2) Single-dwelling sites. Included in this category are all single house-sites occupied for an extended period.
(3) Temporary camp sites. These are sites which were occupied only temporarily
as dwellings.
(4) Single-function sites. These would include all resource-procurement sites and
features such as weirs.
(5) Temples and priests’ houses. Such sites would include isolated dwelling sites
without associated gardens, and the remains of framed structures containing
human skeletal material, hearths, and grave goods.
(6) Ossuaries and single-burial features. Included in this category are massed
and single burials, which would include both traditional native grave goods,
and European trade goods as well.
(7) Trading posts. These are sites, probably of English origin, where Indians and
English traders met to exchange goods.

Character of Existing Data
A total of twelve sites have been identified within the study area which may date to the
period 1607-1622. These sites, Chiskiack and nine sites located during the Chickahominy
River Survey, were not completely excavated, and have never been fully reported.

Criteria for Evaluation
As the archaeological data base for sites of this period is virtually non-existent, any
site, ranging from a single find site to an entire village, would be significant, regardless
of disturbance. Well preserved habitation sites, both single-dwelling and multi-dwelling,
would contain the greatest variety of information, but single-function sites, burials, and
those that have been disturbed can still provide data concerning settlement distribution,
trade, and population movement. Crucial to any evaluation of these sites would be adequate dating information derived from intensive survey and testing.

Present Condition of Property Types
Nothing is known about the present condition of the twelve sites associated with this
study unit.
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Operating Plan—Goals and Priorities
As for the previous study unit, the sites of this period, (which may in fact be sites
continuously occupied from the previous decades) are nationally important resources.
Ideally, at least one site of each type, i.e., village, single-dwelling site, ossuary, and
special-function site, should be preserved or “banked”, some perhaps for future excavation.
Where preservation is not possible, ideal treatment would include complete excavation, including detailed analysis of soils, floral and faunal remains, and collection of
datable materials. Minimal treatment should include survey, testing, surface collection
of artifacts, and monitoring for features in the event that the site is destroyed. Known
sites of this period should be carefully protected from pot-hunters.
The preservation of significant sites is not inconsistent with land-use policies for
any of the jurisdictions within the study area. “Green-belt” space, “open-space,” and
scenic easement policies can all be brought to bear in attempts to preserve sites. Since
many of the sites are likely to be near rivers, lakes and wetland areas, environmental
protection ordinances can be invoked as well. Where development siting is flexible,
archaeological sites can also be avoided, and preserved as part of landscaping, under
parking lots, etc.
When destruction of sites is unavoidable, whatever resources are available from
local and state agencies, colleges and private sources should be directed towards collecting the maximum amount of information possible from each site before its destruction. Even in the absence of funding, limited monitoring of the site is usually possible,
and can be carried out without interfering with construction.

Identification Goals
• Before these alternative management strategies can be effective, detailed archaeological survey of the study area is needed to determine the distribution of such
sites, while a systematic search of the primary source material is needed to provide
further clues to native movements during this period.

Evaluation Goals
• Intensive testing and dating of sites already located on the Chickahominy River
Survey to determine dates and boundaries.
• Intensive testing of the Chiskiack Site, to determine dates, boundaries, and information potential.

Registration Goals
• Nominate sites located on Chickahominy River Survey to the National Register.
• Nominate the Chiskiack Site to the National Register.
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Treatment Goals
• Take steps to protect the Chiskiack Site by contacting Naval Weapons Station, and
outlining a series of protection alternatives.
• Take steps to discourage looting and pot-hunting of sites on public property, and to
educate the public about the importance of protecting sites of this period.
• Once sites have been identified, an effort to protect and preserve as many as possible is recommended. For example, those sites along the eastern bank of the
Chickahominy which have been identified through survey could be protected by
the creation of a historic district, or a park, in that area, as well as by the enforcement of easement ordinances, etc.
• Those sites which appear to be threatened with destruction should be excavated if
possible, and monitored if not (see Section 8 for specific strategies).
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STUDY UNIT VII.
POWHATAN CULTURAL CHANGE AND
READJUSTMENT (A.D. 1644–A.D. 1677)
Sub-Themes: A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.

Native community life after the demise of the chiefdom.
Effects of population loss.
Inter-group conflict.
Land cessions and treaty relationships with the English.
Bacon’s Rebellion.
The establishment of the Virginia Indian reservations.

Significance: Regional

Although significant Indian occupation of the study area had ceased after 1644, their
later history elsewhere is relevant to that of the Williamsburg area, particularly in the
period of Bacon’s Rebellion. In 1649, the Pumunkey were provided with reservation
lands. Members of the Pamunkey and Chickahominy tribes fought for the English against
foreign Indians in the 1650s and 1660s, but anti-Indian sentiment remained strong among
the colonists, and culminated in Bacon’s Rebellion, when several non-combative groups
of Chickahominy, Pamunkey, and Appamatuck were attacked. In 1677 a treaty with the
surviving tribes of the Powhatan and the English was adopted, in which many of these
were placed under the subjection of the Queen of Pamunkey. The Chickahominy occupied reservation lands on the Mattaponi at the time of Thomas Story’s visit to the area
(Story 1747: 14), but later lost them. Little is known about the history of the Mattaponi
in the 18th century, and it appears likely that the Mattaponi, Chickahominy, and Pamunkey
were frequently intermixed during that period (McCartney, pers. comm. l985).
The Powhatan were essentially monolingual in their native language until the early
18th century, and had little contact with whites after the establishment of the reservations. Some natives served as scouts and interpreters for the English, and others became
servants. The lives of the majority of the surviving native population appear to have
been greatly disrupted during this period, with various groups merging with one another, and with frequent movement from place to place, in an attempt to avoid enslavement, persecution, and further land loss. The Chickahominy were temporarily allied
with the Pamunkey in 1646, and were awarded a reservation of their own in 1661 (Hening
1823 [II]: 34). The Chiskiacks migrated to the south side of the Piankatank River, where
they received land in 1649 (McCartney, pers. comm. 1985). Other natives from the lower
York and James Rivers probably merged with the Pamunkey and Mattaponi on the
Pamunkey Reservation, established between the Pamunkey and Mattaponi Rivers
(Rountree n.d.: 4). It is possible that some small enclaves of natives remained within the
study area during the period between 1644 and 1677, although no sites of this period
have yet been located. Extensive documentary research conducted by Martha McCartney
(1984 and elsewhere) has suggested the presence of a small number of military posts
and checkpoints established to control the movement of Indians in and out of the Lower
Peninsula, but none have been confirmed archaeologically. Some archaeological survey has been undertaken on the Pamunkey Reservation, and documentary research by
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the staff of the VRCA in preparation for submitting National Register nominations for
the Pamunkey and Mattaponi Reservations suggests the presence of 17th-century structures on these reservations, but none have yet been located.
By far the most extensive research carried out on this period has been conducted
by Helen Rountree (1974, n.d., and elsewhere), and Martha McCartney (1984 and
elsewhere). Both Rountree and McCartney have attempted to trace the movements of
the various surviving Powhatan groups, and to outline the history of the reservations
in Virginia. Rountree has also conducted extensive research on the so-called “citizen”
Indians and non-reservation Indians in eastern Virginia (1972, 1972a, n.d.). A recent
study by Michael Puglisi (1985) has further clarified the history of the western
Chickahominy, supplementing earlier work by Stern (1952).
Since documentary sources for the period consist mainly of colonial governmental records and maps, these studies have, out of necessity, focused on the political
history of the various groups, and on Indian-White interaction. Little is known about
native community life, subsistence, language-use, or material culture (but see Rountree
n.d.). It seems likely that archaeological research could answer some of those questions, while additional linguistic analysis might yield greater understanding of Powhatan
language and language change.

SUB-THEME A: NATIVE COMMUNITY LIFE AFTER THE
DEMISE OF THE CHIEFDOM
What little is known about the material surroundings of the natives during the late 17th
century suggests that these Indians retained much of their traditional material culture, as
well as their native language (e.g., Story 1747: 14). Sites of this period should therefore
exhibit many of the characteristics of earlier Protohistoric native habitations, including
(1) village-hamlet sites, (2) single-dwelling sitess, (3) campsites, as well as (4) burials, with the addition of European goods dating to the latter suggests that natives may
also have constructed or lived in “English-style” houses by the 1640s, as well as in
traditional wigwams.

SUB-THEME B: EFFECTS OF POPULATION LOSS
Population loss due to disease and warfare undoubtedly had severe effects on native
social life. Political organization, the transferral of authority and of material possessions, and orderly role transitions were altered by the deaths of individuals of every age
and sex. Physical evidence for such disruption would most likely be in the form of (1)
burials, where the human osteological material would provide evidence for health conditions among the general native population, as well as for the altered population structure.

SUB-THEME C: INTER-GROUP CONFLICT
Conflict among the various surviving remnants of the Powhatan chiefdom is most likely
to be reflected in the remains of settlements, particularly (1) villages, and (2) singledwelling sites, which show evidence of movement relative to one another.
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SUB-THEME D: LAND CESSIONS AND TREATY RELATIONS
WITH THE ENGLISH
(1) Trading posts, and (2) military check points are possible property types associated
with this sub-theme, although these would have been constructed and occupied by the
English. As noted above, no sites from this period have been identified archaeologically
within the study area.

SUB-THEME E: BACON’S REBELLION
Bacon’s Rebellion, which began with attacks by Bacon’s forces on noncombative Indian villages outside the study area, would be reflected archaeologically on the Peninsula largely by sites and structures associated with Bacon’s seige of Jamestown, and
with activities at Green Spring. For further discussion of these properties, see Study
Unit XXIII.

SUB-THEME F: THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE VIRGINIA
INDIAN RESERVATIONS
Property types associated with this sub-theme, in general those associated with
present-day and early 18th-century Virginia Indian reservations, are not located within
the study area.

SUMMARY
This study unit marks the final stage of occupation of the study area by significant
numbers of Native Americans. As such, its study merits additional attention from historians and archaeologists alike. Further documentary search of all primary source material is particularly necessary to determine the economic role of those Indians remaining
within the study area, as well the nature of their way of life.

STUDY UNIT VII: OPERATING PLAN
Introductory Discussion
Significance of the Study Unit
National (?); Regional. Sites of this period are arguably significant both nationally and
regionally, particularly in light of the history of Indian-White relations in the New World.
In reaction to the near successes of the uprisings of 1622 and 1644, English policy
towards the Virginia Indians solidified by mid-century with the establishment of the
first reservations. These reservations became the model for colonial and later federal
policy elsewhere. Anti-Indian sentiment was one cause of the outbreak of Bacon’s Rebellion, considered by many to represent the first sign of colonial resistance to English
sovereignty.
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Regionally, sites of this period are of great significance to an understanding to
Virginia Indian history. Documentary records for the period are scarce and biased. Almost nothing is known about native culture or community life during this period, nor
are native population movements well-understood.

Summary of Property Types
Sites of this period, if any were to be found would probably include:
(1) Hamlet sites. Small clusters of domestic structures, with associated gardens
and storage features.
(2) Single-dwelling sites. Isolated dwellings with associated fields. While it is
most likely that the dwellings took the traditional form, it is also possible that
some natives built or had built “English-style” dwellings within villages and in
isolated locations.
(3) Campsites. The most likely property type for this period. Temporary camps
used while hunting, fishing, or trading.
(4) Single-function sites. Another probable site-type for this period: temporary or
long-term resource procurement sites such as quarries, or features such as weirs.
(5) Ossuaries and single-burial features. Disease and warfare, which escalated
during this period, make large burial features a likely property type for this
study unit. These features are likely to include, in addition to native and
European-originated grave goods, human skeletal remains showing evidence
of disease, change in diet, and the effects of war.
(6) Trading posts and checkpoints. Of English origin, these possible site-types
would reflect trade between Indians and the English, and English attempts to
regulate the flow of native traffic in and out of the Lower Peninsula by establishing a line of forts and check points through which the Indian was required
to pass.

Criteria for Evaluation
Since the likelihood that many Indians remained within the study area during this period is small, any site representing native life at this time is potentially significant, regardless of its state of preservation. Crucial to the identification and evaluation of sites
of this period is adequate dating information.

Present Condition of Property Types
No sites dating to this period have been identified, hence their condition is unknown.

Operating Plan—Goals and Priorities
Sites of this period, should any be discovered, should be preserved at all costs. If preservation is not feasible, full excavation should be an extremely high priority. Since the
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number of sites of this period within the study area is likely to be small at best, preservation using existing ordinances should be possible.

Identification Goals
• Detailed archaeological survey to locate sites of this period, and field checks to
locate map researched sites are recommended as the highest priority.
• Additional map research and study of land records is also recommended to provide
additional information about native settlements and population movements.
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STUDY UNIT VIII.
RESERVATION INDIAN AND CITIZEN INDIAN
(A.D. 1677–present)
Sub-Themes: A.
B.
C.
D.

Continuities with the past: native traditions redefined.
Establishment of native schools.
Native enclaves and citizen Indians.
Early anthropological studies.

Significance: Regional

By the end of the 18th century, only four reservations survived in Virginia: the Pamunkey/
Mattaponi, the Nansemond, the Gingaskin, and the Nottaway. Most of the other small
enclaves and settlements disappeared or merged with larger groups. The Chickahominy,
plagued by neighboring English incursions on their lands, finally lost their reservation
through illegal sale (Rountree n.d.: 5). Faced with few alternatives, the Chickahominy
became squatters on white-owned land, and eked out a scant living as farmers, while
supplementing their diet and income with more traditional activities such as hunting,
fishing, and trapping.
Racial discrimination against Indians increased in the late 17th century, although
Indians were not officially designated non-white until 1705. Economic deprivation,
dependence, and discrimination led to further decline in tribal consciousness, although
all surviving groups retained ties with Indians in other regions, and although in many
ways altered, the reservation families continued to practice some elements of the “traditional” native lifestyle well into the 20th century.

SUB-THEME A: CONTINUITIES WITH THE PAST: NATIVE
TRADITIONS REDEFINED
Native women continued to farm, adding cash crops such as cotton to their gardens
(Stern 1952). Wild game and foods continued to play an important part in native diet.
Livestock was introduced in the late 18th century, and some natives made pottery for
the tourist trade in the 19th century. Baskets were manufactured by most Indians until
the mid-20th century, and some still retain that skill. Property types associated with
traditional life include beside (1) dwellings and (2) campsites, examples of those native crafts produced in some cases until the previous generation including canoes, baskets, pottery, and various hunting and fishing implements.

SUB-THEME B: ESTABLISHMENT OF NATIVE SCHOOLS
By 1705, an Indian school was established at the College of William and Mary, and was
housed at Brafferton Hall (Plate 3.3). The experiment did not last long, however, and
many of the native students were not of Powhatan origin. Some Virginia Indians were
later educated at Hampton Institute, established by the Freedman’s Bureau in the mid-19th
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Plate 3.3. Brafferton Hall.
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century. Properties include (1) school buildings, of which Brafferton Hall at the College of Williamsburg is an example.

SUB-THEME C: NATIVE ENCLAVES AND CITIZEN INDIANS
Many Indians continued to live in the Lower Peninsula area. A small enclave of
native-descended families resided in Yorktown in the early 20th century (Speck 1928),
although these do not identify themselves as Indian (Rountree, pers. comm. 1985), and
in 1970, several hundred residents of Newport News and Hampton claimed Indian descent (Feest 1978; Rountree 1973). Although major modern native political strength
derives from the two reservations of the Pamunkey and the Mattaponi, and from the
Chickahominy tribe, to the west of the project area, individual native families still reside within our study region, whose history is closely tied to these tribes, and who trace
their ancestry to the historic Powhatan (Rountree 1973). Resources associated with this
sub-theme include (1) the dwellings of individual Indian families, and (2) the locations of Indian servant activities, mainly associated with English settlements.

SUB-THEME D: EARLY ANTHROPOLOGICAL STUDIES
Interest in the surviving Virginia tribes, as well as in the Powhatan chiefdom, revived in
the late 19th century. The first of the early ethnographic studies of eastern Indians carried out by the staff of the Bureau of American Ethnology, included descriptions of the
Pamunkey (Dalrymple 1858; Gatschet 1890-1893, 1894; Pollard 1894). Many of these
early modern studies were concerned with questions of language survivals, etymologies, especially of place names, and with placing Virginia Algonquian within the larger
framework of the Algonquian language family.
Early 20th-century anthropological interest in surviving eastern Indians led to several studies by Mooney (1907), Speck (1928), and his students (e.g., Stern 1952). Most
of these studies were concerned with the questions of acculturation, cultural survivals,
and material culture (Bushnell 1907). These early anthropological studies remain useful
as records of Indian life in the early part of the 20th century, although many of the
theoretical perspectives, particularly the concept of acculturation, are now out of favor.
While interest in acculturation, material culture, and cultural survivals continued
to be reflected in works dealing with the Virginia Algonquian, a new interest in the
writing of Native American history, which came to be known as ethnohistory, emerged
in the early 20th century. Maurice Mook may have been among the first to use the term
“ethnohistory,” to describe his anthropological study of the Powhatan using documentary sources (1943).
Another trend in historical research which emerged in the 1950s, was the study of
Indian-White relations. Washburn’s study of Bacon’s Rebellion (1957) and Bernard
Sheehan’s (1980) literary analysis of contact period narratives raised issues of cultural
bias, ethnicity, racism, and resistance as they related to Virginia Indian and White history.
In spite of these studies, and more recent treatments by Rountree (1972, 1972a,
1973, n.d., and others) and Puglisi (1985), little concomitant archaeological research
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has been done. The major exception to this general lack of interest in later historic
period Indian communities and enclaves is the recently completed study of the Pamunkey
reservation by the staff of the VRCA. Resources associated with this sub-theme include
(1) notes taken by early ethnologists, and (2) artifact and ethnographic collections
made by them.

STUDY UNIT VIII: OPERATING PLAN
Introductory Discussion
Significance of the Study Unit
Regional. Although the physical presence of Indians in the study area in the late 18th,
19th, and 20th centuries has been minimal, their impact on the shape of Tidewater society continues to be felt. To name only one example of the continuing influence of the
Virginia Indians, native place names are still in common use for many locations within
the study area. Native American museum exhibits at the Yorktown Victory Center, at
the National Park Service Center at Jamestown, the Jamestown Festival Park, and the
Carter’s Grove Visitor Center attract many visitors yearly.

Summary of Property Types
Although no archaeological sites of this period have been identified, potential resources
might include:
(1) Single-dwelling sites. These would include domestic sites and associated fields
and campsites.
(2) Single-function sites. It is possible that natives continued to make use of special resource areas such as quarries, although no documentary evidence for this
activity exists for the period.
(3) Trading posts and checkpoints. As the major form of interaction between the
Indians and non-Indian residents of the Lower Peninsula after 1644 was that
associated with trade, or with the Indians as scouts guides, evidence of their
presence within the study area might well be reflected in English- built outposts, especially those near major travelling routes, both land and water.
(4) Dwellings and work-areas of Indian servants. Documentary evidence for the
use of Indian servants by the English suggests that some might have been living and working in the study area on English homesteads and plantations.
(5) Indian schools. A school for native students was established at the College of
William and Mary, and ultimately housed in Brafferton Hall. Whether other
Indian schools were present in the study area is not known.
(6) Native artifacts and ethnographic notes collected by anthropologists working in this and other areas of Virginia.
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Character of Existing Data
With the exception of Brafferton Hall, which is still standing, no archaeological or architectural evidence for any of the resources listed above has been recovered for the
study area, and very little documentary data is available for studying native life during
this period.

Criteria for Evaluation
As for all property types associated with the Protohistoric and historic Indian occupation of the study area, sites and structures associated with this study unit are of highest
significance, regardless of integrity.

Present Condition of Property Types
Brafferton Hall, location of the Indian School at the College of William and Mary, is
still standing, and is in excellent condition, although it has been heavily altered and
restored. No other sites of this period have been identified, and their condition is unknown.

Operating Plan—Goals and Priorities
Identification Goals
• Conduct further documentary research to determine the extent and nature of native
presence in the study area in the late 17th, 18th, 19th and 20th centuries.

Evaluation Goals
• Evaluate Brafferton Hall to determine if it contains any evidence of native use or
presence, and if it is of potential use for public education about native life in the
area.

Treatment Goals
• Given the great public interest in the history and culture of Native Americans, and
their contributions to modern Virginia society, efforts to recognize their modern
presence within the study area are recommended. Museum exhibits, oral history
projects, and further documentary research into the little known 19th and early
20th century period of local Indian history are recommended as well. These efforts, alongside further archaeological and archival investigations of native life in
the Protohistoric and early contact period, will serve to enhance our understanding
of Tidewater history as a whole.
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