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PREFACE 
In September 1947 two young men, Charles Robertson and Raymond Steelman 

(deceased) of Lewes, discovered an "Indian site" about 2-1/2 miles by road 
southwest of the center of town o Knowledge of this find spread and subsequent 
investigation by men experienced in such things showed that the site was large 
and rich in artifacts o When word of this also got around, other people wanted to 
dig there. Fortunately, some of the men who explored the site initially, parti
cularly Kenneth Givan and H. Geiger Omwake, appreciated the need for keeping 
records of the excavations and of the objects found therein. Largely as a result 
of their efforts, and with a view to exploring the site systematically, the 
Sussex Archeological Association (later changed to Sussex Society of Archeology 
and History) was formed on January 7, 1948, with Givan as first President 0 

One of the first acts of the Association was to obtain permission to dig from 
the owner of the land, Mr. Julian Townsend of Georgetown. In recognition of 
Mro Townsend's generous consent, the site was given his name and he was made 
an Honorary Member. Next, the Association set about formulating digging rules 
and record forms • Members were permitted to dig, provided they agreed to limit 
their efforts to particular sections of the site (now carefully staked off into 
squares) and to keep the necessary records. 

A cooperative venture of 'this sort could not be expected to work perfectly, 
and in actual practice some records were lost, or the forms were never filled in. 
Actually, however, a remarkable amount of information was assembled, largely 
through the active participation of the following persons (in addition to those al
ready named): Archibald Crozier, Dr. Donald C. Dearborn, William S. Ingram 
(deceased), William S. Ingram, Jr., Ralph Karl, Philip Kugelman, Dr. J. Alden 
Mason, James A. Moore, H. Geiger Omwake, Jr. (deceased), Orville H. Peets,, 
Harold W. T. Purnell, Mr. and Mrs. Lewis Purnell, Warren Schneller, Mrs. 
Samuel Sloan, Edward Steelman (deceased), Mr. and Mrs. Vernon Steen, Mr. 
and Mrs. Gerald Timmons, Roger Vandegrift, and Dr. and Mrs. Franklin Yeager. 

The original site records w.ere assembled for the Association by the senior 
editor in January, 1950, and copies were deposited by the Association with the 
Archaeological Society of Delaware, the Delaware Archives, the University of 
Delaware, and the U .s. Natiopal Museum. The original report may be consult
ed for additional details as well as for acknowledgment to various people and 
institutions for help rendered up to that time. 

The editors are sorry that it has taken so long to prepare the final report for 
publication. That they were able to do so at all is due to the cooperation and 
patience of the officers of the Sussex Society of Archaeology and History and of 
the various specialists who were consulted. The editors feel especially indebt
ed to John Witthoft, of the Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission, 
Harrisburg, for undertaking - in spite of being heavily committed in other ways -
to provide a general interpretation of the archeological findings. Mr. Witthoft's 
contribution, founded as it is on a broad personal knowledge of the local scene, 
represents an imaginative approach to the subject, but one with which probably 
not everyone will agree in all respects. The fact remains, however, that few 
have the knowledge and courage to provide this type of useful analysis of the 
archeological record • 

H. Geiger Omwake 
T • D • Stewart June, 1962 
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SECTION 1 

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 

H. Geiger Omwake 

The Townsend site covers a slight knoll on the eastern side of Wolfe's Creek, 
or Pot Hook (Pot ex) Creek, in an elbow formed by the main channel, a tidewater 
stream, and one of its small tributaries which emanates from a fresh-water spring 
near the headwaters of the parent stream (fig. 1, Cover). Wolfe's Creek flows in 
a looping soutl).easterly direction into the present Lewes-Rehoboth Canal - known 
successively in former times as the Hoom Kill, the River of Lewes and Lewes 
Creek - which in turn empties into the Delaware Bay north of ~he town of Lewes. 
By water, the distance from the site to the bay is approximately five miles. By 
the most direct roads, the site is two and a half miles southwest of the Zwaanen
dael Museum in the center of Lewes. 

, The first recorded land transactions for the area in question are preserved in 
the Sussex County Courthouse, Georgetown, Delaware (Surveys and Warrants, B-
1776, pp. 556-7). Here it is stated that so-called "Pasture Neck", adjoining the 
lands then held by Alexander Moleston, was laid out for 600 acres of land and 
granted to Abraham Clement -and Otto Wolgast on March 23, 1676, by Edmond 
Andros, Esq., Lieut. Governor under James, Duke of York. Then on August 2 0, 
1691, the grantees and their assigns conveyed the land over to William Clark and 
Thomas Oldman by order of William Clark, Chief Surveyor. In connection with 
this transfer of property a map of the resurvey is recorded (See The Archeolog, 
vol. 2, no. 1, Jan. 15, 1949). One of the interesting features of this map is the 
symbol for a house situated in the elbow of Potex Creek (now Wolfe's Creek) which 
is the location of the Townsend site. It seems not beyond the realm of possibility 
that this house, perhaps symbolically situated on the map, may have been located 
on or near the section of the Townse11d site which produced the goods of white 
man's manufacture. Just when the house was built or when it disappeared is un
known but an event in 16 73 may have a bearing here. 

In December 1673 Captain Thomas Howell, an agent of Lord Baltimore, at the 
head of a company of about forty horsemen, raided the settlement on the Hoom Kill, 
now called Lewes Creek (de Valinger, 1950). Among the extant records relating to 
this raid is a deposition made on May 16, 1683, by a group of citizens of whom 
one was Alexander Moulston. Since "Moulston" could be a variant spelling of 
"Moleston," it seems very likely that this deposition contains information supplied 
by the owner of the land next to Clark's "Pasture Neck." With this possibility in 
mind the following excerpt from the deposition (de Valinger, 1950, p. 476-7) may 
be significant: 

••.• And when the Inhabitants wre Come together the said Capt Howell Told 
them that he must tell them with Greife that his orders from the Lord Baltimore 
was that he must bume all their houses and that he must not Leave one stick 
standing; and that he Could not be Excused from soe doeing; And that he was 
to give but one quarter of an hour warning before he did it. Soe Immediatly 
the houses ware by them sett on fire and Burnt downe to the Ground; but before 
the houses ware all sett on fir(e) sume women very big with Child and others 
made their Addrasse to Capt Howell and Intreated him. to spare one hous for 
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their Releife in distrasse; the said Capt Howell Answered that he must ob
sarve his orders and that they could spare non; But said that if God would 
save them one they should have it and not Else. And the good providence 
of God was that day sene in that peticoler; for A Thatch Barne standing in 
the Middle or betweene A Boorded Barne of Alexander. Moulston that had 
about. Two hundred Bushell of wheate unthrashe (d) in it. A dwelling house 
and several! other out houses standing betwene the said Thatch Barne ware 
sett on fir(e); And the said Capt Howell said that if the Thatch Barne would 
not Burne it should be saft; the flame of the other barne and houses flying 
over the Thatch Barne sett it on fir(e) three times and it went ot;ft Again. Up~ 
on that Capt Howell said that God had saft the Thatch Barne; and that he 
did not dare to meddle anymore with it. After this the Lord Baltimores party 
went away Left the place ••• 

Did this virtually total destruction of all the houses and barns include whatever 
structures stood on the land adjacent to Moles ton I s property and later acquired 
by Clark? 

Although the above land record with survey map is the only historical docu
ment referable with certainty to the site, it is tempting to speculate about the 
early 17th century map of the Cape Henlopen area in de Vries I account of his 
voyages to America (See The Archeolog, 1956, vol. 8, no o 3, for a reproduction 
of this map taken from Colenbrander's 1911 edition of de Vries' journals, p. 154) 
Like the 1691 survey map, the de Vries map includes a symbol for a settler's 
house and it is situated inland from a fort, which is presumed to represent Zwaan 
enda~l , the first Dutch settlement in Delaware, located where the present town 
of Lewes stands. Also, the settler's house is situated near a symbol for an Ind
ian house, repeated three times. Historical records offer no explanation of this 
feature of the de Vries map. Could it b~ that a white settler was living near or 
in an Indian village inland from Zwaanendael shortly after 1631? Could this Ind
ian village have been the one now represented by the Townsend site? 

The following record of field work at the Townsend site and reports on the 
artifacts recovered will be searched for answers to all these questions. 



3 

SECTION 2 

FIELD WORK 

Ho Geiger Omwake 

Before organized digging was begun in 1948, a Project Committee of the 
Association established a bench mark just outside the limits of the site and 
staked out two axes at right angles to one another. One axis, referred to as 
the base line, was located by stakes parallel with the northwestern edge of 
the site, running for a ~istance of 450 feet. The other was placed in a simi
lar manner at the southwestern side of the site, running southeast from the 
point of intersection with the base line for a distance of 380 feet. This prnvid
ed a way of mapping the site whereby every feature could be shown on a 2 0 foot 
grid {fig. 2). Contours of the mapped area indicate that the maximum height of 
the hillock above the swamp through which Wolfe's (Pot Hook) Creek flows is 
only 12 feet. 

The Project Committee located numerous pits with steel probes, and assign
ed numbers to them. Pits proved to be the major feature of the site. In figure 2 
the locations of 92 such pits are shown as encircled numbers; these circles have 
a standard diameter not related to the actual diameters of the pits. The irregular 
distribution of pit numbers results from assigning the next sequential number to 
newly discovered pits. Individual workers sometimes located new pits and be
gan their investigations in the absence of any member of the Project Committee o 

The Chairman customarily assigned numbers to such pits on his next visit to the 
site--a practice which further contributed to the apparent lack of order. Six pits 
which lay at some distance from the principal concentration are not shown, but 
their locations were recorded and are listed on the map o Also it should be noted 
that pit no. 69 was found a quarter of a mile from the village site proper. 

Originally, members were asked to investigate not only the pits but the whole 
squares assigned to them. Areas A, B, C and D, shown in figure 2, were examin
ed under this program and found to be sterile o In area E sign, of disturbances 
were explored, yielding only five postmolds and a pit (15 inches in diameter; 24 
inches deep) filled with discolored earth. So little return for s9 much work made 
this phase of the program unpopular. Accor~:iingly_, the Project Committee brought 
in a diesel-powered road grader to clear the topsoil from two long strips (areas F 
and G) each 10 feet wide. In both of these areas no pits had been detected by 
probing. The mechanical stripping revealed no postmolds and only one small pit 
(no. 7 4) lacking cultural objects. Actually, the work of clearing and examining the 
subsoil exposed in this way was extremely arduous, owing to the fact that the 
immense rubber tires of the grader packed the surface and intruded some of the 
topsoil into the subsoil. At this point plans to explore, in some such fashion, a 
larger area of the site were abandoned. 

Three other excavated areas, shown in figure 2, remain to be mentioned. 
Two of these are designated Hand I; the third bears no designation, but surrounds 
pits nos. 19 and 68. At H large quantities of charcoal were found under the top
soiL On excavation the charcoal proved to be stratified, alternating with clay 
and oyster shells in a pit 6-7 feet in diameter and 22-26 inches deep. A few small 
Indian potsherds were found in the tqp part of this deposit. At other levels were 
found a white kaolin pipe stem bearing the letters LE, half of a yellow brick. half 
of a thin red brick, and finally four postmolds each 6 inches in diameter. The 
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objects of white man's manufacture suggest that the fire pit dates to the postcon
tact period. In the same area, but west of the fire pit, a second pit was found, 
3 feet in diameter and 34 inches deep, containing the articulated skeleton of a dog. 

Area I, figure 2, also marks the position of a soil disturbance, which was 
noted during the removal of topsoil from and around pits nos. 41 and 79. As the 
former was uncovered, small fragments of white kaolin pipestems and several 
halves of small coarse yellow bricks were encountered o Similarly, as the topsoil 
from above pit no. 79 was removed, many particles of red brick, fragments of 
white kaolin pipestems, and hand-wrought nails were encountered. Full explora
tion of the disturbed area produced an array of objects made by white man (in
cluding a pipe stem bearing the initials EB), with a few Indian artifacts mixed in. 

Between pits 41 and 79 the disturbance in area I deepened and as!sumed 
cylindrical shape 9 feet in diameter with its vertical sides extending downwards 
70 inches below the surface to a point below the water-table. A careful record 
of the levels at which objects were encountered in this "well" is shown in con
densed form in Table 1. It is noteworthy that the yellow bricks, sometimes call
ed ":Putch brick 11 , occurred only below the 56-inch level. At this level pieces of 
mortar were also found. The few Indian potsherds, almost all small and weather
ed, which occurred at all levels, seem likely to have been intrusive. 

TABLE 1: DISTRIBUTION OF OBJECTS IN "WELL" (AREA I) BY 5 INCH LEVELS! 

35 11 and 36- 41- 46- 51- 56- 61- 66-
above ~ ~ ~· ~ ~· ....2£' ~· 

Iron (mostly nails) 1 4 7 3 8+ 3 1 
Pieces of red brick 1 1 1 5 z 
Pieces of yellow brick s 4 
Kaolin pipe fragments 8 2+ l 14 10 18+ 6 
Other European ceramics 1 1 3+ 1 
Pieces of mortar 1+ 
Animal bones and teeth 3+ z 8+ 7 16 11+ 
Turtle shell 1 1 1 
Indian potsherds 1 1 1 3 1 1 

1 The + signs indicate "more than 11 • 

The undesignated excavation around pits nos. 19 and 68, shown in larger 
scale in •figure 2, resulted from the finding of many broken hu~an bgn~s to .the 
topsoil in this area. This seemed to be explained by the fact that plows had 
struck shallow burials above pit no. 19 and scattered them. Ultimately, in tracing 
the extent of the scattered bones, a large circle of postmolds, 19 feet in diameter, 
was four.d, then pit no. 68, and finally a buri<?-1 trench 4 feet wide and 20 feet 
long. The bottom of this trench was barely 14 inches below the level of the top
soil; hence the skeletons had been so badly disturbed by plowing that an accurate 
record of their arrangement, evidently both articulated and bundled, al).d number, 
estimated to have been 19, could not be obtained. The only artifacts found with 
the skeletons in the trench were two small stone pendan~s. 

To return to the numbered pits, the principal feature M the site, it is note
worthy that all of them contained shells-chiefly oyster, clam (quahog) and conch. 
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In some cases the location of the pits was revealed by the shell fragments brought 
to the surface by the plow; in others, the location was readily ascertained by the 
resistance offered by the shells to the steel probe. After the pits were opened, 
the shells were found to be either mixed with earth (together with animal bones, 
artifacts, etc.} in a solid mass, or almost completely unmixed with anything else 
and quite loosely packed, or arranged in layers with shell and earth alternating. 
In 40 pits the shell had been more or less extensively burned. 

In all but a few pits the shells were mostly oysters (Crassostrea virginica 
Gmelin} and quahogs (Mercenaria mercenaria Linne), usually occuring in about 
equal proportions, the oysters often being much larger than those seen today. 
However, in 5 pits (nos. 29, 35, 56, 58, and 77} oysters far exceeded quahogs, 
whereas in another 5 pits (nos o 5, 14, 25, 46, and 75} it was the other way a
round. Oyster half-shells were usually unbroken, but not uncommonly the quahog 
half-shells were broken, and in pit no. 31 almost all of the shells were broken. 

Conchs, both Busycon carica Gmelin and Busycon canaliculatum Linne, but 
usually the former, were noted in 51 pits o Shells of these species had almost 
completely escaped burning, yet most of them were broken, often only the column 
remaining intact. 

The ribbed marine mussel, Modialus demissus Dillwyn, was encountered in 
25 pits, in all but 7 of which there was much evidence of fire. Only in pit no. 85 
did this species constitute the bulk of the shells. 

Occasionally the presence of other species of marine and land shells was 
observed, but never in notable quantities. None of the species was foreign to 
the area. 

In 12 pits the marine shells were associated with large quantities of gravel, 
an element generally lacking in the local soil. It is assumed, therefore, that 
the gravel had been brought from the seashore with the shellfish. 

Besides shells, the pits yielded, as a rule, many Indian potsherds (including 
a few pieces of pipes}, occasional bone and stone artifacts, and many bones of 
animals (mainly deer), birds and reptiles. Without execption, the bones appeared 
to represent species common to the area. Actually, the Indian pottery constitutes 
the bulk of the cultural material recovered, and in a numJ:jer of instances complete 
or partial restoration of vessels was possible. During the removal of the contents 
of the pits a careful watch was kept for evidence of cultural change, but none was 
seen. 

It is proper to mention certain pits, which, although not too different from the 
rest in general content at the top, included at lower levels human skeletal remains 
and/or articulated dog skeletons. Human bones were found in 9 pits, or in 10% of 
those excavated. Of the 9, only 6 (designated by asterisks in the following state
ments) are judged to have been dug intentionally for the reception of human remains, 
because of the fact that shells and broken animal bones were found only in the 
upper portions. It should be noted that pit size bears no marked relation to the 
number of skeletons contained. 

Some of the skeletons were complete and articulated, but others were dis
articulated and bundled. The bundles varied in completeness, sometimes in
cluding only a few parts of an individual. Considering only skulls and/or re
latively complete skeletons, pit no. 4 7 (48" x 60 11 } contained a single articulated 
individual; pits no. 66* (60 11 x 66 11 } and no. 83* (42" :iJl diameter} contained two 
individuals each, of which only one was articulated; ·pits no. 36 (40" x 68"} and 
no. 81* (84" in diameter} contained 5 individuals each, of which all but two were 
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articulated; and pits no. 24* (120 11 in diameter) and no. 77* (79 11 x 104 ") contain
ed 13 individuals each, of which at least half were partly or fully articulated. 
No detailed information was recorded on the contents of the other two pits (14* 
and 80). 

The position of most of the articulated skeletons was that of flexion, but 
skeletons extended to full length, at least to the knees, were not uncommon. 
More than once it was noted that lower legs had been removed from otherwise art
iculated skeletons and placed in unnatural positions nearby. Occasionally some 
of the bones were seen to have been blackened or calcined by fires built in the 
pits after the remains were partly covered over. There is no evidence that such 
burning was in the nature of deliberate cremation. 

Thirteen numbered pits and the one in the excavated area designated Hin 
figure 2 contained articulated dog skeletons. Usually there was but a single 
skeleton in a pit, but in at least two instances (pits nos. 15 and 62) there were 
pairs together. As in the case of certain human interments, it was judged that 
some pits had been dug intentionally for the reception of dog remains. Thus, in 
pits nos. 2 7, 44, 71, 84, and in the pit in area H each dog skeleton was over
lain by a considerable thickness of discolored earth containing no shell or other 
refuse. This does not mean, of course, that the top part of each of these pits 
was not used for secondary purpo~es. 

The signs of fire mentioned above, especially in connection with the shells, 
are important. Charcoal in varying quantities was practically always present in 
the pits. In addition, pits nos. 17, 55, 60, 86 and 90 contained large quantities 
of fire-cracked stones, and pits nos. 17, 42, 62, 64 and 79 contained masses of 
hard reddish clay which were judged to represent fire beds. Apparently fire was 
the agent by which many of the oysters and clams were opened and the operation 
took place right in the refuse pits. 

Pit size has been mentioned in only a few cases • Additional figures will help 
the reader visualize the great bulk of the contents, especially of the shells. In 
horizontal profile the pits ranged from round to oval, irregular shapes being rare. 
A maximum diameter of 100 or. more inches was encountered 11 times. Three pits 
had a maximum diameter of 11 feet. Otherwise the maximum diameter~ ranged 
rather regularly from 24 to 96 inches. The distribution by size over the site was 
random. 

The _average depth of the pits below the topsoil, as determined from a total of 
53, is just under 3 feet. The deepest was no. 16: 6 7 inches {maximum horizontal 
diameter 132 inches); the shallowest was no. 74: a mere 6 inches (maximum hori
zontal diameter 24 inches). As these figures indicate, the pits with larger hori
zontal diameters tended to be deeper. 

Not uncommonly the side walls were vertical, but more often they were sloping. 
The bottoms us~ally were slightly concave, but occasionally approximated the con
ical. 

In summary, the Townsend site consists mainly of pits scattered over a re
latively large flat area near springs and a small stream leading to the Delaware Bay. 
The pits are notable for their large size and consequently the large amount of 
"refuse" contained therein. The term "refuse" seems to characterize the bulk of 
the pit contents - shells, broken animal bones, broken pottery, etc., - especially 
in view · of the small quantity of these objects in the surrounding soil. Undoubtedly 
the pits were the refuse repositories of this occupation sit~. The signs of fire in 
some of the pits suggest that a certain amount of cooking may have been done here 
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at certain stages of their use. On the other hand, quite a few of the pits were 
intended primarily as burial places for humans or for dogs. The human burials 
represent a mixture of articulated and disarticulated skeletons. The latter clear
ly indicate secondary burial; the former could be either primary or secondary. 

Objects of white man's manufacture were encountered on the site at two 
closely situated places in contexts that do not indicate contemporaneous 

occupancy. 
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SECTION 3 

ABORIGINAL NONCERAMIC ARTIFACTS 

H. Geiger Omwake 

Stone artifacts 

Stone objects are a relatively unimportant part of the cultural remains at the 
Townsend site o 

Surface collections. Although a continuing search of the surface of the vil
lage area and of the adjoining cultivated fields was maintain-=d for almost a year 
and a half, only 22 classifiable stone implements were found. Thirteen of these 
are arrowpoints • 

Of the projectiles nine are triangular, two are comer-notched, one is side
notched and one is comer-notched, bifurcated and serrated. A single larger blade, 
which appears to have been a hafted knife, is comer-notched and stemmed. A 
triangular implement, larger than the projectiles, has two edges chipped and may 
have been used as a knife o Tpe remainder of the inventory of chipped tools con
sists of one "thumbnail" scraper, one retouched flake scraper, one expanding
base drill and one broken drill point. 

In addition to the chipped implements, there were found on the surface a broken 
portion of a pecked and rubbed tool of uncertain classification, a pitted stone, a 
small section of the polished bit of some type of cutting tool, and an unclassified 
fragment of ground and polished slate of nonlocal origin. 

Artifacts from pits. The number and variety of stone implements recovered 
from 39 of the refuse pits are only slightly greater than those of the surface collec
tion. 

Of the 30 projectile points, typical examples of which are illustrated in Plate 
lA, , 22 are triangular, as in figso 6-14, five are corner-notched, as in figs. 3-5, 
and three are side-notched as in figs o 1-2 o There occur, also, three rough chipped 
blades which may be crude knives or projectile points in process, figs. 15-17. 

The remainder of the stone inventory includes 16 unifacially or bifacially 
pitted stones similar to those shown in Plate 1B, fig. 5, one multipitted stone, 
Plate 1B, fig. 6, two anvil stones; one broken celt; seven common abraders; one 
perforated and notched abrader, Plate 1B, fig. 2; one adze or small celt {secondar
ily used as an anvil), Plate 1B, fig. l;. and six battered but otherwise unmodified 
sandstone pebbles. 

A very interesting circular gorget (diameter 2-1/16", thickness at center 1/4"), 
unique among Indian artifacts discovered in Delaware, Plate 2A, was recovered in 
pit no. 40 at a depth of 24". Central to each of the highly incised faces is a 
figure which, in the opinion of some observers, may be a conventionalized repre
sentation of a deer. The gorget, fashioned from a piece of bog iron and having 
slightly convex surfaces, is broken through one of its two bilaterally drilled per
forations. The boring for a third perforation was never finished. 

In addition to the implements noted, two small rectanguloid pendants were 
recovered among the debris of a plow-damaged trench burial .(p. 5, Sec_tiq~_ ?) 
and are presumed to have been grave goods, although the distrubed cDnditio"n of 
the excavated materials prevented positive determination of. the fact. The smaller 
of the two, Plate 1B, figo 3, 3.8 cm. in length and 0.8 cm. in width, had been 
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fashioned from a piece of reddish shale not believed to be native to Delaware. 
The larger, Plate lB, fig. 4, 3.9 cm. in length and 1.2 cm. in width, was made 
from a closely-compacted, very fine-grained, black siltstone. 

With three exceptions--the surface-found fragment of polished slate, the 
pendant of reddish shale and the highly incised bog iron gorget--all stone im
plements recovered at the site are fashioned from pebbles of jasper and other 
flinty materials or of sandstone and siltstone pebbles which occur locally as 
gravel exposed in washouts and in the banks of tidal streams or scattered about 
the nearby ocean beaches • 

Discussiono Of the stone artifacts here enumerated only the projectile points 
are useful in site comparisons. Table 2 indicates the numerical and percentage 
distributions of the several types of projectile points present in the surface and 
pit collections • 

TABLE 2: NUMERICAL AND PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF TYPES OF PROJECTILE 
POINTS IN SURFACE AND PIT COLLECTIONS 

Source Types Totals 

Triangular Corner- Side- Corner- notched 
notched notched bifurcated and 

serrated 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Surface 9 69.2 2 15.4 1 7. 7 1 7. 7 13 100 

Pits 22 73. 3 5 16. 7 3 10.0 0 o. 0 30 100 

TOTALS 31 72. l 7 16. 3 4 9. 3 1 2. 3 43 100 

The overwhelming preference for the triangular form is immediately obvious. 
Comer-notched points, while outnumberinQJ the side-notched forms almost 2 to 1, 
occur with less than one-fourth the frequency of the triangles. The ratios for the 
pit collection vary only slightly from those for the total sample. 

Although this is admittedly a small sample, it nevertheless accords well with 
Holland's seriation of the projectile types of nearby Virginia (1955, fig. 23). He 
found that while triangular points occurred occasionally at very early periods, 
they reached their maximum production in Late Woodland times and that while cor
ner-notched and side-notched forms were most popular in early cultural eras, they 
gradually diminished in frequency as timt:: went on but persisted in reduced numbers 
into the Late Woodland period. Bifurcated points, according to Holland's study, 
initially appeared at a very early time, continued sporadically into the Late Wood
land period, but were never very popular. 

At the Late Prehistoric period Speidel site, Ohio County, West Virginia, at 
which corner- and side-notched points were present p triangular points were in 
the great majority (Mayer-Oakes, 1954, pp. 14-15). At the Keyser Farm site, Page 
County, Virginia, a Late Woodland village, triangular forms accounted for 87% of 
the projectile point total (Manson, Maccord and G:,;iffin, 1944, p. 399). At the 
Shepard site, Montgomery County, Maryland, thought to have been occupied during 
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the early part of the Late Woodland period, approximately 70% of the projectile 
points (comer- and side-notched varieties were present) were triangular (Mac
cord, Slattery and Schmitt, 1957, p. 26). Although precise figures are not 
available, the -percentage of triangular points at the Hughes site, situated half 
a mile from the Shepard site and thought to have been occupied at a later time. 
exceeded 70% (ibido Po 26). Farther south along the Potomac River, 89.5% of 
the projectile points excavated at the Patawomeke site, occupation of which 
extended into early historic times, were triangular (ibid. p. 22). At the Summy 
and Miller sites, Lebanon County, Pennsylvania, "typical village of hamlet 
sites of the Shenk's Ferry Complex, which was the last prehistoric phase of the 
archaeology of the main valley of the Susquehanna River~ triangular projectile 
point forms were preponderant (Witthoft and Farver, 1952, pp. 12,26). 

Late prehistoric sites having high proportions of triangular points could be 
enumerated almost infinitely, but the foregoing examples from areas surround
ing Delaware are sufficiently indicative. It is, in fact, well known that tri
angular points are predominant in late prehistoric times throughout the United 
States. 

The scarcity of projectile points of all types at the Townsend site is, it
self, interesting. The surface area of the site is considerable, encompassing 
several acres, and 90 refu~e pits were excavated. That only 43 projectile 
points, in all,were found, 13 on the surface and 30 from the pits, certainly be
speaks a way of life divorced from dependence on the bow and arrow in the pro
curement of food • 

Tortoise shell, Bone and Antler Artifacts 

In contrast to the relatively meager stone inventory, artifacts of tortoise 
shell, bone, and antler are numerous. All were recovered by excavation. There 
are 287 complete or fragmentary implements or pieces of worked material of this 
sort, one or more examples of which occurred in 55 of the refuse pits. 

Tortoise shell. Substantial portions of 22 cups or ladles made from the car
apace of the box turtle were recovered. Plate 2B, figs. 1-2, show two examples. 
As will be seen from the illustrations, the rough lateral flanges of the carapace 
had been removed, leaving ~ smooth margin. Fragments of rim rejectage from the 
manufacture of such ladles were frequently encountered in the pit refuse. 

In addition to the worked carapace pieces identified as ladles, there are four 
small pieces of carapace, each having a single perforation, which are not other
wise identifiable because of their incompleteness. 

Bone. Awls are the most numerous bone implements, a total of 116 having 
been found. Simple awls made from splinters of the leg bones of deer or other 
animals, polished and pointed at one end, are the most common, numbering 72. 
One awl worked from a section of long bone is finished all over and has a broad, 
notched base: Plate 3A, fig. 13. 

Other varieties of awls include those made from the joint ends of bird and 
mammal bones: wild turkey tarsometatarsus, Plate 3A, figs. 10-12; deer ulna, 
Plate 3A, fig. 8; and beaver ulna, Plate 3A, fig. 9. Of these varieties, bird 
bones provide a total of 36 examples. 

Second in frequency of occurrence among the bone implements are 33 com
plete or fragmentary deer-rib needles, Plate 3A, figs. 16-21. Of those illustrated, 
three, fig. 16-18, are nearly entire, and appear to have been intentionally perfor-
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ated at one end, rather than in the center. If they had been re-worked from larger, 
broken specimens of centrally perforated needles, the area of the break--which 
usually occurs at the eye--had been sufficiently worked down to make that fact 
indeterminable. Of the other illustrated specimens, one,fig. 21, had been broken 
and redrilled; and two, figs. 19-20, had been broken and partially re-drilled from 
one side only. These broken specimens give the impression of having been parts 
of long, double-pointed, centrally perforated deer-rib "mat needles." 

Twenty-two beads or tubes, cut from the hollow shafts of bird bones, were 
recovered. The longest of these, although measuring not quite 2-1/2 inches, 
Plate 3B, fig. 5, nevertheless brings to mind the bone turkey calls illustrated by 
Speck (1928) for the modern Pamunkey and Mattaponi. Shorter, broader tubes, 
Plate 3B, figs. 1-4, 6-7, were probably intended for beads. The shafts of bird 
bones are not usually identifiable by species, but the use of wild turkey bones 
as one source of tubes and beads is indicated by the cut and broken joint ends of 
three turkey leg bones, Plate 3B, figs o 8-10. 

Three small, double-pointed bone implements with very slight central con.a. 
striction suggest their possible use as fish gorges. One is shown in Plate 3A, 
fig. 14. No bone fishhooks were found. 

From a turtle scapula· was fashioned a blunt-ended tool of unknown purpose, 
possibly a flaker: Plate 3A, fig. 15. 

Three deer-ulna knives or fleshers, Plate 3B, figs. 13-15 were found. Two 
have broken tips, worn and polished from continued use. 

End portions of two beaming tools or drawshaves made from deer metapodial 
"bones are shown in Plate 3B, figs. 11-12. The broken end of fig. 12 appears 
battered, as if from secondary use. 

A portion of an unusual beaming tool appears as fig. 16 of Plate 3B ~ It was 
made from a right femur of the black bear, the portion recovered being the distal 
section of the bone. Bear remains were not numerous at the Townsend site; a 
single unworked canine tooth was the only other observed evidence of the pres
ence of this animal • 

Three small, decorated bone fragments, two of which matched to form a 
larger piece (Plate 2B, figs. 13-14) exhibit both incised and relief ornamentation, 
have similar-appearing nicked ridges, and may have been parts of a decorated 
comb top. 

Antler. Objects made from antler include a conical arrowpoint, Plate 2B, fig. 
3; three punches made from antler prongs, figs. 4-6; an antler-tine object with 
gouge-shaped tip, fig. 7; two cylindrical antler sections with hollowed ends sug
gesting use as tool handles, figs. 8-9; as cylindrical antler flaking tool, fig. 10; 
a section of worked antler scored around two circumferences and ready for break
ing into sections, fig. 11~ and a small, worked piece of antler prong, broken 
from the main shaft, Plate 2B, fig. 12. 

Numerous detached but unworked or only partially worked antler tines, many 
fragments of animal and bird bone rejectage, and two beaver incisors, perhaps 
ground, but, if not, certainly worn to a sharp edge, complete the inventory of 
implements • 

Discussion o The bone, antler and tortoise shell industry of the Townsend 
site most closely approximates that of the Late Prehistoric period Shenk's Ferry 
site (Cadzow, 1936, pp. 57-59) in which simple joint and splinter awls and 
turkey wing-bone awls predominated and cut bone tubes, cached antler sections 
and turtle carapace cups were present in varying minor quantities. Except for 
the absence of the fishhook, it appears closely to parallel that of the proto.:: 
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historic Patawomeke site (Schmitt, Ms., pp. 23-27) in which turkey calls were 
present, bone awls were prominent, and antler handles, punches and flakers 
similar to those found at the Townsend site were noted. It differs markedly from 
that of the Keyser Farm site in which antler was far more significantly employed 
for headdresses, picks, chisels and gouge-like tools and for projectile points 
(Manson, Maccord and Griffin, 1944, pp. 392-398) and in which the bone beamer 
out-numbered the bone awl almost 2-1/2 to 1 and bone needles were virtually 
unknown. The Townsend bone, antler and tortoise shell industry was far less 
developed than that of the Shepard site (Maccord, Slattery and Schmitt, 195 7, 
pp. 19-21) and that of the Hughes site (Stearns, 1940, pp. 11-13). At the former 
a much wider range of implement types was present and at the latter bone beamers 
were numerous and fishhooks, pendants, scrapers, and antler tin,~ projectile 
points were prominent. 
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SECTION 4 

ABORIGINAL CERAMICS 

Margaret C. Blaker 

The bulk of the material excavated at the Townsend site was pottery and 
every pit contained portions of from one to as many as 55 vessels. The entire 
ceramic collection was submitted to the U. S. National Museum for study • 

About 750 restorable vessels and rim sherds representing individual vessels-
nearly all pertaining to the same ware--were mainly considered in this study. 
The remainder of the ceramic vessel material consisted of several ·thousand body 
sherds. These were examined for variations in surface treatment, temper, etc., 
but because of their general similarity, were not of use in defining types. In 
addition to vessels and vessel fragments, the ceramic artifacts from the site in
cluded fragments of several pipes, and one pottery bead, also described in this 
report. 

All unclassified or unusual specimens relating to vessels were retained in 
the U. S. National Museum collections, as were samples of the main pottery types 
and examples of whole or re storable vessels of these types. Body sherds and 
many decorated sherds and who·le vessels were returned to the owners. 

With the exception of 162 grit- and/or clay-tempered sherds, all of the pot
tery recovered from the site is very similar in paste, temper, structure, and sur
face treatment. Within the basically homogeneous group described as the Town
send Series, five types have been distinguished, primarily on the basis of decor
ative technique and design, and to a lesser extent on form. The series descrip
tion and the type descriptions follow. 

I. TOWNSEND SERIES OF POTTERY TYPES 

A. General 

1. Method of Manufacture. Coiling. Fractures frequently along coiling 
planes, which are horizontal to markedly oblique, the latter condition apparently 
the result of amalgamating the coils. Coiling is evident in basal sections (Pl. 5A, 
fig. 4). One sherd (U .s .N .M. no. 397, 791) was noted which showed in cross
section, at a break near the rim, three distinct vertical laminae, possibly indica
ting patching • 

2. Paste. 
Temper. Crushed shell, frequently partially leached. Sparse but fairly 

constant inclusion of coarse, subangular grains of.white quartz sand (4 mm. and 
under) probably not intentional. 

Texture. Clay fine but rather poorly mixed. Smail nodules of bright orange 
ocherous clay present throughout the paste. (Dr. Edward P. Henderson of the Div
ision of Mineralogy of the U. S. National Museum examined several of the sherds 
and believes that the ocherous nodules are a natural inclusion in the source clay, 
rather than introduced temper.) Short diagonal up-and-out laminations as well as 
similarly oriented particles of the shell aplastic often visible in cross-sections 
(presumably the result of smoothing coils). · 

Hardness. Outer rim, 2. 5 (average of 128 samples, consisting of 15-38 
sherds of each type) • 
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Color. Reddish buff through grayish buff to dark gray. Individual sherd's 
grade from dark to light from either surface through core to opposite ·surface about 
as often as they maintain uniformly any one of the shades mentioned. Occasional 
carbonized cores. Considerable smoke discoloration on surfaces--presumably 
made during use or manufacture, as well as subsequent blackening of surface and 
edges of single discarded sherds (Pl. 4; Pl. 7B, fig. 6; Pl O 8A, figs. 2, 6). 

3 • Surface finish. 
Exterior. Fabric-roughened all over with twined-woven fabric having 

coarse warp and close, fine weft of two-strand, counterclockwise-twisted cord 
(Pl. SB, figs. 3, 4). Parallel rows of weft impressions placed perpendicular, ob
lique, or (rarely) parallel to the rim. Surfaces probably roughened with pieces of 
fabric wrapped around the hand or a paddle, judging from the juxtaposition of sim
ilarly oriented impressions, roughly 2" x 3", with other groups having a slightly 
different orientation. Exterior subsequently smoothed in varying degrees, rarely 
to the point of complete obliteration of original treatment. Rim area frequently 
smoothed on decorated vessels, particularly those with cord-impressed decoration. 

Other secondary surface modifications are rare. In the collection from the 
Townsend site there are perhaps a dozen examples of brushing. On some of the 
miniature vessels (Pl. 4, fig. 2) and at least one of the larger ones (Pl. 4, fig. 8), 
brushing has been done over a smoothed surface which may or may not have been 
previously fabric-marked. In other examples (Pl. SA, fig. 2) the brushing is clear
ly secondary to fabric marking. 

An occasional body sherd and three rims showed a scattering of cord im
pressions superimposed on the all-over fabric-roughened surface (Pl. SA, fig. 9). 
Possibly these were unintentionally impressed by ravelings from the fabric. How
ever, one vessel of the iype Rappahannock Fabric Impressed showed apparently 
intentional cord-marking of the lower b0dy and base made by counterclockwise
twisted cords somewhat larger than those composing the fabric with which the 
entire vessel had been impressed (U.S.N.M. _no. 397,756). 

Lip and interior. Predominantly hand-smoothed: finger striations present; 
also frequent deep, isolated, unoriented striations, q.pparently from accidental 
drawing of fragments of temper over the surface in smoothing. Parallel scraping 
marks very rare. One occurrence in Townsend collections of fabric impression on , 
interior rim • , ~ 

4. Decoration. About 66% of all vessels or rimsherds representing whole 
vessels of the Townsend Series were aecorated. Of the decorated sherds, about 
67% were incised (usually a broad shallow line, rarely narrow and deep), 28% 
were impressed with cord-wrapped elements or a single cord, 5% combined the 
techniques of incising and impressing, and tv..,o sherds combined incising with 
annular punct:ites (probably made with a hollow reed). 

Designs are simple and rectilinear. A unique example of an attempt to 
execute concentric circles by incising is shown in Plate 6B, fig. 7. Regardless 
of method of execution, design emphasis is on encircling bands of lines (80% of 
decorated vessels); in addition, short, fringing obliques and verticals, the chev
ron-triangle motif, and the herringbone pattern appear repeatedly. 

Decoration is placed mainly on the exterior rim. On Rappahannock In
cised it begins at the lip. On Townsend Incised the main design element begins 
a short distance below the lip and occupies a relatively narrow strip in the rim or 
neck area. On Townsend Corded Horizontal and Townsend Herringbone the dec
oration may begin either-at the lip or somewhat below it, and in the latter it may 
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extend into the shoulder area. The lower part of a single vessel from the Town
send site represents one instance in which an entire body and base of a Town
send Series vessel were decorated, being covered with an incised herringbone 
pattern (Pl. SA, fig. 5). In the collection relating to the Townsend Series there 
was but one instance of decoration on the interior rim: a Townsend Corded Hor
izontal pot had short vertical cord-wrapped-stick impressions just inside the rim. 

5. Form. Simple conoidal vessels, profile a parabola or gradually compound 
curve. Rim direct, slightly incurving, or slightly to moderately everted. Folded 
or thickened rims rare--four examples (Pl. 8A, fig. 11; Pl. 8B, fig. 1), and ex
truded collar suggested by one sherd only {U .S .N .M. no. 397,795). Lip rounded 
or rounded and flattened, rarely squared. Body elongated, seldom globose. Ori
fice circular; unique squared orifice (U .S .N. M. no. 397,759). Base occasionally 
rounded, usually conoidal or slightly pointed; basal thickening seldom appreciable. 
One flat bottom (miniature vessel, Pl. 4, fig. 5). A thin, flat, elongated fragment 
somewhat resembles a lug, yet appears too thin and fragile to be a serviceable 
one (Pl. SA, fig. 8). None of the sherds or vessels had appendages or showed 
scars where they might have broken off. This fragment may equally well have 
been elliptical in original outline, in which case no use for it can be suggested. 

6. Secondary feat~es. Drilled sherds common, indicating mending by 
drilling and lacing • 

7. Size. Miniature pots--the smallest of which measured 1 1/2" in height 
and 1 3/4" in diameter--to large cooking vessels. The largest complete vessel 
(a Townsend Incised type, returned to excavator) measured 11" in oral diameter, 
13" in body diameter, and 18 11 in height. A Rappahannock Incised pot in which 
only the rim was present had a 14" oral diameter. Vessels average about 8 1/4" 
in oral diameter and 10 1/4" in height. Average wall thickness 1 - 2" below the 
lip is 7 .4 mm (range: 5-10 mm). 

8. Diagnostic features of the series. Coiling, shell temper, exteriors im
pressed with twined-woven fabrics, simple conoidal forms. 

9. Area of known distribution. Southern Delaware, tidewater Maryland, and 
tidewater Virginia (See table 7). 

10. Temporal range. Late prehistoric and protohistoric Woodland period. 
11. Note. The following descriptions of the several types place emphasis on 

the distinguishing characteristics of the types. For detailed discussion of paste, 
surface treatment, etc. the foregoing series description should be consulted. 

B. Rappahannock Fabric Impressed 

(Pl. 4, fig. 9; Pl. SB) 

This type was named and described by Schmitt (Ms.) as a minority type (2% 
of all pottery) from the Potomac Creek site, Stafford, Co., Virginia. His de
scription covered a group which I have distinguished as two types (See Rappa
hannock Incised). The. possibility of such a subdivision was foreseen by .Schmitt, 
who indicated the probable need for revision of the description when a larger 
sherd sample became available. 

1. Method of manufacture. Coiling. See Townsend Series. 
2. Paste. See Townsend S.eries. 
3. Surface finish. Exterior fabric-roughened. Interior and lip smoothed. In

frequent occurrence on lip of impressions made by edge of fabric-wrapped paddle. 
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4. Decoration. None. 
5. Form. In general, wide-mouthed, conoidal vessels coming to rounded 

point at base. 
Rim. Direct, or slightly and gradually incurving (Pl. 4, fig. 9}. Rare

ly slight constriction below the rim, and/or slight to moderate rim eversion 
(U 0 S.N.M. noo 397,753; Smithsonian Inst. nego no. 38,641H:l). 

Lip. Rounded or rounded and flattened. Rarely turned slightly outward 
as result of pinching or smoothing from within (Pl. 5B, fig. l}. 

Body. Elongated , conoidal • 
Base. Conoidal; in profile a wide parabola. 

6. Size. Miniature pots to large vessels. Average oral diameter 9 1/4", 
estimated average height 10 1/4"; average thickness in rim area 7. 2 mm (range: 
5-9 mm). 

7. Diagnostic features of the type. Fabric-impressed exterior, absence 
of decoration, parabolic profile o 

8. Area of known distribution. Southern Delaware, tidewater Maryland, 
the lower Potomac and the lower Rappahannock and James Valleys of Virginia 
(See table 7} • 

C • . Rappahannock Incised 

(PL 4, fig. 10; Pl. 6A and B) 

1. Method of manufacture. Coiling. See Townsend Series. 
2. Paste. See Townsend Series. 
3. Surface finish. See Townsend Series. 
4 o Decoration • 

Technique o Broad, shallow incising with blunt implement, possibly 
a hollow reed. Lines U-shaped in cross-section; narrow, deep incising rare. 
One example of direct annular punctations from small hollow reed or similar 
implement (Pl. GB, fig. 2). 

Design. Band of lines encircling the rim either alone or surmounting 
a fringe of short verticals, simple chevrons, herringbone pattern or grouped 
oblique lines; grouped parallel lines in various perpendicular, oblique, and 
horizontal combinations, including 6 examples of rectilinear designs; simple 
to complicated chevron and/or triangle designs alone; herringbone patterns 
alone. Rude concentric circle design unique; occurred with chevron motif 
(Pl. 6B, fig. 7}. At the Townsend site, chevrons alone or in combination con
stitute 38. 8% of the decorative elements of the type (See table 4}. 

Distribution. Outer rim, beginning immediately below the lip • 
. 5 • Form. Same as Rappahannock Fabric Impressed. As with Rappahan

nock Fabric Impressed, slight constriction below the rim rare (U .S .N. M. no. 
397,762; Smithsonian Inst. neg. no. 38, 640B: 1, 4, 5, 6, 8), and rare ex
amples of slightly out-turned lip (Smithsonian Inst. neg. no. 38, 640B: 8) o 
Single example of squared orifice (U .S oN .M. no. 397,759; Smithsonian Inst. 
neg. no. 38,641H: 2). 

6. Size. Miniature pots to large vessels. Average oral diameter 8 1/4", 
estimated average height 9 1/4 11 ; average thickness in rim area 7 .2 mm (range: 
5-10 mm). • 

7. Diagnostic features of the type. Incised decoration consisting of en
.circling band of lines and/or other rectilinsar motifs, especially the chevron-
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triangle complex; decoration beginning immediately below the lip; parabolic 
profile. 

8 o Area of known distribution. Same as for Rappahannock Fabric Im
pressed. 

Do Townsend Incised 

Synonym: Townsend Incised Band {Blaker, 1950) 

{Pl. 4, fig. 12; Pl. 7A and B) 

1 o Method of manufacture. Coiling. See Townsend Series. 
2. Paste. See Townsend Series. 
3. Surface finish. See Townsend Series. Lip or extreme upper rim 

occasionally bears series of impressions of edge of fabric-wrapped paddle. 
4. Decoration. 

Technique o Broad, shallow incising with blunt implement; lines U
shaped in cross-section. Narrow, deep incising rare. One instance of annu
lar puncta tion. 

Design. Band of parallel lines encircling the rim, either unaugment
ed, or with short or long parallel, usually oblique lines, and rarely, the chev
ron, above, below, between or superimposed upon the main band. The band, 
unaugmemted, represents over 70% of all of this type at the Townsend site {See 
table 5). 

Distribution. Confined to outer rim, the band beginning a short dist
ance below the lip {about 1/2 11 to l 11, depending on pot proportions) • 

5. Form. Conoidal vessels with little to moderate rim eversion and neck 
constriction; profile a gradually compound curve. 

Rim. Moderately everted. 
Lip. Rounded or rounded and flattened. 
Body. Expanding slightly below the rim, but more elongate than glo

bose. 
Base. Conoidal. 

6. Size o Miniature pots to large vessels. Average oral diameter 7 11 , aver
age body diameter 9 1/2 11 , estimated average height 9 5/8 11 ; estimated thick
ness in rim area 7. 45 mm (range: 5-10 mm). 

7. Diagnostic features of the type. Incised decoration with basic design 
an encircling band of lines placed a short distance below the lip; profile a 
gradually compound curve. 

8. Area of known distribution. Southern Delaware; Wicomico and Wor
cester Counties on the Eastern Shore and Ann Arundel and Calvert Counties on 
the Western Shore of Maryland {See table 7). 

E. Townsend Corded Horizontal 

{Pl. 4, figs. 6, 7 ,8; Pl. SA, fig. 9; Pl. 8A) 

1. Method of manufacture. Coiling o See Townsend Series • 
2. Paste. See Townsend Series. 
3. Surface finisho See Townsend Series. Fabric-roughened exterior sur-
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face frequently smoothed in rim area. One example of brushed exterior (Pl. 4, 
fig. 8) • Interior scraping with serrated tool rare. 

4. Decoration. 
Technique o Impressing with a stick or flexible element such as a 

cord, wrapped, usually, with a two-strand, twisted cord, or sometimes -
judging from less distinct impressions -- with a thong or loose cord having no 
distinct twist (Pl. SA, fig. 9; Pl. BA). This technique has been called "pseudo
cord" (Griffin, 1944, p. 407). Impressing with a single, two-strand, twisted 
cord rare; one example in Townsend collection (Pl. 4, fig. 7) ! Counterclock
wise twist in all cords. 

Design. Band of lines encircling rim, either alone or with short ob
lique or perpendicular elements and, rarely, the chevron, arranged above, be
low, or superimposed upon it. The decoration of 87% of the type consisted of 
the band alone or band with short obliques above (See table 6). 

Distribution. Outer rim and lip, beginning usually at lip, occasion
ally a short distance below it. Short (ca. 1/2" in length) vertical cord
wrapped-stick impressions just inside the lip in one instance only. Cord
wrapped-stick impressions occurred on the lip of 30% of this type, sometimes 
producing a crenelated effect (Pl. 4, fig. 6; Pl. 8A, fig. 9). 

5. Form. Conoidal vessels with little to moderate rim eversion and 
neck constriction. Profile usually a gradually compound curve; parabolic pro
file rare (Pl. 4, fig o 8). 

Rim. Moderately everted or direct, the former predominating o One 
rim thickened by applying a thin, narrow fillet (Pl. 8A, fig o 11). 

Lip. Rounded or rounded and flattened. Small proportion sharply 
flattened and outsloping. 

Body. Slightly globose to elongated. 
Base. Conoidal. 

6. Size. Miniature pots to large vessels. Average oral diameter 7 1/2", 
average body diameter 9 1/2 "; average thickness in rim area 7 mm (range: 
5-10 mm). 

7. Diagnostic features of the type o Pseudo-cord decoration consisting 
of encircling band o~ lines. 

8. Area of known distribution. Southern Delaware; Nanticoke River on 
the Eastern Shore, and Severn and Magothy Rivers on the Western Shore of 
Maryland (See table 7) • 

F. Townsend Herringbone 

(Pl. 88) 

1. Method of manufacture. Coiling. See Townsend Series. 
2. Paste. See Townsend Series. 
3. Surface finish. Fabric-roughened exterior, almost completely smooth-

1Numerous examples of a direct impression with a single cord on the type Town
send Corded Horizontal have been noted in the analysis of sherds from two 
other sites near Lewes: the Ritter site no. 1 and the Miller-Toms site, but 
especially the latter (U..S. National Museum, 1954). • 



20 

ed. Interior and lip smoothed. 
4 o Decoration. 

Technique. Pseudo-cord impression in combination with broad, 
shallow incising. 

Design. Series of parallel lines encircling rim, infrequently sur
mounted by short obliques -- all in pseudo-cord. Pseudo-cord surmounts or 
rarely alternates with grouped or continuous incised herringbone patterns (Two 
examples: U .s .N .M. no. 397,780 and one sherd of lot U .S.N .M. n~. 397 ,-
778). In one case, herringbone develops into diamond motif (Pl. 8B, fig. 5). 
Included in this type was one sherd in which the incised l_ines were merely 
grouped obliques (Pl. 8B, fig o 4). 

Distributiono Outer rim and shoulder. Cord-wrapped-stick impress
ions usual on lip. 

5. Form. 
Rim. Usually slightly everted; one direct. One rim thickened, 

apparently by applying a fillet (Pl. 8B, fig. 1). 
Lip. Rounded and flattened. 
Body. Elongated. 
Base o Presumably conoidal. 

6. Size. Medium ·to large vessels known. Average oral diameter 9", 
average estimated height 12 "; average thickness in rim area 7 .9 mm (range: 
6-9 mm). 

7. Diagnostic features of the type . Encircling band of pseudo-cord im
pressions surmounting incised herringbone designs. 

8. Area of known distribution. Northeast coast of SussE:lx County, Dela..;. 
ware (See table 7) • 

G. Miniature Vessels 

(Pl. 4, figs. 1-5) 

As has already been indicated, Townsend Series vessels range in size 
from large caldrons having diameters of 12-14" to tiny containers only 1 1/2 -
3 11 in diameter. Vessels under 3" in diameter are regarded as "miniature" and 
are considered separatell. 

In general, the small vessels resemble the seemingly more utilitarian 
sizes, and a few are recognizable examples of the established types o Most 
show a variety of simple designs similar to those found on the larger vessels~ 
Of 45 whole or fragmentary miniature vessels in which the upper portion was 
present, 12 were undecorated, 28 had simple incised designs, including the 
chevron and the line-filled triangle, and five had linear pseudo-cord impres
sions. 

Surfaces are for the most part smoothed or partly smoothed and several 
appear to have been brushed (Pl. 4, figs. 1, 2). Two examples show clearly 
the fabric marking so characteristic of the larger vessels. The tiny vessel in 
Plate 4, fig. 4, is a perfect example of the type Rappahannock Incised, and 
another of about the same size (returned to excavator) represents the type 
Rappahannock Fabric Impressed equally well. Sherds of small Townsend Cord
ed Horizontal and Townsend Incised vessels are in the collection (U .s .N .M 0 

nos. 397, 786-7). 
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The flat bottom seen on a miniature vessel in Plate 4, fig. S, is a unique 
form from the Townsend site. 

H. Unclassified Sherds of the Townsend Series 

The greater part of the shell-tempered ware of the Townsend site falls 
easily into one of the five types described above. However, there are a few 
sherds which do not fall within the limits of the established types. These 
may be regarded as variants of the types described, or as minority occurences 
of as yet unrecognized types. They are recorded here individually in brief 
form for future comparison: 

1. Restoration of a bowl (Pl. 4, fig. 11). Only rim and near-rim sherds 
of this vessel were recovered. These show a marked carination about 1 1/2" 
below the lip which seems to allow no other interpretation than that this was 
a bowl. The restoration measures 6 1/8" in oral diameter, ca. 7 1/ 4" in 
shoulder diameter and 3 1/2 11 in height. 

The bowl form, so common in the Southaa st from late Archaic to Historic 
times, is, so far as I know, unrecorded for the Middle Atlantic Slope. Except 
for the shape, however, this vessel conforms to the characteristics of the 
Towns en~ Series in all respects, having shell temper; smoothed interior, lip, 
and upper exterior; smoothed-over fabric impressions on exterior below the 
decorated area; and incised decoration based on parallel encircling lines, 
grouped parallel lines , and short, fringing incisions • 

2. Portion of small, carinated vessel (Pl. 9A, fig. 5) 0 Recovered sherds 
of this small (oral diameter about 3 ") vessel indicate a form with sharply out
turned lip and low, carinated shoulder. This shape, although previously un
recorded for the Tidewater area of Delaware, Maryland, and Virginia, is re
ported by Cross (1941, PPo 47, 18Z; pl. !Za, tigs. 1-4} trom New Jersey; 
and vessels of the Monongahela Woodland culture of southwestern Pennsyl
vania also have a characteristically low shoulder and rounded bottom (Butler, 
1939, pl. 3b-e; 1946, p. 120). 

The nested rectangle design on this vessel is distinctive. The same de
sign appears on one other sherd from the Townsend site; this represents a 
considerably larger vessel (Pl. 9:\, fig. 2). Rectangular designs of any kind 
are extremely rare for the Townsand Seri.es. It is therefore interesting, if not 
necessarily significant, to note the close similarity between this design and 
one appearing on a sherd of the otherwise distinct type Alexander Incised 
from St. Tammany Parish, Louisiana (Ford and Quimby, 1945, Pl. 7g). 

3. Rim sherds representing four vessels (Pl. 9A, figs. 1, 3, 4, 6). Here 
incised motifs are combinec in various ways with encircling cord-impressed 
lines. The designs lack the consistency in form and placement characteris
tic of the type Townsend Herringbone, and so were not included in that type. 

4. Two folded or thickened rims (U .S .N .M. no. 397,793; Smithsonian 
Inst. neg. no. 38,641: 8,9). One sherd has one incised line on a ·thickened 
rim and the single impression of a cord-wrapped element below it, thus com
bining incising and impressing, but not in the manner characteristic of the 
type Townsend Herringbone. The thickened rim is a feature found on some 
examples of both the Townsend Corded Horizontal and the Townsend Herring-
bone types. The other thicke~ed rim bears oblique pseuq.o-cord impressioqs, and 
may represent either Townsend Corded Horizontal or Townsend Herringbone, but is 
too incomplete to be more definitely classified. 
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5. Rims herd suggesting an extruded collar (U .S .N. M. no. 397,795; Smith
sonian Inst. neg. no. 38,641: 6). The surface of this sherd is smoothed and is 
meagerly decorated with three short, incised vertical lines. On the exterior it 
bulges outward in the area beneath the rim, and then seems to constrict, form
ing a slight groove which slants from 1 3/16" to 1 1/4" below the rim. The 
break falls just below this groove at the left side of the sherd (as oriented in 
the photograph) and coincides with it at the right. Viewed in profile particular
ly from the left or more complete edge, the interior seems to have a weak 
channel corresponding to the exterior bulge. This highly inconclusive indica
tion of an extruded collar is the only such evidence found and this may well be 
an aberrant sherd, perhaps with an accidental bulge near the rim or a portion of 
it. 

II. POTTERY NOT BELONGING TO THE TOWNSEND SERIES 

A. Unclassified Shell-tempered 

1. Sherds of a large vessel (Pl. 9B). Rim curvature indicates an oral 
diameter of about 11" • Manufactured by coiling, rounded and flattened lip, 
direct rim, slightly constricted neck and expanding body, rounded base. 
Exterior surface cord-marked. Interior surface scraped; intersecting groups 
of shallow parallel channels clearly visible on interi.:irs of all sherds, in
cluding basal oneso Rim and neck decorated with well executed, continuous, 
inci::.ed herringbone design. 

Of the several thousand shell-tempered sherds examined, there were, in 
addition to the pot described above, only 6 body sherds and one rim 0.ot U.S. 
N "M" no. 397,808) which appeared to have been intentbnally and primarily 
cord-r::mg!1an0d. The small rimsherd is direct, with a rounded lip and no 
decoration other than the cord-marking, which makes an acute angle with the 
rim. Two of the 6 body sherds are illustrated in Plate 5A, figs. 1, 3. These 
sherds may well belong to the type Chickahominy Cord-Marked (Evans, 1955, 
p. 46) which is more common in coastal and southeastern Virginia. 

2. Two shell-tempered sherds (Pl. SA, figs. 6,7). These have impress
ions made by close netting or some fabric not made by the twined-woven 
technique. Both are from pit 15 and are the only ones of this kind from the 
site. They may belong to the type Potts Net Impressed and Roughened de
scribed by Evans (1955, pp. 46-7). 

B. Granular-tempered 

Granular temp13red potsherds made up only a small fraction of the total 
amount of pottery recovered from the Townsend site, totaling only 15 4 body 
and 8 rim sherds. Eighty, or about half of these, came from one pit, and 
evidently belonged to one pot; the remainder were found in about one-third 
of the pits, numbering usually from two to five per pit. All pits containing 
granular-temp9red sherds contained sherds of the Townsend Series 'also. 

The high percentage of body sherds and the small total quantity of these 
sherds make type descriptions impracticable. The following general state
ments may be made of the group as a whole~ 

Breakage is predominantly along coiling planes, indicating that method 
of manufacture for all the granular-tempered pottery. Tempering agents in
clude sand, coarsely crushed quartz, small pebbles -- crushed or uncrushed, 
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blocky fragments of muscovite, and chunks of clay or crushed sherds. The 
paste is for the most part rather poorly mixed and shows clayey partings and 
cleavages. Hardness ranges from 2. 0 to 4 .0 with by far the greatest inci
dence in the 2. 0 to 2. 5 range. Color tends to be ferruginous, ranging from 
yellow-buff through orange-buff to reddish-buff. Rimsherds present indicate 
vessels with direct rims and rounded or slightly flattened lips. There is some ' 
indication of basal thickening just above what was probably a pointed base, 
but no actual bases were found. 

The most obvious difference among these sherds is in surface treatment. 
Small groups of sherds representing the m:,st clear-cut examples of these 
differences have been selected for illustration and brief description here. The 
paste characteristics given refer to the illustrated sherds only, unless other
wise specified. 

1. Sherds cord-marked on both interior and exterior (Pl. l0A, figs. 1-4; 
interior views}. These were at first thought to be identical with the type known 
as Vinette 1 in New York State (Ritchie, 1944, p. 164; Ritchie and MacNeish, 
1949, p. 100}, but were examined in April, 1951, by Clifford Evans who noted 
that they differ in having clay or crushed sherd temper in addition to crushed 
grit (which in this case consists of quartz and an unidentified blackish rock). 
The sherds were examined by William A. Ritchie in October, 1951; he stated 
that they resemble Vinette 1 in surface treatmant -- having cord impressions 
on both surfaces, with the trend of the impressions on the interior at right 
angles to the trend of those on the exterior -- as well as in color, crudity, 
and thickness. The type Vinette 1, which these sherds resemble, is the 
earliest known pottery type in the northeastern United States. 

2. Sherds cord-marked on exterior only (Pl. l0A, figs. 5-8). Two direct 
rims with rounded lips. Paste is yellowish-buff colored, with crushed quartz 
and muscovite temper and sandy feel. Hardness 3 .0 - 3 .5. Cord impress
ions are superimposed and crossed; cords had clockwise twist. 

3. Sherds cord-marked on exterior only (Pl. l0A, figs. 9,10). One 
direct rim with rounded lip. , Reddish-buff paste with temper of crushed quartz 
and clay chunks. Hardness 2. 5 - 3. 0. Impressed with coarse cords, 2. 5 -
3 .0 mm in width. In fig. 9 an unobliterated contact line between two coils 
may be seen at the upper rif1ht of the sherd. Directly below is the coiling 
plane on which the sherd fractured. Coils in this sherd are 14-16 mm in 
height. 

4. Three sherds from one pot (Pl. lOA, figs. 11-13) • Eighty sherds 
apparently belonging to this pot were found in pit 68. 2 The three sherds il
lustrated represent the exterior rim, the interior near-rim (showing fabric im
pressions}, and the exterior body. The sherds were examined by Clifford 
Evans in April; 1951, and identified by him as belonging to the type Albemarle 
Fabric Impressed. They exhibit the reddish paste, direct rim, flat lip having 
slightly rounded edges, large fragments of crushed quartzite pebbles as 
tempering m:i. terial, exterior surface impressed with twined-_woven fabric, and 

2Eight sherds belonging to the Townsend Series were found in pit 68 with those 
here being described. Depths recorded on sherds from this pit indicated th:at 
the granular-":·:irnpered sherds were found at depths both ab~ve and below 
those of sherds of the Townsend Series. 
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sea ttered fabric impressions on the upper interior, which are characteristic of 
t hat type o 

5. Fabric and/or basketry-impressed sherds (Plo lOA, figs. 14-19). No 
rims .. On one sherd (figs o 14, 15} the impression is clearly identifiable as 
th.it of a twined-woven fabrico The impressions are found on both sides of the 
sherd, their trend on the interior being at right angles to that on the exterior. 
Th13 impressions on two other sherds (figs. 16,18) may have come from basket
ry; lat ex molds of these (illustrated) show a warp which appears to be a large 
rod-like elemento 

6 o Net-impressed sherds (PL lOA, figs. 20-2 7). Direct rim with flatten
ed or rounded lip (one of each shown; a third, flattened, not illu·strated). Buff 
to bright reddish-buff color. Clayey paste with crushed sherd or clay, plus 
some crushed quartz and sand, as temper. Relatively thick walls; one basal 
sherd (fig. 25) measures 13 mm at its uppermost edge and 19 mm at its lower
mot,t; body sherds range from 9-12 mm in thickness. In addition to thE: 7 
illustrated sherds there are 33 others which conform to the above descriptiono 
Sc .. •.rtered net impressions appear on the interiors of some sherds which are 
prc bably from the upper parts of pots, but not on basal sherds. 

7. Sherds related to those just described (U .S .N .M. no. 397, 818; 
Smithsonian Inst. neg ·. no. 38,962A:l,3,4). These are body sherds similar 
in paste and wall thickness to those just qescribed. Both interiors and ex
te··iors are brushed or scraped. The interior of one (Smithsonian Inst. neg o 

no . 38, 962A:4) is scraped in a pattern in which groups of scraping lines ad
jo.: 1 others at right angles. 

IIL DISTRIBUTION OF POTTERY IN THE TOWNSEND SITE 

The proportions of the five pottery types of the Townsend Series within 
individual pits reflected the total proportions for the site (See table 3) • The 
ure :l.ter the number of sherds presem m (jny given pit, the more nearly these 
pro_;:>ort.io.n s u.pproa ched the total proportions o Nor did there appear to be, in 
those pits where physical zones were reported to be discernable during ex
c 1\ a tion, any stratigraphic sequence indicating a development of types; 
sherds of the same typ8 s repeatedly occurred in different levels within a 
rJiven pit, and there was no consistent distribution from bottom to top. 

In 14 instances, sherds or groups of sherds from separate pits were found 
to be adjoining portions of the same vessel, unquestionably indicating con
temporaneous filling of the pits from which they came. Pits definitely relat
ed on the basis of adjoining sherds are as follows: 1, 15, 17 and 73; 14, 31, 
and 49; 16 and 78; 19 and house si.te no. l; 30, 58, and 86; 36 and 43; 61 and 
62. 

These c,mditions seem to indicate tha;: all five of the T:)wnsend Series 
types were contemporaneously in use at the -time of the occupation of the 
Townsend site. That som.-~ may undoubtedly have longer histories than others 
is indicated by a survey of their distribution in a broader geographical area, 
as will be seen below. 

All of the granular-tempered sherds were recovered from pits containing 
sherds of the Townsend Series. The typological distinctness of the granular
tempered sherds from those of the majority ware, th.eir frequently weathered 
condition, their relative fewness at the site, and the comparatively great 
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variety exhibited among them, suggests neither a direct relationship between 
them and the sherds of the Townsend Series, nor any single cultural source for 
them. Granular-tempered wares are generally known to be older than shell
tempered ones in eastern coastal United States, and it seems likely that these 
sherds derive from more than one distinct and probably earlier cultural tra
dition, in which case they were probably accidentally included in the pit fill 
by the makers of the pits o 3 

No GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF THE TOWNSEND SERIES 

A survey of the geographic distribution of the five types of the Townsend 
Series, based chiefly on collections in the U aS. National Museum (See table 
7), seems to bear out the validity of their separation on the basis of observ
able differences and to indicate their spatial and possibly even temporal 
significance • 

The two types having the greatest numerical occurrence at the Townsend 
site, Rappahannock Fabric Impressed (232 vessels represented) and Rappa
hannock Incised (162 vessels represented), have also the widest geographic 
distribution, occurring on almost all of the sites known to me on which have 
been found types of the Townsend Series, including the Rappahannock Valley 
sites o 

Townsend Incised and Townsend Corded Horizontal, which come next in 
numerical frequency at t!le Townsend site (136 and 127 vessels represented, 
respectively), have been found oh only about a third of these sites, and have 
a more restricted geographic distribution. Although Townsend Incised has 
been found at one site on the Pi:ituxent River, Townsend Corded Horizontal 
has not, and neither type has yet been found as far to the south and west as 
the Potomac or the Rappahannock, although Rappahannock Fabric Impressed 
and Rappahannock Incised have been found on other sites on these rivers. 

T}:le type Townsend Herringbone, the member of the Townsend Series 
which occurs least frequently at the Townsend site (20 vessels represented), 
is elsewhere known only from the neighboring Ritter site No .. 1 and from 
Prime Hook Neck, Slaughter Creek, both in Sussex Co., Delaware. 

These facts would appear to indicate a longer history for the first two 
types, and respectively shorter ones for the succeeding three. Of the two, 
the undecorated Rappahannock Fabric Impressed type might theoretically be 
expected to be the older, a point brought out by Davidson (1935, p. 3) in 
his discussion of the unincised and incised wares from Slaughter Creek. A 

3Evans has noted (1955, pp. 125-26} that mos 1: of the granular-tempered wares 
from the Townsend site fall 1nto his Albemarle, Stony Creek, a :1d Prince 
George Series. His seriation studies sho'--.i that t he latter two antedate the 
shell-tempered Chickahominy Series (which is comparable with the Town-
send Series), in the coastal section of Virginia. In central and north-central 
Virginia, away from the coast, shell-tempered wares are entirely lacking, and 
Evans' seriations place the Albemarle Series at the more recent end of the 
time scale. This, plus the fact that all the Albemarle Fabric Impressed sherds 
from the Townsend site apparen_tly pertained to one ~ot and ware found in the 
~ame pit, suggests that this pot might be a trade item from the north-central 
Virginia area. 
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site producing Rappahannock Fabric Impressed to the exclusion of other mem
bers of the Townsend Series has not been specifically identified, but the 
scarcity of incised decoration in the comparable Chickahominy Series of 
coastal and southeastern Virginia (Evans, 1955) and the almost total lack of 
incising on the apparently related shell-tempered types of coastal North 
Carolina {Haag, 1958, p. 85, tables and illustrations) are indicative of the 
wider distribution of the unincised ware. 

V. OTHER CERAMIC ARTIFACTS 

A. Smoking Pipes 

portions of 19 clay smoking pipes of aboriginal manufacture were re
covered from the site o 

Only one specimen was complete -- a small, undecorated wide-obtuse
angle pipe, thick walled, carelessly modeled, and tempered with crushed 
shell (Pl. llA, fig. 4). Its uneven surface appears to bear the finger in
dentations of the maker. Two small bowl sherds and a plain bit fragment 
also appeared to be carelessly modeled and finished o One bowl fragment 
{U .s .N .M. no. 397,828} of buff clay was tempered with crushed shell. The 
other (U .S .N oM. no. 397,826}, of poorly mixed pinkish clay, apparently 
had no temper. Its meager remaining exterior surface appeared to have been 
brushed, but the inside was rough and unfinished. The bit fragment (U .s. 
NoM. no. 397,821) was of gray clay tempered with quartz sand, and was 
carelessly smoothed. 

The remainder of the pipe fragments appear to represent much more care
fully made specimens. All surfaces were smoothed and several polished. 
Temper, when visible, is finely crushed shell and/or sand. 

Two fragments found together are presumably parts of stem and bowl of 
the same pipe. They are of a fine buff-colored clay with no visible temper, 
and have a smooth black surface - once glossy - with zones of unusually 
delicate incised crosshatching outlined by broader incised lines, and 
separated by plain areas (PI. 10B, figs. 6, 7}. The bowl sherd has little 
curvature, suggesting a rather large bowl, or possibly one with one or more 
flat facets. 

Shown in Plate llA, fig. 1, is an obtuse-angle pipe, having a glossy 
black surface, shell temper, and a bowl encircled by two or more applied 
and modeled rings. A fragment of an apparently similar pipe bowl was also 
recovered. 

The remainder of the pipe fragments appear to pertain to that form of 
slender, obtuse-angle pipe with gently flaring bowl described and illustrated 
by Holmes {1903, Po 158, Pl. 142) as typical of the Chesapeake-Potomac 
area. A plain, smooth bowl of this type, orange-buff in color, with sand 
and possibly fine shell temper, is U.SoN.M. no. 397,820. Three small 
stem fragments were well smoothed but undecorated. Two larger ones (Pl. 
llA, figs. 2, 3} were smoothed and had parallel incised lines encircling the 
basal region of the bowl; one of these (U .s oN o Mo no. 397,822) showed the 
remainder of a zone filled with small "pinprick" dots and bounded by two 
incised lines which had extended vertically on the bowl, 

Six bowls or portions thereof exhibited decorated geometric zones, con-
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sisting principally of elongated isosceles triangles oriented vertically on the 
bowl (Pl. 10B, figs. 1-5, 8). A group of obtuse angles placed one inside the 
other also appears as a design element on four of the pipe fragments. On 
all 6 specimens the zones are filled in with parallel lines of very fine linear 
dentate stamping or fine dentate rouletting. The zones are bounded in three 
cases by lines, some of which may have been incised and some applied with 
a plain roulette, and in the other three by fine rouletted or fine dentate
stamped lines. The obtuse angles are incised in one instance and in three 
are executed in the fine-stamped technique. 

The quality of the dentated impressions varies. In one example (Pl. 10B, 
fig. 5) the dentations are approximately square and regularly spaced. In 
four they are more nearly rectangular, are evenly spaced, and are fairly 
uniform in size, with the exception of those on the specimen in Plate 10B, 
fig. 1, where an impression repeatedly appears in which a mere dot occurs 
between two rectangles. On the sixth specimen (Pl. 10B, fig. 3) the im
pressions are jagged and unevenly spaced; the individual impressions tend 
to be triangular and give to the complete row of impressions a somewhat un
dulating appearance. 

The question of how these impressions were made naturally comes to 
mind. This is not the comparatively coarse dentate stamping so well known 
on Middle Woodland pottery vessels and there applied with serrated bone or 
wooden linear stamps or roulettes • In keeping with its application to pipes 
rather than pots, it is much finer than any dentate stamping known from this 
earlier horizon. 

It is conceivable that some of the more irregular work may have been 
done with the edge of a common clam shell, abraded until the tiny ridges 
along the inside edge were exposed. Possibly the pipe in Plate 10B, fig. 3, 
may have been decorated in this way. The finer and more even impressions, 
however, seem to imply the use of toothed metal edges. Nothing of this sort 
was found on the site, however, and such white man's goods as appeared 
were not found in association with the Indian materials. 

Pipes decorated with comparable fine dentate-stamping or rouletting are 
known from numerous late prehistoric or protohistoric and contact sites in 
the valleys of the SusqueHanna, Delaware, Potomac, Shenandoah, Rappa
hannock, and Pamunkey Rivers, such as the following: Shenk' s Ferry, Lan
caster Co., Pa. (Cadzow, 1936, pl. 11, p. 58 ?; Pennsylvania State Mus. 
coll.); Strickler site, Lancaster Co., Pa. (Cadzow, 1936, p. 79 and pl. 31; 
Pennsylvania State Mus. coll.); Eschelman site, Lancaster Co., Pa. (Penn
sylvania State Mus. coll.);Abbott Farm, Mercer Co •. , N. J. (Cross, Ms.; Cross, 
1956, pp. 126-130 and pl. 32a; New Jersey State Mus. coll.); Potomac Creek; 
Stafford Co., Va. (Holmes, 1903, p. 158andpl. 142;Schmitt, Ms.;Stewart, 
Ms.; U.S. Nat. Mus. coll.); Warehouse Point, Port Tobacco Creek, Charles 
Co., Md. (Graham, 1935, pl. 6; U.S. Nat. Mus. coll.); Hughes site, Mont
gomery Co., Md. (Stearns, 1940, p. 10 and pl. 3; U.S. Nat. Mus. coll.); 
Keyser farm, Page Co., Va. (Griffin, 1944, pp. 401-2 and pl. 9, fig. 2b; U. 
s. Nat. Mus. coll.); Mount Airy Estate, Richmond Co., Va. (McCary, Per. 
com.; McCary, 1950, text and plate); Pamunkey Reservation, King William Co., 
Va. (Speck, 1928, .PP• 4~8-432.a!l~ figs. 117-121). 

Many others are mentioned or illustrated in the litei;ature and more are 
to be found in museum and private collections. With John Witthoft I have 
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collected a file of photographs, sketches and references to such pipes and we 
have in preparation a detailed listing and discussion of them, with the avail
able documentation. 

Our data demonstrate that pipes of the Middle Atlantic seaboard decor
ated in this manner exhibit a variety of shapes, and the designs executed 
also show considerable variety, not only in numerous geometric patterns but 
also in representations of life forms, such as the deer (Mt. Airy Estate), 
salamander (Potomac Creek}, snake (Potomac Creek}, woodcock (Eschelman 
site}, and a number of others. Moreover, sites on which this type of pipe 
decoration is found do not necessarily have similar pottery types or other 
cultural features. These facts suggest that this technique of pipe decoration 
diffused independently as a trait at a late period and was applied to the local 
pipe form. Its spread and/or its elaboration may be related to the availabil
ity of sheet metal tools fron w;1ich straight or circular toothed edges could 
be manufactured. 

It must also be taken into account that many white clay pipes of European 
origin bear a rouletted line, usually only a single line around the rim of the 
bowl, or occasionally around the stem. Was the rouletted line on the trade 
pipes a copy of simple dentated decorations on native pipes or possibly a 
poor imitation of more elaborate native designs - in either case taken over by 
the Whites along with the use of the pipe itself? Or was this feature initiated 
by the trade pipe makers, taken over - and possibly with the aid of metal 
tools, elaborated - by Indians, at least some of whom had received trade 
pipes? These questions are for the present unanswered. 

B • Pottery Bead 

A shell-tempered pottery bead, incised with a rather pleasing design of 
plain and line-filled triangular zones was recovered from the site (Pl. 10B, 
fig o 9). Some time before the main ceramic collection was submitted to the 
U.S. National Museum, the bead was sent in for examination and photograph
ing. It was then returned to its finder and has not been seen by this writer. 

The diameter through which the bead is perforated is recorded on the 
Museum's photographic file print as measuring 1", the diameter at right 
angles to this being 1 1/16". A note on the file print states that the shell 
temper and the clay indicate that the bead had been fired. 

Smaller undecorated clay beads are known from the Potomac Creek site, 
Va. (9 specimens in the U oS. Nat. Mus. coll.}; Port Tobacco Creek, Md. 
(Graham, 1935, pp. 24, 26, and pl. 6; 2 specimens in UoSo Nat. Mus. 
coll.}; and the vicinity of Piscataway Creek, Md. (2 specimens in U oS • Nat o 
Mus. coll.). These specimens generally have a buff-colored sandy paste, 
and are tempered with a very find sand, if tempered at all. The larger, 
shell-tempered, decorated bead from the Townsend site, however, is to my 
knowledge unique in the Chesapeake-Potomac area. 

VL COMPARISONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

The pottery of the Townsend Series belongs to a late Woodland cultural 
horizon, and is part of a late prehistoric shell-tempered pottery tradition of 
the Atlantic coastal area, which, in characteristics other than temper, re-
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tains the classic features of earliest Woodland pottery. 
The simple, conoidal vessel with direct rim or slight neck constriction 

and rim eversion is widely distributed in eastern United States and is a classic 
Woodland vessel shape. This form, tempered with crushed shell, and having 
textured surfaces of various kinds, is distributed along the Atlantic coast 
from Cape Hatteras to Long Island. The use of textured surfaces -- including 
surfaces marked with twined-woven fabrics -- is also a classic Woodland 
pottery characteristic. 

Shell-tempering is characteristic of numerous pottery types and series 
of the late prehistoric period in eastern United States. Granular-tempered 
ware is the earliest pottery nearly everywhere in the Ea st; 4 in some locali
ties of the East, granular tempering of one kind or another continues into the 
historic period; in numerous others it gradually gives way to shell. 

Evans' seriation studies for Virginia (Evans, 1955) demonstrate that in 
the coastal area of Virginia, and also in that southeastern portion of Virginia 
which is not directly on the coast, shell-tempered pottery types gradually 
take precedence over granular-tempered ones, and the shell-tempered types 
of the Chickahominy Series become the predominant ,pottery of the latter end 
of the time scale. 

~aag's survey of Coastal North Carolina (Haag, 1958) shows a wide 
distribution of shell-tempered pottery in that area. Although seriation studies 
were not attempted, it nevertheless seems clear from tabulations of sherd 
material in occasional test squares that were dug that granular-tempered 
sherds were deeper and therefore earlier. An increase in the use of shell 
tempering in Late Woodland }evels was noted by Cross (1956, pp. 193-96) 
at the Abbott Farm on the Delaware River in central New Jersey. Shell temper
ed wares are characteristic of the later levels in Long Island (Smith, 1950, 
pp. 136-137). 

The Townsend Series of pottery types is similar to a number of other 
approximately contemporaneous types and series in neighboring areas in the 
basic features of paste, method of manufacture, form, and surface treatment. 

Pottery vessels of comparable shapes, constructed by the coiling method 
from a similar shell-tempered paste are found in coastal Virginia, where the 
several pottery types of the Chickahominy Series (Evans, 1955) are distin
guished by differing surface treatments, of whi0h fabric impressing is one. 
So far as I have been able to observe, the paste of the Chickahominy Series 
and that of the Townsend Series is identical; sherds of the type Roanoke 
Simple Stamped (Blaker, 1952), a type included in the Chickahominy Series 
by Evans (1955), and sherds of Rappahannock Fabric Impressed, of the Town
send Series, differ only in their surface treatments. Vessels also share the 
same forms. In addition, the types Rappahannock Fabric Impressed of the 
Townsend Series and Chickahominy Fabric Impressed of the Chickahominy 
Series are very nearly identical; the principal difference, if there is one, 
seems to be that in Chickahominy Fabric Impressed the fabric impressions 
are always placed horizontal or slightly diagonal to the rim (Evans, 19 55, 
p. 45 and pl. 7b) , and in the Rappahannock types, from the Townsend site 

4In some areas of the Southeast it is preceded by fiber-tempered ware, over 
which granular-tempered ware shortly takes precedence o 
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at least, the impressions are almost always pl~ced perpendicular or oblique to 
the rim. One other possible difference might be, if Evans' Plate 7b is typical, 
that the fabrics used in making the Chickahominy impressions had thicker 
warps, making more deeply ridged impressions than those found on the Rappa
hannock types, or else that the clay of the Chickahominy series was wetter 
when the fabrics were applied. These differences, if they exist, are minor 
and not very clear-cut. 

The type Chickahominy Fabric Impressed is mainly undecorated, having 
an infrequent occurrence of incised sherds that was not sufficient to designate 
as a separate type (Evans, 1955, p. 125). The minor element of incised 
sherds in the Chickahominy Fabric Impressed type could, I think, be equally 
well classified as Rappahannock Incised. 

Another very similar shell-tempered, coiled, pottery ware is found in 
the Chesapeake tidewater area, particularly on the Western Shore of Maryland 
and the northern Delmarva peninsula. In those areas it is frequently found at 
the same sites as types of the Townsend Series. It is identical in paste with 
the Townsend Series, and has comparable decorative techniques and designs, 
but differs in having a cord-marked, rather than a f,:1.bric-marked surface. 
The U .s. National Museum collections contain numerous examples of this 
ware in the extensive collections made and donated by Richard E. Steams 
of Baltimore. Stearns' sites· on the Patuxent River, excavated and/or surface 
collected in 1951-52 (U.S.N.M. accession no. 200,211) have not been 
published. Other examples were found on sites discussed in Steams, 1943., 
and some are illustrated there (Pl. 15, figs. 1, 2): A single example of an 
elaborately incised vessel of this type from the Townsend site has already 
been mentioned _(p. 2 4) • 

No shell-tempered, cord-marked wares were found by Haag in coastal 
North Carolina, but an undecorated, shell-tempered, cord-marked type, 
Chickahominy Cord Marked, is found in coastal Virginia (Evans, 1955). 
The presence at the Townsend site of 7 sherds possibly assignable to this 
type has been noted above. There is also one such sherd from the Slaughter 
Creek site, Delaware, in the U .s. National Museum collections (U :s .N .M. 
no • 3 9 8 , 5 6 5) • 

In paste, and presumably in coiled c·onstruction, the Townsend Series 
also resembles shell-tempered wares of coastal North Carolina. In that 
area are found fabric-impressed sherds from direct-rimmed vessels compar
able with Rappahannock Fabric Impressed. Schmitt (Ms.) noted the simi
larities between Rappa hannock Fabric Impressed and fabric-impressed sherds 
from the Cape Hatteras region which he had seen in the collections of the 
National Park Service at Ocmulgee National Monument, Macon, Georgia. 
Harrington (1948) also mentions finding fabric-impressed, shell-tempered 
pottery in a midden on Cape Hatteras (where it was found with plain shell
tempered and simple-stamped shell-tempered sherds). 

Haag (1958) briefly describes (pp. 82-85 and table, pp. 66-68) and 
illustrates (p. 83, fig. 9) similar fabric-impressed, shell-tempered sherds 
from a more numerous series of localities in coastal North Carolina, extend
ing the known distribution as follows: Currituck Peninsula, Colington Island, 
Bodie Island, Mann's Harbor (on the mainland, opposite Roanoke Island), 
Roanoke Island, Hatteras Island, Pungo River, the north shore of Pamlico 
River, and Bay River. On nearly all of these sites the fabric-impressed 
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sherds are accompanied by lesser quantities of plain-surfaced (intentionally 
smoothed and/or weathered) and simple-stamped shell-tempered ware. 

In the U oS. National Museum are fabric-impressed sherds from the 
more southerly parts of the North Carolina coast which show some resemb
lance to those of the Townsend Series o Sherds from the White Oak River, 
Carteret Co. {U.SoN.M. no. 140,929) include a few shell-tempered, twined
fabric-impressed, direct-rimmed, undecorattid sherds. They are not quite 
identical with Rappahannock Fabric-Impressed, the most noticeable differ
ence being that the fabric impressions are applied with the trend of the warp 
parallel to the rim rather than perpendicular or somewhat oblique to ito Fabric 
impressions also seem coarser and most of the impressions are deeper, as 
though applied when the vessel was wetter and more plastic -- a condition 
similar to that noted for the sherd shown in Evans, 1955, plate 7b. Also, 
some fabric marking occurs on the interior rims, a feature rarely found on 
Rappahannock Fabric Impressed. 

Pottery from the north shore of New River, Onslow County, North Caro
lina (U.S.N.M. no. 363,219), includes portions of straight-sided, pointed
based pots of shell-tempered, fabric-impressed ware. Unlike Rappahannock 
Fabric Impressed vess.els, however, the bases of which come to a rounded 
point and show no appreciable thickening, these have thick, pointed bases 
("lemon" points) very much like that on the pot shown in the drawing made 
in coastal North Carolina about 1585 by John White and reproduced by Holmes 
( 1903, pl. 2) • The quality of the weft of the fabric also appears different, 
and the paste, although shell-tempered, has a sandier "feel" and the shell 
appears to be more finely crushed. Finally, the trend of the fabric impress
ions is either oblique or horizontal to the rim, rather than perpendicular or 
slightly oblique as is usual in the Townsend Series. 

A fabric-impressed pottery type from central and southern New Jersey 
that appears to resemble the Rappahannock Fabric Impressed, Rappahannock 
Incised, and Townsend Cord-Impressed types of the Townsend Series in sur
face treatment and decoration, is Riggins Fabric Impressed (Cross, 1956, 

p. 150, pl. 44a, 1-3; Cross, 1941, pl.l0a -- identified as Riggins Fabric 
Impressed by Csoss, 1956, p. 150, note 25). However, it differs in that, 
in most cases, it has granular temper -- usually crushed quartz. The super
ficial resemblances to members of the Townsend Series are so striking that 
Cross, in referring to the similarity (1956, p. 151) fails to call attention to 
the tempering difference. The Riggins Fabric Impressed type is regarded by 
Cross (1956, p. 196) to be a Late Woodland type and by Mccann (1950, p. 
321) to pertain to a component likely to represent the prehistoric Delaware 
tribe. 

On eastern Long Island a shell-tempered coiled, fabric-impressed, un
decorated pottery type called Windsor Fabric Marked which reached its climax 

5At Abbott Farm it represented only 7% of the pottery that was typed, and, 
of this, 10% was observed to have shell or leached shell temper. On other 
major sites where it occurs -- the Riggins site in Cumberland County, New 
Jersey, (Cross, 1941); the Ware site, Salem County, New Jersey (McCann, 
1950); and the Indian Head site, Salem County, Ns w Jersey (Cross, 1941) -
the temper is consistently reported to be granular. 
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in the late prehistoric period would seem from the published description and 
illustrations (Smith, 1950, p. 194; Pl. 13, figs. 2-3, 25-26) to be compar
able with Rappahannock Fabric Impressed. 

As previously noted on page 25 the decorated types of the Townsend 
Series have a more restricted, more northerly distribution than the undecorat
ed o The most southerly distribution noted for Rappahannock Incised is the 
Rappahannock Valley. In the Chickahominy Fabric Impressed type of south
ern coastal and southeastern Virginia, which is basically the same as Rappa
hannock Fabric Impressed, incised examples were very few. Still further to 
the south, Haag (1958, p. 85) reports in his survey of coastal North Caro
lina that of over 2000 shell-tempered sherds recovered (the largest propor
tion of which were fabric impressed) only nine were incised. The source of 
incised decoration must lie to the north, rather than to the south of the Town
send site. At the same time, the Windsor Fabric Marked type of Eastern 
Long Island is undecorated, and may represent the northern extent of a 
fabric-impressed, shell-tempered pottery. Presumably the source of decora
tive motifs found in the Townsend Series would lie to the south of Long 
Island. 

The one site on the eastern coast that has produced the most numerous 
and most complicated inciseo designs from a relatively .early time level 
through later periods is the Abbott Farm near Trenton, New Jersey (Cross, 
1956). This exuberance in decoration, whatever its own cause, may con
ceivably be the source of stimulus for similar incised designs at the Town
send site o The zoning and asymmetry characteristic of Abbott Zoned Incised 
are not found in the Townsend Series, but some specific similarities with 
designs characteristic of the type Abbott Zoned Incised may be seen in the 
type Rappahannock Incised -- particularly the complex pendant triangles, 
small fringing elements, zigzag and herringbone motifs, and al so the broad, 
shallow nature of the incising itself. Some of the same decorative elements 
seem al so to be shared by Abbott Zoned Incised and the type Bowman's 
Brook Incised of western Long Island (Smith, 195 0, p. 192). The incising 
of the latter seems to me (judging from illustrated specimens) to be less 
skillfully executed than that of Rappahannock Incised. The two types differ 
in temper -- Bowman's Brook Incised being usually grit tempered -- and also 
in surface treatment, Bowman's Brook Incised being cord-marked, when not 
completely smoothed to receive the decoration. Possibly the decorative 
similarities between Rappahannock Incised and Bowman's Brook Incised may 
be due to diffusion from a common source. 

The band of encircling lines characteristic of both incised and im
pressed decoration of the Townsend Series, and present, as we have seen, 
in 80% of decorated vessels from the Townsend site, appears in the New 
York Point Peninsula series (Ritchie and Mac Neish, 1949) and in the Owasco 
series which in the late prehistoric period succeed the Point Peninsula series. 
It is also seen in Virginia in the majority pottery type at the Potomac Creek 
site, a historic contact site (Schmitt, Mso; Stewart, Ms.). In all of these 
examples, the execution is impressed rather than incised. I know of no 
comparable occurrences of impressed bands accompanying incised designs 
on the same vessel, as found in the type Townsend Herringbone. 

In comparing the pottery types of the Townsend Series .with other ceramic 
types of the northern and middle Atlantic coast, one notes not only the 
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generally shared features of simple conoidal form, coiled construction, and 
roughened surfaces, but also numerous cases of specific resemblances to 
one or more types, in manner of surface roughening, manner of design execu
tion, and specific design elements. Many pottery types of the northern and 
middle Atlantic slope share several features, but depending on the locality, 
different features or combinations of features are shared. I consider the 
pottery types of the Townsend Series to be one example of local specializa
tion within a basically "Woodland" ceramic tradition which was shared by 
numerous other localities all along the northern and central Atlantic coast 
in late prehistoric times. 

• 



TABLE 3: FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE OF FIVE POTTERY TYPES OF THE TOWNSEND SERIES AT THE TOWNSEND SITE 

~ 
Rappahannock Fabric Impressed 
Rappahannock Incised 
Townsend Incised 
Townsend Corded Horizontal 
Townsend Herringbone 

Total 

lExclusive of miniature vessels. 

TABLE 4: DESIGN ELEMENTS OF THE TYPE RAPPAHANNOCK INCISED 

Design 
Series of parallel lines encircling rim: 

Parallel lines only 
Parallel lines above fringe of short verticals 
Parallel lines above simple chevron 
Parallel lines above herringbone 
Parallel lines above grouped oblique lines 

Chevron and/or triangle, varying degrees of complexity 
Chevron with curvilinear figure 
Herringbone 
Rectilinear figure 
Grouped parallel lines in various oblique, perpendicular and 

horizontal combinations 

Total 

Vessels 
Represented1 

232 
162 
136 
127 

20 

677 

Vessels 
ReEresented 

56 
(13) 
(22) 
(14) 

(2) 
(5) 
48 

1 
5 
6 

46 

162 

% of 
Total 

34 
24 
20 
19 

3 

100 

% of 
~ 
34.6 
(8.0) 

(13.6) 
(8.6) 
(1.2) 
(3 .1) 
29.6 

.6 
3.1 
3.7 

28.2 

99.8 

Plate 

6A 
6A 
6A 
6A 
6A 
6B 
6B 
6B 
6B 

6B 

Fig. 

4 
1,8 
3 
2 
7 

1,2,4-6 
7 
3 
8 

5,6,9 

c,.., 
C/1 



TABLE 5: DESIGN ELEMENTS OF THE TYPE TOWNSEND INCISED 
Vessels 

Design Represented 
Discontinuous series of parallel lines encircling rim, 

interrupted by herringbone pattern 1 
Continuous series of parallel lines encircling rim 135 

Parallel lines only 

Parallel lines above fringe of short verticals 
Parallel lines above fringe of short obliques 
Parallel lines above simple chevron 
Parallel lines above complex chevron and/or triangle 
Parallel lines beneath series of short obliques 
Parallel lines with short obliques between them, 

beneath series of short obliques 
Parallel lines with short obliques between them, beneath 

series of short obliques, plus groups of short 
horizontals below 

Parallel lines beneath simple chevron 
Parallel lines with long or short obliques superimposed 
Parallel lines with simple chevron superimposed 

TOTAL 136 

No. of 
Designsl 

(1) 

(96) 

(5) 
(5) 
(1) 
(2) 

(14) 

(1) 

(1) 
(2) 
(4) 

_!2) 
141 

% of 
~ 

.7 
99.3 

(70.6) 

(3. 7) 
(3. 7) 
(. 7) 

(1.5) 
(10. 5) 

(. 7) 

(. 7) 
(1.5) 
(2.9) 
(6.6) 

100.0 

4 
7A 
7A 
7A 
7B 
7B 
7A 

7B 

7B 
7B 
7A 
7B 

12 
4,5 
7 
2 
4 
2 
1,3 

6 

5 
3 
6 
1 

lThe total number of designs given here is higher than the total number of vessels represented, since some of 
the designs listed occurred in combination with another design. 

TABLE 6: DESIGN ELEMENTS OF THE TYPE TOWNSEND CORDED HORIZONTAL 

Design 
Seties of short obliques encircling rim 
Series of parallel lines encircling rim: 

Parallel lines only 

Parallel lines beneath series of short obliques 

Parallel lines beneath series of short verticals 
Parallel lines beneath series of short verticals, with 

obliques superimposed on parallel series 
Parallel lines beneath simple chevron 
Parallel lines above grouped oblique lines 
Parallel lines with obliques superimposed 
Parallel lines with verticals superimposed on upper half only 
Parallel lines with simple chevron superimposed 

TOTAL 

Vessels 
Represented 

1 
126 
(58) 

(53) 

(5) 

(1) 
(1) 
(2) 
(4) 
(1) 
(1) 
m 

% of 
~ 

.8 
99.2 

(45.6) 

(41. 7) 

(3 .9) 

(.8) 
( .8) 

(1.6) 
(3.5) 
(.8) 

____L_§) 
100.0 

Plate 

4 
BA 
4 
BA 
8A 

8A 
BA 
8A 
BA 
BA 

6,7 
1-3 
8 

5,6,9,11 
7 

13 
4 
10 
8 
12 

w 
O"l 



TABLE 7: GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF TYPES OF THE TOWNSEND SERIES 

LOCALITY 
Delaware: 
South Shore Slaughter Creek, Sussex Co. 

Ritter site No. 1, right bank of e. branch 
of Red Mill Creek, w. of Lewes, Sussex Co.

Ritter site No. 2, left bank of w. branch 
of Canary Creek, w. of Lewes, Sussex Co. 

Miller-Toms site, n. bank of Canary Creek, 
w. of Lewes, Sussex Co. 

Townsend site, Wolfe's Creek, s. of Lewes, 
Sussex Co. 

Lewes High School playing field, Lewes, 
Sussex Co. 

Moore shell heap, s. of Lewes, on Lewes
Rehoboth Canal, Sussex Co. 

• 
Maryland, Eastern Shore: 
Conowingo, e. bank of Susquehanna River, 

between Conowingo Dam and Octoraro Creek, 
Cecil Co. 

Swan Creek, Kent Co. 
Ossuary on Choptank River, near Cambridge, 

Dorchester Co. 

Chico Creek, Nanticoke River, 1/2 mi. above 
Vienna, Dorchester Co. 

Sharptown, Nanticoke River, Wicomico Co. 
Riverton, Nanticoke River, Wicomico Co. 

RFI RI TI TCH THB 

X X X X X 

X X X X X 

X X X X 

X X X 

X X X X X 

X X X X 

X X X 

X 

X X 
X X? 

X X X 

X X X X 
X X X X 

REFERENCES1 

u.s.N.M. cat. nos. 389,559-62; 1 lot sherds 
(unaccessioned 1956) included with skele
tal material submitted to U.S.N.M. for 
examination and report, 1956, by Harold W. 
T. Purnell, Georgetown, Del. (THB); David
son, 1935 (RI, RFI) 

u.s.N.M. acc. no. 199,680; United States 
National Museum, 1954, pp. 4-8 

U.S.N.M. acc. no. 199,680; United States 
National Museum, 1954, pp. 4-8 

u.s.N.M. acc. no. 199,680; United States 
National Museum, 1954, pp. 4-8 

u.s.N.M. acc. no. 187,165 

Coll. of H. G. Omwake, Delaware City, Del.; 
Anonymous, 1954, p. 13 and cover illus. 
(RFI) 

Coll. of c. A. Weslager, Wilmington, Del. 
(later transferred to coll. of John 
Swientochowski, Wilmington, Del.); 
Weslager, 1939; Weslager, 1944, plate opp. 
p. 73, top left & right (RI), & center 
(TCH) 

U.S.N.M. cat. no. 392,097; Stearns, 1943, 
Pl. XIII: 7,8 

u.s.N.M. cat. nos. 392,331-32; Stearns, 1943 
Coll. of c. A. Weslager, Wilmington, Del. 

(RFI only); text of Mercer, 1897, p. 59, 
suggests RI as well 

U.S.N.M. cat. no. 155,073 

Univ. of Delaware Museum colls., Newark 
U.S.N.M. cat. no. 155,074 



TABLE 7: GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF TYPES OF THE TOWNSEND SERIES (Continued) 

LOCALITY 
Maryland, Eastern Shore (Continued): 
Sandy Point, w. shore of Sinepuxent Bay, 

about 7 mi. below Ocean City, Worcester Co. 

"Old Buckingham", s. side of Beave'rdam 
Creek, e. of Ironshire, justs. of Berlin, 
on Snow Hill Rd., Worcester Co. 

Maryland, Western Shore: 
North bank Little Gunpowder Falls at Pulaski 

Highway, Harford Co. 
West bank of Forked Creek, Magothy River, 

Anne Arundel Co. 
Little Round Bay Creek, Severn River, Anne 

Arundel Co. 

North side of Cocktown Creek, at its 
junction with the Patuxent River, ca. 2 
mi. s. of Lower Marlboro, Calvert Co. 

Leitch Wharf, Godsgrace Point, e. bank of 
Patuxent River, ca. 5 mi. w. of Prince 
Frederick, Calvert Co. 

Hallowing Point, Patuxent River, Calvert Co. 
Sheridan Point, Patuxent River, Calvert Co. 
Parker's Wharf, Patuxent River, Calvert Co. 

Accokeek site, s. side Piscataway Creek at 
Junction with Potomac River, Prince 
Georges Co. 

Piscataway Creek, various localities, Prince 
Georges Co. 

Chickamuxon Creek, Potomac River, Charles Co. 

RFI RI TI TCH THB 

X 

X X 

X X 

X X X X 

X X X X 

X X X 

X X 

X X 
X X 
X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

• 

REFERENCES 

Per. com. from H. G. Omwake; Museum of the 
American Indian, Heye Foundation neg. no. 
23554, cat. no.· 20/8190 

Coll. of H. G. Omwake, Lewes, Del. (donated 
1953 to u.s.N.M.; see acc. no. 197,409) 

U.S.N.M. cat. no. 392,099 

u.s.N.M. cat. no. 392,127; Stearns, 1943, 
Pl. XV: left (RI & TI), Pl. XVI: 3 (RI) 

u.s.N.M. cat. nos. 396,731-34, 390,997; 
Stearns, 1943, Pls. X: b, XII: 10, 
Fig. 9 (RFI); Pl. XI: 1,2,4,7 (RI); Pl. 
XI: 11,12,13 (TI) 

u.s.N.M. cat. nos. 391,001, 392,339, 
392,341; Stearns, 1943, Pl. XVIII: 12 
(RFI), Pl. XVIII: 2,3, Fig. 55 (RI) 

u.s.N.M. cat. nos. 39,100, 392,147, 
396,752; Stearns, 1943, Pl. XVIII: 8 
(RI) 1.-

u.s.N.M. cat. nos. 396,754, 135,962 
U.S.N.M. cat. no. 396,349 
u.s.N.M. cat. nos. 396,745, 396,353-54; 

Stearns, 1943, Pl. XVIII: 1,5 (RI), Pl. 
XVIII: 10 (RFI) 

Stephenson, MS. 

u.s.N.M. cat. nos. 196,127, 397,538 

U.S.N.M. cat. no. 196,093-D 
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TABLE 7: GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF TYPES OF THE TOWNSEND SERIES (Continued) 

LOCALITY 
Virginia: 
Patawomeke, Potomac Creek, Stafford Co. 

Chopawamsie Island, Potomac River, Stafford 
Co. 

Pissaseck, Leedstown, Rappahannock River, 
Westmoreland Co. 

Nandtanghtacund, Rappahannock River, 
Caroline Co. 

Cuttatawomen, junction of Lamb Creek and 
Rappahannock River, King George Co. 

Newport News Harbor, between present Pier 
5 and the ferry slip (site now destroy
ed), Elizabeth City Co. 

RFI RI TI TCH THB 

X X 

X 

X X 

X X 

X? X 

X X 

REFERENCES 

U.SoN.M. cat. nos. 385,238, 385,240; Stewart, 
1940, fig. 87: center (RFI), right center 
& lower left (RI); Schmitt, MS. 

U.S.N.M. cat. no. 196,413 

u.s.N.M. cat. no. 378,073; Bushnell, 1937, 
Pl. 6: 2d from top, left (RFI), Pl. 7: 
upper left (RI; sherd is rotated, with 
lip at lower left) 

U.S.N.M. cat. no. 378,085; Bushnell, 1937, 
Pl. 13: 2d row, extreme right, & 1 

u.s.N.M. cat. no. 378;088; Bushnell, 1937, 
Pl. 20: top left (RI), two bottom rows 
(probably RFI & RI; no rims of either) 

Coll. of Dr. Jerome K. Knowles, Newport 
News, Va. 

lu.S.N,M. catalog numbers may refer either to individual sherds or to catalog lots in which the types indicated 
in this table are included. 
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SECTION 5 

NON-ABORIGINAL ARTIFACTS 

H. Geiger Omwake 

Of the various objects of white man's manufacture recovered in areas H 
and I (see section on fieldwork) four classes - Dutch bricks, kaolin pipe,s, 
other European ceramics, and glass -- are in part identifiable as to date of 
manufacture. Only the datable objects need concern us here, since they 
alone offer answers to some of the questions raised in the historical section, 
namely, was a white man living here shortly after the Dutch arrived in 1631? 
Or ~id the first settler here take up residence later? And was there a house 
here which was burned in the 1673 raid of Captain Howell? The datable ob
jects will be considered first by class and then an effort will be made to 
interpret their stratigraphic associations in the "well" in area I. 

Dutch bricks. The pieces of small yellow bricks found in areas H and 
I (Plo 11B) are examples of ancient Dutch "bezand" Ijsselbrick (van Nieuwen
burg, C. J., personal communication, 1948; van Nispen tot Sevenaer, E. 0. 
M., personal communication, 1949). The Dutch word "bezand", used in this 
connection, indicates a step in the manufacturing process, namely, while 
the molds were in motion they were sprinkled with sand to prevent the bricks 
from sticking to one another. Half of a yellow brick of this type is imbedded 
in the original wall of Muness Castle, erected in 1598, on the Island of 
Unst, the northern-most of the Shetland Islands, whose residents formerly 
engaged in extensive trade with Holland. Many Dutchmen, sailors and 
traders, whose gravestones bear early 17th century dates, are buried in the 
castle::grounds (O'Neil, B. F. St. J., personal communication, 1949). 

Bricks similar to those under consideration were recovered from a 17th 
century fireplace at Maspeth, Long Island, a region settled by the Dutch 
in 1642 (Solecki, 1948, p. 324 et seq.). Other examples were found at 
Jamestown in the foundations of the original section1 of the First State House 
built in 1635, in Secretary Kemp's house built in 1638, in the original 
foundations of the Manor House of Governor Berkeley's Green Spring planta
tion, built about 1649, and in the "Country House" built about 1663 (Watkins, 
Malcolm, personal communication, 1959). 

Although yellow bricks similar to the Townsend examples were made in 
Friesland, northern Holland, as early as the last quarter of the 16th century, 
their manufacture continued in that country until ca. 1850 (Helbers, G. C. 
personal communication, 1949). 

Kaolin pipes. The "well" in area I yielded kaolin pipe fragments at 
many levels (see table 1), but especially in clusters around depths of 48" 
and 60". Four substantially complete bowls, one marked, from the upper of 
these levels and four substantially complete bowls plus a marked stem from 
the lower level are the only ones yielding significant information as to date 
of manufacture. These two groups will be described separately. 

One bowl, found in the 64" level, is of moderate size, bears no heel 
and exhibits poorly smoothed mold marks and gener.a.lly poor workmanship, 
Another, found in the 60" level, has a medium-sized heel and bears around 
its rim a line of carelessly applied roulette-like impressions. The third, a 
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heel-less, slightly bulging bowl, recovered from the 59" level, has a clearly 
e:x:ecuted sequence of evenly spaced, roulette-like impressions around its 
rim. These three bowls are somewhat larger than those made in Holland and 
England during the first half of the 17th century and smaller than most of 
those manufactured during the last quarter. They closely resemble types of 
pipes which appeared in England about 1650, were most popular during the 
next 25 years, and were superseded about 1690 by a pipe which had a bowl 
of radically different shape (Oswald, 1951, p. 153 et seq.). 

The marked bowl was found at the 60" level. Of smaller size than the 
other three, it has a slightly everted lip and is highly polished, even 
lustrous in comparison with the chalky white appearance of the others. The 
mark is located upon the base of a medium-sized heel and consists of the 
figure in relief of a milkmaid bearing across her shoulders a yoke from the 
ends of which hang milk pails (Plate llB, fig. 4). This famous mark was 
registered in the records of the pipernakers' guild of Gouda, Holland, in 
1660, the year in which the guild was organized (Helbers and Goedewaagen, 
1942, p. 127). 

The 'small group of pipes from the 60" level selected tor consiaerauon 
does not provide much of a contrast. A complete bowl, recovered at a depth 
of 50", exhibits a slight curve of the forward part, though the back is nearly 
straight, has a series of small, narrow, even rectangles impressed around 
its rim, has a pronounced heel and is of a delicate quality indicative of ad
vanced craftsmanship. Another bowl from the 50" level, represented by the 
front half, possesses a pronounced curve, bears no rouletting around the 
rim, is heel-less, and gives the general impression of having been made by 
a careless or inexperienced craftsman. The front of a third and moderately 
large bowl, recovered from the 48" level, is slightly curved, while the rear 
profile is nearly straight. This bowl is heel-less, has a line of carelessly 
milled, unevenly spaced, oblique lines about the rim and has a coarse, 
scratched surface. The fourth, a complete bowl, found in the 45" level but 
with a stem fragment from the 5 4" level fitting perfectly, is, unlike the 
other specimens, long, sl'ender, graceful of form and well-crafted, has 
straight, tapering sides, bears milling of uneven vertical lines around the 
rim, has the plane of the lip parallel to that of the stern, and is without a 
heel. This bowl is similar in all respects to a type of pipe brought to Eng
land by the soldiers of William III, ca. 1690, and thereafter generally in 
favor for half a century (Oswald, op. cit.). 

The fragment of marked pipe stem, recovered from the 48" level, exhibits 
the initials LE (Pl. llB, fig. 2). They stand for Luellin Evans, a pipe-maker 
of Bristol, England, who received his freedom on May 31, 1661, worked un
til at least July 3, 1691, when his apprentice, Devereaux Jones, became a 
freeman (Ralph, Elizabeth, personal communication, 1948). No other English 
pipernaker is known to have had the initials LE. 

Besides these two concentrations of pipes in the "well", only three 
stem fragments, all marked, are significant enough to warrant mention. From 
the topsoil in area I was recovered a stem bearing the initials EB on the base 
of a flat heel (Pl. llB, fig. 3). The initials EB probably are those of Edward 
Battle, who became a freeman of Bristol on August 20, 1660 (Ralph, op. oit.) 
and was a contemporary of Luellin Evans. • 

One of the remaining stems was recovered from the topsoil in area H, the 
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other from area I, but from the fill of a ditch which was a feature of this area. 
Both bear the initials LE rr'hat from area I is illustrated in Pl. 11B, fig. 1). 

Other European ceramics. Many pieces of a large, coarse sand or 
gravel-tempered vessel, the interior of which carries a green glaze (Pl. 12) 
were found in the lower levels of the "well". This is a peculiar and distinct 
type of pottery found in early colonial sites all the way from Hampton Roads 
to Plymouth. Beyond doubt it was made in North Devon, England. North 
Devon pottery was shipped from Barnstaple as early as 1635 but the greatest 
amounts were shipped, not only to New England, but to Maryland and Virginia, 
from 1665 on (Watkins, Malcolm, personal communication, 1953, 1959). 

The lower levels of the "well" also yielded the base of a bulbous stone
ware tankard or wine ewer matching almost precisely one depicted by Huber 
van Ravesteyn, whose period was the second half of the 17th century. 
Salt-glazed, high-fired pottery of this sort was manufactured in the Wester
wald district of the Rhine Valley near Coblenz, Germany, and exported to 
England and the early colonies in great quantities. The Westerwald stone
wares which are virtually indistinguishable one from the other, came to the 
fore at the beginning of the 17th century and were generally displaced by 
improved English wares after 17 40 • The recovered frag.ment has fairly 
elaborate tooling around the base and a trace of purple in the glaze (in 
addition to blue) that signify a 17th century origin. The paste is cream 
colored, rather than bluish, which sets it apart from early Westerwald 
stoneware and probably places it in the latter half of the 17th century (Wat
kins, Malcolm, personal communication, 1953, 1959). 

Coming from near the 48" level of the "well" is a fragment of a straight
sided buff earthenware mug, streaked with brown manganese glaze. Similar 
examples have been recovered from Virginia, Maryland and Delaware sites 
containing 17th and early 18th century artifacts. This ware was made in 
England, the exact locality still being undetermined (Watkins, Malcolm, 
personal communication, 1953, 1959). 

A piece of yellow-glazed buff earthenware found in the disturbed soil 
about the 36" level in the "well" is probably a portion of a cup or small 
posset pot which belongs to a class of ware made in Staffordshire from about 
1660 to about 1740; it corresponds almost precisely with the lower portion 
of a mug dated 1700 and shows the same "feather pattern" combing as 
another of record dated 1695 (Watkins, Malcolm, personal communication, 
1953, 1959). 

Glass. Among the European objects discovered during the initial clear
ing of pit 79 and its surrounding area are two sherds of glass beverage 
bottles. The larger glass fragment seems to belong to a squat, short-necked 
onion-shaped bottle of the 1680-1710 period, while the second fragment, 
from a somewhat differently shaped bottle, is probably of the same period 
(Watkins, Malcolm, personal communication, 1959). 

Interpretation. Most of the dated non-aboriginal material described 
above comes from two concentrations in the stratified fill of the so-called 
"well". Clustered around the 60" level were Dutch bricks, kaolin pipes 
(one bearing the milkmaid mark), North Devon pottery, and German stone
ware. Clustered around the 48 11 level were kaolin .pipes (one bearing the 
LE mark) and English buff earthenware. From the evidence presented, all 9f 
these objects could be contemporaneous; probably they all belong to the latter 
half of the 17th century but possible some of them did not reach the site until 
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the beginning of the 18th century. In this connection the finding that a 
pipe bowl from the 45 11 level fits a stem from the 54 11 level strongly suggests 
that the fill of the "well" accumulated rapidly. On the basis of the LE and 
EB pipes, which certainly did not arrive in the area until after 1660, it is 
probably that the whole accumulation of non-aboriginal artifacts dates from 
after that year and has no connection with the original Dutch settlement. 

There can be little doubt that the non-aboriginal artifact assemblage, 
coming as it does from a circumscribed portion of the site, means that a 
white man lived here. The layered charcoal found in area H {see section 
on fieldwork) may well be the remains of his residence. If this is so, per
haps the house was served by the "well" and ditch. It is tempting, of 
course, in view of the artifact dating, to attribute the burning of this house 
to Captain Howell in 1673, as detailed in the historical section. How
ever, such an interpretation must be left in doubt, owing to the possible 
later dates for some of the artifacts. 
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SECTION 6 

HUMAN SKELETAL REMAINS 

T. D. Stewart 

The collection of human bones from the Townsend site is ·by far the larg
est yet recorded from anywhere in the State of Delaware (Cf. Weslager, 
1944). Apparently the bones represent some of the occupants of this late 
prehistoric site and therefore provide information about the physical char
acters of the bearers of the associated culture. With this. in mind, attention 
will be directed here to the proportions of the two sexes, the percentages of 
individuals dying at different age periods, the types of bone pathology, and 
the standard anthropometric characters. 

The excavation records state that certain skeletons were incomplete 
and disarticulated. Taken together, undoubtedly this means that such 
skeletons represent secondary burials. In addition, a bundle of bones -
the best way of describing some of the disarticulated skeletons -- occa.
sionally was found to include one or more bones of another individual {for 
example, the large femur from pit no. 77 bearing U .s .N .M. no. 380,532). 
This suggests carelessness in handling the bones during the course of their 
removal from the place of first burial. The fact that some of the skeletons 
were bundled in this way and placed close together in the pits not only com
plicated excavation, but later in the laboratory made it difficult, if not im
possible sometimes, to sort the bones accurately according to individuals. 

When only the best represented individuals are considered, the ages 
at death and the two sexes are distributed about as follows: 

Birth to 3 years 8 ) Sex ? 
3 II 6 II 2 ) 25.8% II ? 
6 II 12 II 5 ) II ? 

12 11 20 II 6 10.3% 2M, 4F 
20 11 25 II - 15 ) 4M, llF 
25 11 30 II - 10 ) 63.8% 3M, 7F 
30 or more 11 - 12 ) SM, 7F 

Totals 58 14M, 29F 

Estimation of age here can be considered trustworthy through the 20-25 
year interval. After 25 the determination of age, especially in incomplete 
skeletons, is difficult and subject to large error. Nevertheless the distri
bution arrived at cannot be far wrong • In view of this, the youthfulness of 
this Indian population is noteworthy, although high mortality rates in the 
early ages are typical of prehistoric man in general. The Keyser Farm site 
(Manson, Maccord and Griffin, 1944) will serve here for comparison, be
cause the burials were also in refuse pits. Of 26 skeletons 46% were sub
adult - newborns, infants and adolescents. 

The estimation of sex depends on the development of the secondary sex 
characters, which appear first around puberty. For this reason the sex of 

• the 15 youngest individuals in the collection cannot be stated. After puberty, 
accuracy of sex determination in the skeleton diminishes with the loss of 
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certain bones, especially the pelvis. Thus in some cases here sex has been 
estimated simply from bone size, a method which may be about 75% accurate. 
In spite of errors from these sources, it seems likely that there are about 
twice as many females as males present in the sample. At the Keyser Farm 
site the sexes were about equal in number in the adults. 

Pathological changes in the bones are more common than would be ex
pected in such a youthful population. At least 10 skulls, equally divided be
tween the sexes, show small depressed scars on the frontal bone and some
times also on the parietals. In six of these cases there are scars or active 
lesions in some of the long bones, particularly the tibia and fibula. 

For some reason the tibia is more prone to osteitis and periostitis than 
any other skeletal part. It is interesting to note, therefore, that of 3 7 tibiae 
from each side available for examination (not all mates, but all adult or 
adolescent) 35 .1 % of the rights and 43. 2% of the lefts show either active 
lesions or areas of scarring. Anthropologists usually attribute such lesions 
to syphilis, but it is still uncertain whether this is the only disease involved. 
In at least one case (U .S .N .M. no. 380,520, a male from pit no. 77) the 
irregular distribution of the lesions over a large number of bones, suggests 
osteomyelitis. 

The tibiae of the children also exhibit pathological conditions. In two 
cases, one near 6 years, the other near 9 years, the paired tibiae are sym
metrically swollen throughout their lengths. In another child, about 12 years 
of age, the tibiae have active lesions si-rnilar to thos,::i seen in some of the 
adults. It is not clear what these conditions represent. 

Excessive anterior bowi.!lg of the tibiae and fibulae was noted in two 
adults. Further study will be needed to explain this condition. It is in
teresting also that one left tibia (U.S.N.M. no. 380,494, a female from pit 
no. 14) exhibits a healed fracture of a somewhat uncommon type, namely, 
one in which the break passed through the superior articular surface, or 
plateau, on the lateral side. 

Arthritic joint changes are restricted to the few old individuals present. 
In one such case (U.S.N.M. no. 380,537, a female from pit no. 81) the 
bones are excessively light in weight and several vertebral centra have 
collapsed. In another case (U.S. N. M. no. 3 80, 518, a female from pit no. 
66) the normal-looking 11th and 12th thoracic vertebrae are fused through 
the centra and facets • 

In contrast to the bone changes associated with advancing age, are other 
changes, usually characterized as hyperostosis, seen only in young indivi
duals. Although so many young individuals are represented in the sample, 
only three (a child near 9 years and two young adults) show these cha.nges 
and then only to a minor degree. 

Perhaps the strangest malady of all -- a case of generalized bone atrophy 
-- has been detected in a collection of miscellaneous bones from pit no. 80. 
The following bones have been identified: a pair of femora, a left tibia, a 
left humerus, a left ulna, a left radius, and a pair of clavicles. However, 
these bones are so strange looking and their shaft diameters are so reduced 
(ant.-post. diam. of the tibia 'f' 1.9 cm vs. the usual ca. 3 cm) that little 
doubt remains as to their true association. Bone atrophy of this sort seems 
to indicate a long- standing paralysis. • .... 

Measurements of the individual skulls, as defined in Hrdlicka I s Practi-



46 

cal Anthropometry (Stewart, 1952), are given in tables 8 and 9. The maximum 
lengths of the individual longbones are given in tables 10 and 11. Of the long
bone measurements only that of the tibia requires explanation. In this case 
the end of the malleolus was placed against the vertical wall of the osteo
metric board so that the bone rested on its dorsal surface with its long axis 
parallel with the long axis of the board, and then the block was applied to 
the most prominent part of the lateral half of the lateral condyle. 

TABLE 8: MEASUREMENTS OF SKULLS - MALE 

• • 
~ i 

. >< Q) . 
~ >< Q) ~ ~ . .:e: Q) ] ::, 

0 'ti 'ti 
:z; . . . s:: H ~ u 

• P-4 .µ Ill) H .... 
i • • Cd Q) . s:: :e: < ..:I M ~ .µ ~ 0 . p:i Cd ::c: Cd .... 
'ti :z; • • I .... .... M 
~ • ffl 8 . C: s:: g 0 
Q) ti) Q) Cd m Cd Cd Cl. .... . 00 .... .... Cd M ~ M .... 

rz. l:> < A A p:i t.) t.) p:i 

24-1 380,495 25-30 179 132 140 73.7 90.0 150.3 115 
-7 -500 30+ 196 137 137 69.9 82.3 156.7 118 
-9 -502 30+ 190 136 71.6 121 

-1u -506 25-30 190 140 138 73.7 83.6 156.0 117 
-11 -503 30+ 189 Nr143 75.7 124 

36-1 -509 18-20 184 142 137 77 .2 84.0 154.3 115 
-2 -510 25-30 184 136 137 73.9 85.6 152.3 112 
-3 -511 18-20 188 Nrl30 143 69.1 89.9 153.7 116 

77-1 -520 Nr 25 186 136 144 73.1 89.4 155.3 117 

. 
m 

•rl 
A 
~ 

Cd 
.µ 
s:: 
0 
M 
~ . 
~ :e: 

86 
98 
96 
91 
91 
O' ,t) 

90 
88 
90 

-2 -521 20-23 181 144 148 79.6 91.1 157. 7 125 102 
80 -543 20-25 183 138 75.4 120 
81-2 -535 20-23 192 124 139 64.6 88.0 151.7 110 89 

(12) (12) (9) (12) (9) (9) (12) (11) 
Means 186.8 136.5 140.3 73.1 87.l 154.2 117.5 92.4 
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TABLE 8: MEASUREMENTS OF SKULLS - MALE (Continued) II) 
..-1 

(1.) II) . .. . ,-1 

~ . II) >: II) (1.) bl) 
0 <I! (1.) ~ 

. . ,-1 

~ C. 
z z . "O .µ .µ bl) ~ . I t,'I i:: I I P-1 I P-t ~ 0 . . •.-1 H . . . M ti.I 

z ~ 
.µ pQ II) II) . II) . <I! 
P-t ,-1 <I! <I! Ill Cd :> ,-1 ,-1 4-1 

"O z . <I! M ..0 ..0 <I! ..0 ,-1 <I! 0 0 
,-1 . . 

ij M •r-1 (1.) 0 0 i:: 0 <I! ..-1 (1.) 

(1.) C/) :> • 0 p.. "O 'g .g "O (1.) 0 :> . 
•r-1 . ,-1 .µ •r-1 Cd <I! C. i:: t:l M <I! ,-1 

~ ~ :::> < ::c: A~ ~ :::i J';l::l J';l::IC/l w P-t ~ < 
24-1 380,495 68 145 46.9 105 97 109 68 48 35 

-7 -500 79 140 56.4 106 93 102 71 63 39 
-9 -502 73 Nr141 51.8 40 

-10 -506 
-11 -503 37 

36-1 -509 72 140 51.4 107 95.5 106 71 51 36 
-2 -510 Nr.Edent. 105 92 
-3 -511 73 109 92 96 79 70 33 

77-1 -520 74 135 54.8 105 89 95 76 67 37 
-2 -521 Nr70 107 94 102 75 59 35 

80 -543 34 
81-2 -535 (120) 

(7) (5) (5) (7) (7) (6) (6) (6) (9) 
Means 72. 7 140.2 52.2 106.3 93.2 101.7 73.3 59.7 36.2 

TABLE 8: MEASUREMENTS OF SKULLS - MALE (Continued) 

. .. .. 
0 • . i:: ~ . ~ z .µ M <I! (1.) . . . . ::c: pQ (1.) . . "O > .µ :> . :> "O 

0 . ~ .µ M i:: ,-1 ..:I ,-1 M ,-1 i:: z ~ ,-1 ,-1 ,-1 ::r:: pQ H < < pQ <H . <I! <I! <I! .. .. 
"O z .µ .µ .µ ~ ,-1 ,-1 ,-1 M . M .. M .. 
,-1 . •r-1 i:: •r-1 i:: ..-1 (1.) <I! 111 Cd (1.) .c: (1.) .c: (1.) .c: 

(1.) C/) ..0 <I! ..0 <I! ..0 "O Ill Ill Ill C. 0 C. 0 c.u 
•r-1 . M (1.) M (1.) M t:l <I! <I! Cd :§'~ :§'~ :§'~ ~ :::> 0~ 0~ OH z z z 

24-1 380,495 32.5 L 39.0 83.3 49 25 51.0 61 71 116.4 
-7 -soo 33.5 '40.0 83.8 53 28 52.B 59 Nr70 118.6 
-9 -502 51 24 47.0 56 

-10 -506 
-11 -503 

36-1 -509 34.0 38.5 88.3 55 26 47.3 56 66 117.8 
-2 -510 33.0 R 41.0 R 80.5 52 26 so.a 
-3 -su 35.5 (38.0) L 57 24 42.1 53 66 lli..:..2. 

77-1 -520 32.8 38.5 85.2 51 23 45.1 55 71 .illd 
-2 -521 Nr52 28 53.8 58 72 .!&!. 

80 -543 
81-2 -5.35 

(5) (5) (5) (8) (8) (B) (7) (6) (6) 
Means 33.7 39.4 84.2 52.5 25.5 48.6 56.8 69.3 121.8 
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TABLE 9: MEASUREMENTS OF SKULLS - FEMALE >< QJ • 
>< QJ ,-1 

~ . QJ 'C .g ,-1 

0 'C ~ 
(11 

z . . . i:: ~ 0 .µ . c::i.. .µ bO H •r-4 i:: 
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"M . 00 "M cu "M cu Id .µ ,_. ~ 

,_. "M •r-4 "M 
~ :=, < A~ A~ p:i ::i:: C,J ~ C,J p:i ~A 

24-2 380,496 25-30 175 143 138 81.7 86.8 152.0 115 91 
-5 -498 20-25 173 133 134 76.9 87.6 146.7 110 88 
-8 -501 25-30 181 131 131 72.4 84.0 147.7 111 95 

36-5 -513 25-30 178 133 134 74.7 86.2 148.3 114 87 
47-1 -517 40 +? Nrl88 Nrl32 70.2 Nr89 
66-2 -519 Nr 25 180 Nrl30 Nrl32 72.2 85.2 147 .3 ~r!l3 86 
77-6 -525 25-30 179 128 140 71.5 91.2 149.0 117 85 
-12 -529 20-25? 176 136 77 .3 114 96 

80 -533 Nr 20? Nrl83 135 73.8 115 
80 -540 30 + 187 135 72.2 124 
80 -541 Nr 25 177 132 128 74.6 82.8 145.7 107 94 
80 -544 20-25 186 136 73.1 119 91 
80?-l -514 20-25 173 Nrl35 Nrl35 78.0 87.7 147.7 111 87 

-6 -516 25-30 184 134 135 72.8 84.9 151.0 111 92 
81-3 -5361 23-25 183 134 139 73.2 87.7 152.0 116 92 
83-1 -538 30 + 190 140 73.7 116 95 

-2 -539 25-30 184 133 142 72.3 89.6 153.0 116 95 

(17) (17) (11) (17) (11) (11) (16) (15) 

1 Male? 
Means 181.0 134.1 135.3 74.2 86,7 149.1 114.3 90.8 

TABLE 9: MEASUREMENTS OF SKULLS - FEMALE (Continued) QJ .. ,-1 . >< QJ 

l 0 QJ . . ,-1 z • 'C I .µ .µ bO 
• N i:: •ll-< I ll-< !a rn 

0 . . .. •r-4 H . •r-4 . ,_. •r-4 z ~ .µ .u p:i rn rn . rn . Id rn . p..,;u:: ,-1 111 111 Cll Id :> ,-1 ,-1 4-j :>, 
'C z . 111 ,_. ,.c ,.c 111 ,.c ,-1 111 0 0 .a 
,-1 . . .. 

fli ~ 
"M QJ 0 . 0 i:: 0 111 •r-4 QJ c::i.. 

QJ ti.) :> Cll 0 c::i.. 'C Cll 'C ,.c 'C QJ 0 :> J~ •r-4 . ,-I- as •r-4 111 0.. i:: 111 i:: ::, i:: ,_. 111 ,-1 

""' :=, <Z A~ ~:=, w z w ti.) w ll-< ~ < ::i:: ti.) 

24-2 380,496 67 131 51.1 99 84 93 75 56 
-5 -498 72 Nrl30 55.4 97 85 96 69 54 40 
-8 -soi 69 129 53.5 99 87 97 71 54 

36=5 -513 64 97 88 97 71 54 33 
47-1 -517 
66-2 -519 34 
77-6 -525 70 Nrl27 55.1 110 95 106 74 52 33 
-12 -529 Nr35 

80 -533 -
80 -540 
80 -541 65 91 80 92 69 42 
80 -544 
80?-l -514 63 Nrl28 49.2 97 88 98 70 46 

-6 -516 68 Nrl33 51.1 111 100 110 73 54 
81-3 -536 75 Nrl43 52e4 106 93 103 72 59 38 
83-1 -s38 101 

- 2 -539 69 134 .2L.5. 106 93 100 76 60 34 
• 

(10) (8) (8) (11) (10) (10) (10) (10) (7) 
Means 68.2 131.9 52.4 101.3 89.3 99.2 72.0 53 , l 35.3 
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IMLE 9: MEASUREMENTS OF SKULLS - FEMALE (Continued) .. 
>< . ft .. Q) 

:@ . • "Cl >< >< .u M i:: Q) . . • Q) . ::c: IXl H . . "Cl :> . :> . :> "Cl 

:@ • .u M i:: ,--l.J r-l M ,--l i:: 
~ ,--l ,--l ,--l ::c: IXl H <~ <11:1 <H . t1I t1I t1I 

"Cl z .u .u .u ,--l ,--l ,--l M " M " M .. 
,--l . ,,-l i:: ,,-l i:: ,,-l i:: Ill t1I t1I Q) .c: Q) .c: Q) .c: 

Q) ti) ..0 Ill ..0 Ill ..0 Ill Ill Ill Ill 0.U 0. cJ 0. cJ 
,,-l . M QJ M QJ M QJ t1I ~ Ill 0. M :§'~ 0. M 
r:r.. :::> 0~ 0~ 0~ z z :::>< :::>< 

24-2 380,496 35.0 36.8 95.1 49 23 46.9 50 Nr64 128.0 
-5 -498 35.0 50 25 50.0 55 Nr60 109.1 
-8 -501 34.0 40.2 84.6 50 25 .2Q.& 54 Nr64 118.5 

36-5 -513 35.5 40.0 88.8 47 25 -2.hl 52 64 123.1 
47-1 -517 
66-2 -519 - 22 Nr53 65 122.6 
77-6 -525 34.0L 38.0 L2 ~50 26 52.0 

-12 -529 
80 -533 
80 -540 -
80 -541 33.0 50 29 58.0 53 67 126.4 
80 -544 
80?-l -514 32.0L Nr37.5 L 85.3 49 26 53.1 51 59 115.7 

-6 -516 32.0 40.5 79.0 50 26 52.0 57 
81-3 -536 34.0L 52 24 46.2 58 Nr68 117.2 
83-1 -538 

-2 -539 34.0 41.0 82.9 53 26 49.0 54 63 116.7 

(9) (8) (7) (10) (11) (10) (10) (9) (9) 
Means 33.7 38.6 86.4 50.0 25.2 51.0 53. 7 63.8 119.7 

2 Right orbit deformed by old injury. 



TABLE 10: MAXIMUM LENGTHS OF LONGBONES: MALE 

RIGHT LEFT 
• CIJ CIJ 

'8~ (I) ,-1 (I) ,-1 
::, (I) (J Ill ::, (I) (J Ill 

Ill z i,.. ::, ..... i,.. cu ,-1 i,.. ::, ..... i,.. Ill ,-1 

• I ..... Ill > ~ 
..... ::, CIJ ..... Ill > ~ 

..... ::, 
.µ Cl') . "C i:: Ill ,c ,c 13 "C i:: Ill ,c ,c ..... • 0 Ill ,-1 ,-1 CIJ ..... ..... :E Ill s ,-1 CIJ ..... . .... 
p..;::) z ::i:: ~ ;::) c., rz. ~ rz. ~ c., rz. ~ rz. 

Pit No. 24 
308,503 261 338 483 

-505 314 250 Nr271 Nr.438 372 151 435 
-506 453 349 - 155 372 
-5081 3392 264 461 3392 269 405 393 

333 
Pit No. 36 
380,509 333 275 144 477 396 377 328 248 266 474 400 

-510 Nr244 Nr2633 2543 
-511 313 241 141 449 388 369 318 238 453 389 376 

Pit No. 77 
380,520 350 281 304 161 486 418 403 342 161 492 406 Nr396 CJl 

0 
-521 367 161 502 - I 368 286 310 163 508 434 417 
-526 249 452 369 245 452 367 361 
-532 490 

• 
Pit No. 80 
380,550l 466 271 

271 
Pit No. 81 
380,534 319 243 266 150 452 371 351 : 316 240 Nr265 448 

-535 333 248 150 Nr360 - : 327 447 
(8) (8) (6) (6) (11) (7) (5) 1(9) (5) (7) (4) (9) (7) (5) 

MEANS 333.5 252.1 273.8 150.7 466.0 382.0 369.~ 334.3 256.2 268.8 157.5 465.8 396.1 388.6 

1 A miscellaneous lot which cannot be associated with skulls. 
2 Pair. 
3 Not mates. 



TABLE 11: MAXIMUM LENGTHS OF LONGBONES - FEMAm: 

Right ~ . QJ QJ 

'C ~ Ill ,-1 {/) ,-1 
c:: • ::I {/) u 111 ::I {/) u 111 
111Z 1-1 ::I •r-4 1-1 111 ,-1 1-1 ::I •r-4 1-1 111 ,-1 . QJ •r-4 111 :> ~ •r-4 ::I QJ •r-4 111 :> ~ •r-4 ::I 

,I.I ti) . ~ 'C c:: 111 ,c ,c § 'C c:: 111 ,c ,c 

"" • 0 111 ,-1 ,-1 QJ "" •r-4 111 ,-1 ,-1 QJ •r-4 •r-4 
ll-l PZ ;:c: ~ p C) ~ E-1 ~ ;:c: ~ p C) ~ E-1 ~ 

Pit No. 14: 
380,491 I 328 460 382 464 

-493 357 
-494 253 376 Nr240 

Pit No. 24 
3532 240 3552 380,5181 281 442 -

312 362 
293 
298 
292 

Pit No. 36 
380,513 291 223 135 291 Nr241 134 
Pit No. 47 
380,517 313 260 Nr358 Nr344 240 - Nr343 u, ..... Pit No. 66 
380,519 Nr412 - I 

Pit No. 77 
380,525 305 235 253 140 438 366 306 254 142 437 363 355 

-528 429 
-530 311 246 265 132 442 242 262 442 365 357 
-531 290 126 455 371 320 Nrl27 371 357 

• Pit No. 80 
380,546 391 

-549 321 
-5501 260 452 
-551 240 
-552 149 

Pit No. 81 
380,536 300 Nr250 427 354 294 432 

~537 307 Nr370 
Pit No. 83 
380,538 454 391 314 254 453 

-539 322 256 272 448 382 318 256 270 141 457 364 
(14) (6) (7) (5) (10) (11) (1) (6) (6) (4) (4) (7) (6) (5) 

MEANS 305.3 248.3 259.0 136.4 440.7 371.0 307.2 245.3 256.8 136.0 448.l 364.3 355.2 
1 A miscellaneous lot which cannot be associated with skulls. 2 Pair. 
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Very few detailed anthropometric data are available for the area of the 
Middle Atlantic states. For the present, therefore, I will limit comparisons 
to a few features just as I did in my report on the skeletal remains from the 
Piscataway ossuary (Stewart, 1940p). 

In the Townsend series the cranial index ranges from 64.6 (male) to 81 0 7 
(female), thus giving no indication of deformity and yielding a mean in the 
dolichocranic category (see below). When the sexes are combined, the range 
and the distribution within the range are closer to those for the Piscataway 
series than to those for the Keyser Farm series: 

~ 
"Cl t c:: 
(I) ,U 1-1 
ID Ill (I) 

~ 
u ID 

Cranial Index Categories (/) I>-
-rl ~ ~ ~ 

Ultradolichocrany X - 64.9 1 
Hyperdolichocrany 65.0 - 69.9 2 8 
Dolichocrany 70.0 - 74.9 18 17 7 
Mesocrany 75.0 - 79.9 7 16 2 
Brachycrany 80.0 - 84.9 1 14 11 
Hyperbrachycrany 85.0 - 89.9 5 
Ultrabrachycrany 90.0 - 94.9 1 2 

All of these groups are relatively high headed. 
Somewhat wider possibilities for comparisons are offered by the following 

analysis of four non metrical characters: 

No.6 
% % % % % Present 
Absent Small Med. Large Weighted7 

Ear exostosis 73 90.4 9.6 
Perforation of tympanic plate 71 81.7 12.7 5.6 
Septal aperture-of hlD?lerus 61 52.4 24.6 9.8 13.1 
Third trochanter of femur 62 19.4 48.4 24.2 8.0 

These findings for the Townsend series fit into the picture for the area as 
shown in table 12 a I have assembled these data personally over a period of 
20 years. Except that perforation of the tympanic plate is slightly less evi
dent and third trochanter of the femur is slightly more evident in the Townsend 
series, the incidence pattern of these four nonmetrical characters appears to 
be much the same throughout the tidewater region, and to contrast with that 
in west~rn Virginia and Kentucky G 

The longbone measurements given in tables 10 and 11 are useful mainly 
for indicating stature a In making comparisons it is well to remember that 
longbones by themselves cannot always be sexed accurately. With this in 

3.2 
8.0 

27 .8 
40.2 

6 The two sides and both sexes have been combined to make the sample com
parable to ossuary samples in which distinct skeletons seldom can be identified. 
7 Obtained by the Stevenson formula: A+ 2B + 3C, where A is% small, B % 
medium and C % large. 3 
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mind and judging solely by femur length, the Townsend group seems to have 
been just about as tall as the Piscataway group (466 mm vs 472 mm for males; 
444 mm vs o 428 mm for females) o The longest femur in the Townsend series 
has a length of 508 mm, which is well below the maximum of 529 mm for the 
Piscataway series; and both are well below the maximum of 542 mm recorded 
for a multiple burial at the Slaughter Creek site -- a closely related site 
nearby in Delaware (Stewart, 1958) o These maximum figures for femur length 
correspond to the stature category of 11 6 feet and above" in modem whiteso 

In summary, then, the population sample recovered at the Townsend site 
has del!lographic characteristics similar, especially in its youthfulness, to 
those from other late Woodland village sites in the general area. Likewise 
in physical characteristics, the Townsend sample appears to be similar to 
those from other nearby late sites o The type involved (see plates 13-18) 
is undoubtedly the one which Hrdlicka described in 1916 and to which he 
gave the name "Algonkin". The concept of this type has been expanded more 
recently by Neumann (1952), wherein the name "Otamid" is used to describe 
a variety of Indian which had a very wide distribution at one time but sub
sequently was pressed off into refuge areas, one of which was the north
eastern part of North America. It is probably not unusual for such a popu
lation to show all of the pathological changes here listed. The widely held 
belief that prehistoric peoples were healthy certainly is not true in this 
instance. 

TABLE 12: COMPARISONS OF WEIGHTED PERCENTAGES OF FOUR NONMETRICAL CHARACTERS 

Locality 

New York: 
Various 

New Jersey: 
Minisink 

Delaware: 
Townsend 

Maryland: 
Port Tobacco 
Anacostia 
Accokeek 
Piscataway 

Virginia: 
Potomac Creek 
Western 

Kentucky: 
Indian Knoll 

Ear 
Exostosis 

% 

(Infrequent) 

3.2 

2.7 
3.4 
3.2 
2.8 

1.6 
10.2 

22.2 

Perforation Sept. Apert. Third Troch. 
TvmE• Plate Humerus Femur 

% % % 

20.4 

15.1 21.4 19.7 

8.o 27.8 40.2 

16.4 24.4 32.6 
11.9 27.0 32.2 
19.4 33.0 37.2 
17.0 26.1 26.3 

19.9 23.2 20.2 
11.0 36.5 19.7 

14.4 18, 8 26.3 
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SECTION 7 

SKELETAL REMAINS OF ABORIGINAL DOGS 

T • D • Stewart 

The recovery of 12 skulls and 8 postcranial skeletons of dogs from a 
single archeological site is unusual. Haag {1948) in his extensive metrical 
study of aboriginal dogs was able to report more than this from certain early 
Alabama shell heaps, but could assemble only 17 specimens (some incom
plete) from 13 sites of the W.:>odland Pattern of culture scattered over 6 
states. Also, he was able to assemble only 19 specimens (again not all 
complete) from 9 sites of the Mississippi Pattern of culture scattered over 
6 states. The only northeastern state represented in Haag's study is New 
York (3 specimens). In view of all this the Townsend site series is im
portant and deserves recording in some detail. 

Tables 13 and 14 give nearly all of the measurements recommended and 
defined by Haag o I have not attempted to take all of the measurements of 
the teeth, nor such difficult measurements as cranial height and bicondylar 
width. Although I had never measured dog bones in such detail before, I 
found Haag's directions easy to follow and gained full confidence in the re
sults. The only thing that disturbs me is the inclusion of both sexes in a 
single series. Since there seems to be no way of clearly distinguishing the 
two sexes in dog skeletons, we are left with uncertainty about the relative 
proportions of the 2 sexes in our series and ranges of variation in which 
there is considerable evidence of bimodality. As an anthropometrist, I 
miss the indices, or ratios between measurements, which I use so frequent
ly in the description of human bones o However, these dogs appear to be 
very uniform in their proportions and thus indices do not serve much pur
pose. All specimens are mature and only the one from Area H shows exten
sive tooth wear and some arthritis. 

In spite of the sexual dimorphism involved, the Townsend series is 
more homogeneous in size than the combined W.:iodland and Mississippi 
series assembled by Haag. As examples I give in figure 4 the distribution 
of occipital lengths and humerus lengths for the three groups o From this evi
dence it would seem that only one variety of dog is present in the Townsend 
collection. At least the four largest Townsend dogs (nos. 36, 71?, 84, and 
Area H) are probably males. 

Haag did not mention the dogs from Sandy Point, Maryland, and from 
Rehoboth, Delaware, described by Omwake (1945). The four specimens from 
these two sites fall within the size range of the dogs from the Townsend 
siteo Also, the dog found by Graham (1935, pp. 26-27) at Port Tobacco, 
Maryland, appears on re-examination to be close in femur length to Townsend 
no. 88, although of a more slender build. 

In 1915 Heye and Pepper reported finding 2 dog skeletons (one of which 
may have "formed part of the food used in a feast") in a Munsee Cemetery 
in New Jersey. In this connection they remarked that "In the East, dog bur-: 
ials in connection with human interments are not uncqmmo'n" {p. 59). Now, 
well on to a half-century later, the scarcity of reports on articulated dog 
skeletons from the Middle Atlantic States suggests that dog burial was not 
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common in this part of the East. Note for example that Cadzow (1936) did 
not report encountering dog skeletons in any of the 43 pits excavated at 
the Shenk's Ferry site on the lower Susquehanna River in Pennsylvania; and 
that Manson, Maccord ·and Griffin (1944) did not report finding dogs in any 
of the 97 pits excavated at the Keyser Farm site on the Shenandoah River in 
Virginia. Also, so far as I am aware, Graham's find at Port Tobacco is 
unique in the Potomac tidewater area -- an area in which storage or refuse 
pits are not a feature of late sites. 

TABLE 13: MEASUREMENTS OF DOG CRANIA l 

- -C"l - ...... - -,-1 - '° - - -. --t al . ..c: - .l,J - <Ll 
al 't) 

.l,J N ..:I <Ll '" 0 ..c: .l,J i::: 0 z 00 - I'd i::: ,-1 .l,J '" .l,J 

..c: I'd 00 ,-1 i::: Ill 
.l,J <Ll 

i::: I'd I'd ~ .... ..:I .l,J Ul p.. 
p.. 00 I'd <Ll 0 

,-1 @ l:Q ..:I -4-1 ti'\ ti .µ 
't) I'd I o- I'd 
i::: .µ ..:I 0 ,-1 

<Ll .... ,-1 · ro -:5.-1~ ..c: ..c: 
Ill p.. ,-1 >, .µ 

I'd "O I'd .µ .µ 

~ 
.... 't) 't) 't) u Ul i::: ,-1 

u I'd 0 I'd .... .µ .... .... 
~ 0 i:Q 0 p.. :3 I'd :3 :::t 

15A 167 151 Nr158 85 56 33 58 

15B 166 145 151 81 54 31 58 

19 162 143 151 80 50 Nr27 55 

32 162 142 149 80 51 29 57 

36 187 165 174 88 64 36 67 

41 

44 

62?-Bl Nrl60 141 148 80 30 

62?-'B2 163 145 154 80 55 32 60 

84 184 163 172 92 56 34 61 

88 55 

Area H 181 Nrl61 Nr170 Nr88 60 35 64 

(9) (9) (9) (9) (8) (9) (9) 
Mean 170.2 150.7 158.7 83.8 55.8 31.9 59.4 

. 
1 Numbers in parentheses after names of measurements refer to definitions by 

Haag (1948, pp. 111-115). 



56 

TABLE 13: MEASUREMENTS OF DOG CRANIA (Continued) 

-co 
'-' 

Ill 0 
QJ •rl -. ,-1 .µ 0 

,.... 
~ 

>, 

~ 
,-1 N 

'O '-' ,-1 

i::: '-" 
.µ 0 bO .c:: ,-1 

,-1 ,-1 

•rl t.) >, .µ - CII Ill 
~ N bO 0 ,-1 H .µ,-.. .µ ,-.. 

,-1 i::: .µ ,-1 •r-lC"'I •rl ..;t-
'O .µ Cd 4-1,-.. QJ '-' 0 fl] ,0 ,-1 ,0 ,-1 

i::: CII .µ 0 a, ..:I .µ .µ ::, 1-1 '-' 1-1 '-' 
QJ •rl '-' ::, i::: ,-1 0 0 
fl] .c:: p. £.c:: ,-1 p. 0 .µ 0 ~-£ . 1-1 .c:: 

~ 
.µ •,-1 CII •rl •rl •rl QJ QJ .µ 
'O 0 'O 0 Ol 0 Ill ,0 :> 0.. 'tl .µ 'tl 
•rl 0 •rl 1-1 Ill o CII 1-1 ,-1 ::l •rl C::: •rl 

E-4 :'.3:0 :'.!I:< z oz O< en :'.!I: H:'.3: 

lSA 32 Nr49 92 74 42 28 

lSB 32 93 so 93 70 45 32 

19 32 Nr84 91 70 40 28 

32 32 Nr88 52 92 70 45 30 

36 38 108 79 NrSO 34 

41 

44 

62?-Bl Nr33 51 Nr90 68 47 34 

62?-B2 35 so 90 69 Nr48 32 

84 36 99 58 102 80 49 33 

88 33 

Area H 36 Nrl06 Nr57 Nrl02 Nr76 49 36 

(10) (5) (7) (9) (9) (9) (9) 
Mean 33.9 94.0 52.4 95.6 72.9 46.1 31.9 

• 
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TABLE 13: ME:ttSUREMENTS OF DOG CRANIA (Continued) 

-1/'l 
N -0 0 

N .µ C"'l E-1 Cl) . ::El ::El •r-1 

~ 
,-1 Ill Ill II) 

Ill 0 ~ 0 ~ ~ ,-1 .... .µ .... .µ .... 
.µ Ill ij ~ ~ C. .... .... ,-1 ,-1 Ill ~M' ~ ~ - M ,-.. H CJ H CJ 

Ill'° c.., ,-.. Cl)C"'l 
'ti $.Ir-I ,-1 Cl) ti) II) ti) I ._, 

@ c.., - § - ::, 
::, - ::, ::, - 0 

,-1 ,-1 0 ,-1 ,-1 '° ,-1 .c: 
II) .µ .c: a .c: 0 ON 0 ON >, .µ 

~ 
c.a .µ .... .µ 11),-.. 111- QJ 111- ]i Ill 'ti 

~~ > °' > > > 
QJ ..-1 ,-1 ,-1 .-IN ,-1 ,-1 C"'l 

E-1 i-:1 ~ <- <::E: < <::E: C..,i-:1 

15A 33 53 84 70 87 82 119 

15B 35 54 79 66 85 79 Nrll6 

19 29 52 81 67 Nr82 77 Nrll5 

32 35 51 80 65 80 75 118 

36 33 57 87 72 

41 Nr88 82 Nrll8 

44 86 80 

62?-Bl 34 54 81 67 82 

62?-B2 36 56 82 68 85 79 

84 34 57 92 77 95 89 134 

88 79 

Area H 34 60 Nr87 71 Nr88 85 Nrl30 

(9) (9) (9) (9) (9) (11) (7) 
Mean 33.7 54.9 83.7 69.2 86.2 80.8 121.4 

• 
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TABLE 14: MEASUREMENTS OF DOG POSTCRANIAL BONESl 

-II) - - a 
~ \0 00 0 - -. ...., 

~ ~ - ~ M N 

~ 
...., ...., 

°' --t --t ..c: ~ 
...., ...., 

,I.I ... ..c: ...., ..c: 
,I.I bO 'g ~ ,I.I ,I.I ..c: ..c: 
•,-I s:: ~ ..c: bO ,I.I ,I.I p. QJ QJ -.-1 ,I.I r::- bO ~ ...:1 ::i:: ,::i QJ bO QJ 0 s:: 
't1 ...:1 ~ ...:1--t QJ QJ s:: Ill e ~ 

...., ...:1 ...:1 
QJ ::, C/l ...:1 
IQ 1-1 ::, •• ..c: 1-1 QI 

~ 
QJ QJ -.-1 -.-1 QI QI u i '" J !~ 't1 s:: s:: ,I.I ,c 

Ill M M 0 QJ -.-1 
E-1 i:x: ::> ::>Z 1:-1 E-1 

15B 123 34 121 
19 123 33 125 139 
32 127 34 125 155 132 140 138 
36 158 
71? 139 36 136 167 143 156 150 
84 143 37 144 178 152 155 155 
88 123 32 121 135 134 
Area H 145 40 142 161 160 

(7) (7) "(7) (3) (3) (6) (6) 
Mean 131.9 35.l 130.6 166.7 142.3 147.7 149.2 

1 Numbers in parentheses after names of measurements refer to definitions 
by Haag (1948, pp. 115-117). 

Fig. 4 

Distribution or occipital. lengths or dog skulls. 
TOffllSend series (x) combined with the Woodland (1) 

and Mississippi series (o) or Haag (1948). 

150 J.60 l?O 180 190 
-i- - _o __ x_x_ anx-o--:i.- - - - i ix- i -

l O X 

--Townsend----

Distribution or the ph;ysiological lengths or dog 
humeri. TOffl'lSend series (x) combined with the 

Woodland (l) and Mississippi series (o) ot Haag (1948). 

100 110 1.20 130 140 150 160 l?O 
- - ! - I -1-101- -o- il.Io- - I - -oo r _x_l_o_ - - - - - - - -y - -

1 xolx o x x 
X 

--- Townsend ---
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SECTION 8 

GENERAL INTERPRETATIONS 

John Witthoft 

Early travelers to the Middle Atlantic Coast found the region sparsely but 
conspicuously settled by Indians. A few communities still survive as Indian 
remnant groups in the tidewater area. We find the stone-age tools made by their 
ancestors, and have excavated the places where they lived. Our ideas about 
the ancient people of this country come from three fields of inquiry, history, 
ethnography, and archeologyo Of these, history has received the most attention, 
and archeology the least. Although archeology, as the newest of these discip
lines, seems the most promising, any adequate understanding of native life 
must use all three kinds of scholarship. Such synthesis is extremely difficult, 
and plunges us into all sorts of thorny problems. For example, we often cannot 
relate the tribal names and town names from the history to corresponding archeo
logical cultures. Much that is history left little evidence in the ground, and 
much that is conspicuous in the archeology was never made a matter of written 
record. 

Written accounts of the 16th and 17th centuries are disappointing resources 
for information about natives. They have preserved a plethora of native names 
for communities and places, and include imbedded data on culture, but they 
really yield only glimpses of life and customs. Settled life in small villages, 
dependence upon farming, village autonomy, temporary nature of larger political 
alliances, sporadic nature of native warfare and feuds, slight importance of 
hunting, and social patterns consistent with house-life and village-life are all 
attested in the early literature. However, such data are almost lost in the large 
body of colonial history, and are full of contradictions. The early literature is 
a blend of fact ao.d fancy, and much of the fact is embedded in extraneous mater
ial. 

There are also many problems in deriving a reliable archeological picture. 
Adequate field techniques and methods of interpretation are still being developed. 
Local archeology is as filled with myth and conjecture as is Indian history, and 
many of the myths stand between us and understanding of the sites. They make 
us unable to phrase the questions which we should be solving in field situations. 
Unjustified conjectures have influenced the way sites are dug. Many of the con
clusions which are implied in field-work and in reports are really untested hypo
theses. 

This is one reason why we have difficulty equating the features which we 
find in the soil with architectural details of the aboriginal village. Early ob
servers saw a little cluster of framed houses, filled with all the bustle of every
day life. Archeologists dig into the same site, now much eroded and planed
down by farming and sheet-wash. They find only a thin scattering of debris and 
a series of ancient holes which had been filled up long ago. The temporary build
ings have left only subtle traces in the soil. Postmolds are rarely preserved, 
and even when preserved they are easily overlooked. Befow-ground structures 
which were once concealed within pole-and-bark houses are now conspicuous. 
They are often called "rubbish-pits", but this label is entirely deceptive. Their 
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!Unction is not known, and we have not tried to find out what they were because 
we assume that we already know this. After such pits had served their original 
purpose, they were filled up to level the ground; the debris that went into them 
was largely a matter of accident, and tells us nothing about their use. 

Hearths are rarely preserved, because fireplaces were on the ground surface, 
and have been eroded away. But ashes and char from the hearths were swept into 
pits that were being filled, and are found in layers and lense~ that were thus re
deposited. Pits which contain ash are generally called "fire-pits", despite usual 
lack of any evidence that they held fires. Nearby areas of reddened sub-soil just 
below the plow-sole mark the locations of hearths. Long-continued fires have 
roasted and oxidized the soil beneath the hearth, sometimes so deeply that plow
ing has not removed all of the reddened earth. Such fire-mark's· have been seen 
often, but rarely recorded or reported. Until the misconceptions about such fea
tures as pits and hearths are discarded and archeologists look with a fresh, in
quiring eye, very little will be learned about the village architecture through ex
cavations. 

Sites are dug with too many assumptions and too little inquiry. Artifacts 
are likewise excavated and handled with little regard for their real meaning, and 
with a sense of disappointment that they represent so little. The fragmentary 
relics of a primitive culture·are treated as though they must be, because of their 
sparseness and slight variety, the debris of an unimportant temporary camp. Too 
often we dig through and handle all that is left to represent a significant aspect 
of the past, destroy most of the data while doing this, and are unable to see 
what it represents because it is not what we expected. Ceramic analyses and 
other detailed typological studies are often viewed with a sort of contempt, for 
the reason that the critic is still looking for some ideal relic-collection that will 
present a "real" picture of the past. 

This is, to some extent, the story of the excavation of the Townsend site. 
The editors of this report and the committee which supervised the excavation 
lacked sufficient authority to control those digging at the site, and to impose a 
rigid but imaginative research program upon the efforts of collectors. 

Cultural relations of the Townsend site 

Although our knowledge of the field situation at Townsend leaves much to 
be desired, and many contexts remain very unclear, the artifacts from the site 
have been studied in a most refined manner. The information which the objects 
present is clear and precise. Our knowledge of what the site was and what it 
meant in the history of the area depends upon pottery, bones, and stones, with 
very little support from the data of field archeology. For this reason, many of 
our questions about the site cannot be answered, while more of them will event
ually be clarified as we learn more about pottery at other sites. The ceramic 
materials from sites like Townsend ar~ especially important for several reasons: 
they are always the most abundant material of our late prehistoric sites, and are 
often the only industry represented by a sample of any size; they are the most 
complex of surviving artifacts, and therefore provide the largest number of fea
tures which we can study, characterize, and compare. The relative importance. 
of pottery at each site tells us a great deal about the way of life and the stage 
of socio-economic development of the people. Thus, pot§herds·are a most funda
mental part of this report, and most of our real knowledge of the site is based 
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upon them, especially in the face of inadequate field data and of strong doubts 
about the sampling of other artifact types. 

We cannot now be sure of the exact date of the Townsend site, but all the 
evidence suggests that it is later than 1550 A.D. It is thus very closely, but 
somewhat indirectly, related to the history of first European settlement at Lewes 
and to the terminal history of the Indian community in the neighborhood. It is 
barely possible, but unlikely, that the Townsend site represents the Indian town 
contemporary with the 1628 settlement of Zwaanendael. If I were more certain 
that the collections from Townsend represent an adequate sampling of the site, 
I would be sure that it must be several decades earlier. 

The Townsend site is believed to represent a typical Indian village of the 
Delmarva Peninsula in the period just prior to the appearance of the white man 
on the local scene. In size, appearance, and environs it probably closely re
sembled one of the Indian villages of coastal Virginia and North Carolina that 
were drawn by John White in 158 7. Located on loose sandy soil which has been 
under long cultivation, the site showed little trace of the molds of posts upon 
which houses had been framed. Most of the information about the town comes 
from the various pits which had been dug within, and perhaps between, its 
houses. They were filled up, probably after they had finished serving their 
original purposes, with all sorts of rubbish and earth scraped from the ground 
surface about them. 

The floor-sweepings and topsoil-scrapings which went into the pits includ
ed all the debris scattered about the Indian settlement. This includes charcoal 
and ashes, piles of seashell, pot fragments, broken stone, discarded and lost 
tools, bones and other remnants of garbage, and humus derived from various or
ganic materials. However, generally other people had lived or camped on the 
same spot long before, and they had left some of their rubbish lying about: 
thus much older objects are often found in pits of late towns, raked into the pit 
as part of the soil-fill. The Townsend pits show evidence of two such earlier 
stages of Indian occupation. 

The last and major stage of occupation at Townsend is of the most interest 
because it is part of a much larger picture of late stages of native culture in the 
Eastern Woodlands o 

Our basic comparative knowledge of later· mdian cultures is based very 
heavily upon pottery, because pottery is the one type of material that we can 
find in abundance. Many students show exasperation at the archeologist 1s em
phasis on ceramic studies, but close attention to pottery is essential to our 
local amheology. The archeologist must work with what there is, and potsherds 
are a very large part of the record of the ancient pasto 

The Townsend pottery series occurs at a number of sites in the Delmarva 
peninsula, being found almost entirely south of Wilmington, Dela ware, and north 
of Pocomoke Sound. It represents the latest native cultural horizon that has been 
recognized in this area, and seems to correspond in its distribution with the 
tribal area of the Nanticoke. The materials selected for pottery, the manner in 
which they were worked and formed, the decorative motifs applied to pots, and 
the details of firing are uniform among many sites of this area. Each of the ele
ments in this ceramic complex can also be compared with features of the pottery 
of other areas, and thus provide us with some knowledge of the relationships 
among various Indian cultures of a larger region. 

The closest relationships of the Townsend pottery series are to the immediate 
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south, to the Rappahannock or Chickahominy ware of coastal Virginia. 8 Similar 
types prevail along the Chesapeake. Paste and details of construction are iden
tical, while differences in decorative motifs between these series are minor. 
Townsend and Rappahannock series can only be separated by a high percentage 
of Townsend motifs in a Townsend series, a low percentage of them in a Rappa
hannock series. These series, however, share some very unusual characteris
tics. Pots were constructed by coiling, or perhaps by refined circuit-building, 
but in either case the unit of construction was a very thin rope or strand of clay. 
The use of paddle and anvil as a shaping technique was minimal, and the pot 
wall as constructed by coiling required little or no thinning by the paddle. Al
though coiling is often claimed to be a usual ceramic technique in the East, al
most every eastern pottery series shows extensive shaping by paddle and anvil 
from thick preliminary forms which were fillet-built or modeled from a mass. 
Generally speaking, only primitive pottery types from quite early Woodland times 
show construction from thin fillets, or indicate coiled bases. The strongly-de
fined coiling of the Townsend and Rappahannock series was an archaism, a fea
ture surviving in the technology of a marginal area from ancient times, but which 
had been greatly elaborated and refined from its Early Woodland precedents. I 
have seen no other examples of coiling from the East which present as good a 
parallel to Pueblo coiling·, as these series do. In fact, fragments of one pot 
from the site at Crumpton, Maryland, show careful blending and smoothing of 
the interior surface of the pot, while the outer surface shows no blending of the 
coils and has exploited the cylindrical form of the coils to produce a corrugated 
surface. 

Shell-tempering in Rappahannock paste has its relation-ships to earlier cera
mic types of the Middle Atlantic Slope and to more northerly coastal pottery 
types. Coastal shell tempering differs in character from Mississippi Basin 
shell-tempering and is apparently not related. Coastal shell-tempering has an 
apparently continuous distribution from North Carolina to the Maritime Provinces, 
although at varying time levels. Pope's Creek ware, several of the Abbott Farm 
pottery types, and still other older shell-tempered wares are found throughout 
the Chesapeake and Delaware regions, apparently carrying this Rappahannock 
trait back at least into Middle Woodland times. In the lower Delaware Valley 
and on coastal New Jersey, shell-tempering was at least present in Middle Wood
land times, but later forms are grit-tempered. In the Manhattan - Long Island 
area, shell-tempering apparently began in Early Woodland times, and had a con
tinuous history in some communities down to colonial times. Middle Woodland 
wares of coastal New England and the Maritimes were normally shell-tempered, 
although their descendents frequently are grit-tempered wares. Tempering with 
river-mussel shell in the Mississippi tradition is by no means as old as wide
spread shell-tempering on the Atlantic Coasto The closest geographic approach 
of a ware tempered in the Mississippi tradition is found in the Susquehannock 
sites of the lower Susquehanna Valley after 1580 A .D. I know of no archeologi
cal evidence for contact between Susquehannock and sites of the Rappahannock 
tradition. The Susquehannocks apparently represented the most eastward diffus
ion of Mississippian shell-tempering, and acquired this technoloqical detail 

a Mr. Witthoft has introduced a confusing element into his discussion of the 
local pottery by ignoring some of the details of the cla~sificatory scheme set 
up by Mrs. Blaker in Section 4. (Editors) 
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from Ohioan peoples at a date no earlier than 1550 A.D. This tradition has no 
relevance to the problems of the Townsend site, where shell-tempering was 
apparently an old trait surviving from a widespread coastal Middle Woodland 
ceramic feature. 

Details of the surface finish of the Townsend pottery also indicate close 
relationship to adjoini.ng coastal regions. Fabric impressions on pot surfaces 
are identical with those on Rappahannock pots and are also found to the north 
of the Townsend area. Riggins Fabric-impressed pottery of southern New Jersey 
is a proto-historic grit tempered ware of great refinement with identical fabric
molds, and portions of the proto-historic Delaware pottery series from sites in 
Delaware and Bucks Counties of Pennsylvania show similar fabric-:impressions 
on local pot forms in local paste. It seems likely that the fabric-marks on these! 
wares were evolved from Pope's Creek prototypes • 

In vessel form and decorative motifs the Townsend series also shows close 
relationship to other local coastal wares. The simple vessel shapes, with slight 
neck constriction, moderate rim development, and somewhat conical bases seem 
conservative as compared to many other ceramic traditions of the East. As in 
many other features, the Townsend pottery shapes suggest the survival of older 
stylistic and technological features in a marginal area. The decorative motifs 
of the Townsend style are likewise related to other coastal Algonkian patterns 
rather than to styles of the interior. Incised Townsend motifs are at the south
ern margin of distribution of a series of specific design elements that extends 
northward to include Bowman's Brook Incised pottery in the New York City area. 
Ladders, rectanguloid plats, oblique herringbone plats, stepped plats, and dia
mond plats, incised with a broad, hesitant line onto a textured surface, and 
occupying the rim-neck area of a simple pot form, characterize protohistoric 
ceramic styles of the Riggins area in southern New Jersey, of the Delaware area 
in the lower Delaware valley, and of the area about New York City. These sev
eral complexes make up a natural and very specific design area. There does 
not seem to be any relationship between this decorative style and that of any 
styles of the interior. On the other hand, shell-tempered pots with elaborate 
incised designs in zones and including these specific elements occur at the 
Abbott Farm Site near Trenton, New Jersey, apparently in Middle Woodland con
texts, as the Abbott Zoned pottery type. Stray fragments in this older style have 
been found from New York City to Northeast, Maryland. I believe that Abbott 
Zoned was the local ancestor for the design elements which characterize Town
send Incised. Rappahannock Incised may represent a simplified and reinterpreted 
diffusion of the same style into a more peripheral area. 

From the viewpoint of style and ceramic technology, the Townsend site 
shows many conservative features. These features look backward in time to 
earlier local archeological stages, and they had not been influenced by the 
stylistic innovations of population and culture centers in the continental inter
ior. Yet the Townsend site definitely represents the last recognized stage in 
the prehistory of the Delmarva Peninsula. It must be assigned a very late date 
because of the association of pottery of the Rappahannock series with European 
objects on the Virginia coast, and because of the presence in Townsend of 
fine-roulette decorated pipes, which serve to mark the horizon of early European 
contact throughout the Middle Atlantic Tidewater area. 

The conservatism of culture and of human physical types at Townsend in
dicates a high degree of social and biological isolation in prehistoric times. 
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Comparable situations seem to have prevailed throughout much of the eastern 
United States, with the region east of the Appalachians forming a remarkably 
placid series of refuge areas. Sedentary town-life, rare displacement of popu
lations, slight political extension of tribal social organizations, absence of 
warfare, and the ability of each community or tribal group to preserve its in
tegrety within a small locale through many generations, all seem fundamental 
aspects of human life on the coast, in the Piedmont, and in the region about 
the eastern Great Lakes. 

In physical anthropology, the Iroquois, Delaware, Shenk' s Ferry folk, Pied
mont Siouan peoples, and Coastal Algonkian types represent the survival of bio
logical types of the Archaic Epoch, subject to only slight changes and develop
ment of local traits during a history of much more than 5, 000 years. The people 
of each area were not parts of a continental or even regional genetic pool, but 
bred as local populations. 

In culture, each area shows the overwhelming strength of local tradition, 
of continuity with varying rates of culture change, of stagewise growth and 
change within a local cultural genealogy. This does not mean that communica
tion between communities and regions was poorly developed, but it means that 
local cultural and social autonomy was the overriding fact of eastern prehistory. 
Fundamental inventions·, such as the bow, ceramics, agriculture, and tobacco 
smoking apparently spread through the East at very rapid rates, but they were 
diffused tools which became forces for culture growth in each community. Cul
tural stability and local continuity seem to be one of the most basic concepts 
for interpretation of our local prehistory. 

Contact with Europe 

At the earliest stage of European contact with North America, well before 
1550 A.D., the Atlantic shore had become a part of the realm of world commerce. 
Important forces were already afoot in the Eastern Woodlands, and every aspect 
of Indian life was altered through a tenuous line of communication with Europe. 
For most coastal areas, the archeological record disappears at the very thres
hold of contact times. Stable Indian communities of prehistory had ceased to 
exist. Great population dislocations and huge cultural and biological displace
ments began to alter completely the life of the natives. The old life of social 
and cultural stability in a precarious economy, with its underlying philosophy 
of "a short life and a worthy one", vanished, and henceforth was to be an ab
breviated life and a harried one for the Indian. Contact with Europe wrought a 
complete revolution in Indian cultures. It began a new stage of great race mi
grations with little but death and apathy at the ends of its roads. We have 
difficulty understanding the prehistory, because we tend to project our own 
European iron-age culture upon it. The colonial frontier makes more sense to 
us, because it was entirely a product of our own culture, and its events were 
scarcely determined by the cultures of Indian prehistory. 

One effect of European contact was the appearance and growth of new power 
centers in the woodlands, power centers of a sort that had had no prior existence 
Mohegan, Huron, Five Nations, Susquehannock, Powha~an, and Catawba became 
political and military foci in a social world which had lacked effective military 
organization. The Susquehannocks had lived in scattered hamlets before 1550 
A .D. After that date, they formed a single compact community, locked in pro-
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longed warfare with the Five Nc;1tions, and turned their concentrated military 
power against most of their weaker neighbors. By 1600 A .D., they had effect
ively penetrated throughout New Jersey, dominated the upper Delmarva Penin
sula, had penetrated the upper Ohio Valley at least as far as the Scioto, and 
had occupied the Upper Potomac in the vicinity of Romney, West Virginia. In
cident to this ranging abroad, they had also depopulated the Susquehanna 
Valley and had shifted their locale more than 200 miles to the southward from 
their original location on the New York - Pennsylvania boundary. 

The Susquehannocks seem to have been driving away from sources of Eur
opean trade goods, and toward sources for beaver and other native commodities. 
They did find new European trade contacts in Delaware and Chesapeake Bays to 
replace their earlier indirect contacts with the Saint Lawrence, but they seem 
to have moved more from military pressure and need for resources of the interior 
than from any attraction toward trading-centers. I have seen no Susquehannock 
potsherds from the lower Delmarva Peninsula, although such archeological evi
dence of Susquehannock penetration is abundant throughout the Delaware Valley 
and New Jersey. 

The people of Potomac Creek culture seem to have been more directly in
volved in the depopulation of the Chesapeake Bay area and the Delmarva Pen
insula. Reading and rereading of the early Virginia sources leaves one with 
only vague hints and suggestions concerning major events in the development 
of Potomac as a power center of the tidewater.9 Powhatan's father and brother 
seem to have been members of a foreign warrior-band (perhaps from some far-
southern region dominated by the Spanish) who invaded the Potomac and estab
lished an aristocratic despotism over coastal Virginia. The people of Potomac 
had destroyed the Chesapeake Indians, but when and where we can only guess. 
The Potomac conquest state was a new force in the history of the tidewater, 
and its works are poorly documented. Archeology has only begun to untangle 
the knotty problems of the multiple origins and prehistoric roots of the Potomac 
community, but what little we know suggests a community drawn together from 
a large region to a trading place. 

Several poorly-known major sites in the Potomac Valley seem critical to 
problems of the origin of the Potomac Creek ceramic complex. The Hughes site 

9 Captain John Smith noted that Patawomeke (variously spelled) was the larg
est Indian town he encountered on what is now called the lower Potomac River, 
and the headquarters of a chief. It is not certain whether the town took its 
name from the river or vice versa. In any case the spelling of the name of the 
river and of the creek on which Patawomeke was located gradually evolved into 
Potomac. The town its~lf was abandoned around the middle of the 17th century. 
At about the same time the portion of Virginia along the Potomac River centering 
around present-day Stafford County was often referred to in the Colonial records 
as Potomac. Whether or not this reference indicates some memory of the Indian 
town is uncertain. 

Although Mr. Witthoft anchors the term "Potomac" to the site visited by 
Smith, he frequently uses it in the· sense of the ·Powhatan Confederacy and not 
in the Colonial sense. {Editors) 

• 
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and the site on Selden Island which is nearly opposite the Hughes site, near 
Seneca, Montgomery County, Maryland, are about fifty miles upstream from 
the Potomac Creek site. They are also about fifty miles downstream from the 
site at the mouth of Welsh Run on the Conococheahqua, which is a significant 
station in our Susquehannock history. Welsh Run, like small sites ,of the upper 
Antietam and sites on the Potomac west of the Blue Ridge, is a larger site of 
the Keyser Cordmarked or New River ceramic style, apparently of protohistoric 
stage. Scattered Susquehannock sherds are intermixed in the fill of Keyser pits. 
This site is therefore later than 1550 A .D., and was probably a stopping point 
in the Susquehannock march to the Keyser-style site at Romney, West Virginia. 
At the Hughes site, Keyser pottery, which characterizes sites west of the Blue 
Ridge and belongs to an Ohioan tradition, is abundant. Albermarle types, 
which prevail east of the Blue Ridge, and belong to a Piedmont tradition, and 
pottery types which belong in other parts of the Potomac drainage, also occur 
in large quantities. Hughes seems to have been a large mixed village made up 
of peoples from many different Potomac Valley communities. On Selden Island, 
in a densely-occupied palisaded town, many changes in this mixed ceramic 
series are apparent, with intermediary forms, innovations, and the appearance 
of styles which resemble Potomac Creek Cord Impressed o This pottery series 
characterizes the lower l,evel of stratified midden deposits at the Potomac 
Creek site itself, a portion of which was recently excavated by Carl Manson •10 
I thus believe that the site on Selden Island was ancestral to Potomac Creek. 

Other traits besides ceramic ones indicate the peculiar character of the 
site on Selden Island. It was palisaded, with circles of houses surrounding a 
central plaza o Graves were dug under the houses, and are numerous and densely 
grouped in the areas which have been excavated. The number of graves indicates 
a very high death rate as compared to Keyser and Albemarle sites, and suggests 
that the site represents a period of epidemics during the earliest contact stage. 
No European goods have been recognized from the site, but a fair number of 
copper beads, presumably all of native material, occur. These are not a normal 
item in the sites of this area. Native trade contacts of vast extent are indicat-
ed by large numbers of beads made from seashell, and by the presence of exotic 
pipes, some of them in styles of the Ohio and Tennessee Valleys. It. would 
appear that the people liying here were involved in important trade relations with 
peoples of the coast and of the Mississippi Basin. This trade would have been so 
early that scant evidence of European technology has been preserved in the site, 
but late enough for coastwise trade to have been a major factor in determining 
the nature of the site, and late enough for epidemic diseases from Europe. A 
date of about 15 7 0 A.Do is suggested. More extensive excavations, and an in
tense search for European objects and datable pottery forms, such as Susquehan
nock sherds, are urgently needed to determine the status of this site. It appears 
to represent a community made up of many different peoples of the Potomac 

10 There are two sites on Potomac Creek, one of which -- now in the open 
fields - is known as Patawomeke or "the Potomac Creek site", and the other -
at the confluence of Accakeek Creek with Potomac Creek -- is known as the 
Indian Point site. Most of the latter has now been washed away. It is our 
understanding that Carl Manson I s recent excavations were at the Indian Point 
site. This clarification does not controvert Mr. Witthoft's argument. 
(Editors) 
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SECTION 8 

GENERAL INTERPRETATIONS 

John Witthoft 

Early travelers to the Middle Atlantic Coast found the region sparsely but 
conspicuously settled by Indians. A few communities still survive as Indian 
remnant groups in the tidewater area. We find the stone-age tools made by their 
ancestors, and have excavated the places where they lived. Our ideas about 
the ancient people of this country come from three fields of inquiry, history, 
ethnography, and archeology o Of these, history has received the most attention, 
and archeology the least. Although archeology, as the newest of these discip
lines, seems the most promising, any adequate understanding of native life 
must use all three kinds of scholarship. Such synthesis is extremely difficult, 
and plunges us into all sorts of thorny problems. For example, we often cannot 
relate the tribal names and town names from the history to corresponding archeo
logical cultures. Much that is history left little evidence in the ground, and 
much that is conspicuous in the archeology was never made a matter of written 
record. 

Written accounts of the 16th and 17th centuries are disappointing resources 
for information about natives. They have preserved a plethora of native names 
for communities and places, and include imbedded data on culture, but they 
really yield only glimpses of life and customs. Settled life in small villages, 
dependence upon farming, village autonomy, temporary nature of larger political 
alliances, sporadic nature of native warfare and feuds, slight importance of 
hunting, and social patterns consistent with house-life and village-life are all 
attested in the early literature. However, such data are almost lost in the large 
body of colonial history, and are full of contradictions. The early literature is 
a blend of fact aI;J.d fancy, and much of the fact is embedded in extraneous mater
ial. 

There are also many problems in deriving a reliable archeological picture. 
Adequate field techniques and methods of interpretation are still being developed. 
Local archeology is as filled with myth and conjecture as is Indian history, and 
many of the myths stand between us and understanding of the sites. They make 
us unable to phrase the questions which we should be solving in field situations. 
Unjustified conjectures have influenced the way sites are dug. Many of the con
clusions which are implied in field-work and in reports are really untested hypo
theses. 

This is one reason why we have difficulty equating the features which we 
find in the soil with architectural details of the aboriginal village. Early ob
servers saw a little cluster of framed houses, filled with all the bustle of every
day life. Archeologists dig into the same site, now much eroded and planed
down by farming and sheet-wash. They find only a thin scattering of debris and 
a series of ancient holes which had been filled up long ago. The temporary build
ings have left only subtle traces in the soil. Postmolds are rarely preserved, 
and even when preserved they are easily overlooked. Befow-ground structures 
which were once concealed within pole-and-bark houses are now conspicuous. 
They are often called "rubbish-pits", but this label is enti.Pely deceptive. Their 
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tunction is not known, and we have not tried to find out what they were because 
we assume that we already know this. After such pits had served their original 
purpose, they were filled up to level the ground; the debris that went into them 
was largely a matter of accident, and tells us nothing about their use. 

Hearths are rarely preserved, because fireplaces were on the ground surface, 
and have been eroded away. But ashes and char from the hearths were swept into 
pits that were being filled, and are found in layers and lenses that were thus re
deposited. Pits which contain ash are generally called "fire-pits", despite usual 
lack of any evidence that they held fires. Nearby areas of reddened sub-soil just 
below the plow-sole mark the locations of hearths. Long-continued fires have 
roasted and oxidized the soil beneath the hearth, sometimes so deeply that plow
ing has not removed all of the reddened earth. Such fire-·marks' have been seen 
often, but rarely recorded or reported. Until the misconceptions about such fea
tures as pits and hearths are discarded and archeologists look with a fresh, in
quiring eye, very little will be learned about the village architecture through ex
cavations. 

Sites are dug with too many assumptions and too little inquiry. Artifacts 
are likewise excavated and handled with little regard for their real meaning, and 
with a sense of disappointment that they represent so little. The fragmentary 
relics of a primitive culture are treated as though they must be, because of their 
sparseness and slight variety, the debris of an unimportant temporary camp. Too 
often we dig through and handle all that is left to represent a significant aspect 
of the past, destroy most of the data while doing this, and are unable to see 
what it represents because it is not what we expected. Ceramic analyses and 
other detailed typological studies are often viewed with a sort of contempt, for 
the reason that the critic is still looking for some ideal relic-collection that will 
present a "real" picture of the past. 

This is, to some extent, the story of the excavation of the Townsend site. 
The editors of this report and the committee which supervised the excavation 
lacked sufficient authority to control those digging at the site, and to impose a 
rigid but imaginative research program upon the efforts of collectors. 

Cultural relations of the Townsend site 

Although our knowledge of the field situation at Townsend leaves much to 
be desired, and many contexts remain very unclear, the artifacts from the site 
have been studied in a most refined manner. The information which the objects 
present is clear and precise. Our knowledge of what the site was and what it 
meant in the history of the area depends upon pottery, bones, and stones, with 
very little support from the data of field archeology. For this reason, many of 
our questions about the site cannot be answered, while more of them will event
ually be clarified as we learn more about pottery at other sites. The ceramic 
materials from sites like Townsend ar~ especially important for several reasons: 
they are always the most abundant material of our late prehistoric sites, and are 
often the only industry represented by a sample of any size; they are the most 
complex of surviving artifacts, and therefore provide the largest number of fea
tures which we can study, characterize, and compare. The relative importance 
of pottery at each site tells us a great deal about the way of life and the stage 
of socio-economic development of the people. Thus, pot~herds"are a most funda
mental part of this report, and most of our real knowledge of the site is based 
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upon them, especially in the face of inadequate field data and of strong doubts 
about the sampling of other artifact types • 

We cannot now be sure of the exact date of the Townsend site, but all the 
evidence suggests that it is later than 15 50 A .D. It is thus very closely, but 
somewhat indirectly, related to the history of first European settlement at Lewes 
and to the terminal history of the Indian community in the neighborhood. It is 
barely possible, but unlikely, that the Townsend site represents the Indian town 
contemporary with the 1628 settlement of Zwaanendael. If I were more certain 
that the collections from Townsend represent an adequate sampling of the site, 
I would be sure that it must be several decades earlier. 

The Townsend site is believed to represent a typical Indian village of the 
Delmarva Peninsula in the period just prior to the appearance of the white man 
on the local scene. In size, appearance, and environs it probably closely re
sembled one of the Indian villages of coastal Virginia and North Carolina that 
were drawn by John White in 158 7. Located on loose sandy soil which has been 
under long cultivation, the site showed little trace of the molds of posts upon 
which houses had been framed. Most of the information about the town comes 
from the various pits which had been dug within, and perhaps between, its 
houses. They were filled up, probably after they had finished serving their 
original purposes, with all sorts of rubbish and earth scraped from the ground 
surface about them. 

The floor-sweepings and topsoil-scrapings which went into the pits includ
ed all the debris scattered about the Indian settlement. This includes charcoal 
and ashes, piles of seashell, pot fragments, broken stone, discarded and lost 
tools, bones and other remnants of garbage, and humus derived from various or
ganic materials. However, generally other people had lived or camped on the 
same spot long before, and they had left some of their rubbish lying about: 
thus much older objects are often found in pits of late towns, raked into the pit 
as part of the soil-fill. The Townsend pits show evidence of two such earlier 
stages of Indian occupation. 

The last and major stage of occupation at Townsend is of the most interest 
because it is part of a much larger picture of late stages of native culture in the 
Eastern Woodlands. 

Our basic comparative knowledge of later' mdian cultures is based very 
heavily upon pottery, because pottery is the one type of material that we can 
find in abundance. Many students show exasperation at the archeologist's em
phasis on ceramic studies, but close attention to pottery is essential to our 
local~heology. The archeologist must work with what there is, and potsherds 
are a very large part of the record of the ancient past. 

The Townsend pottery series occurs at a number of sites in the Delmarva 
peninsula, being found almost entirely south of Wilmington, Delaware, and north 
of Pocomoke Sound. It represents the latest native cultural horizon that has been 
recognized in this area, and seems to correspond in its distribution with the 
tribal area of the Nanticoke. The materials selected for pottery, the manner in 
which they were worked and formed, the decorative motifs applied to pots, and 
the details of firing are uniform among many sites of this area. Each of the ele
ments in this ceramic complex can also be compared with features of the pottery 
of other areas, and thus provide us with some knowledge of the relationships 
among various Indian cultures of a larger region. 

The closest relationships of the Townsend pottery sef"ies are to the immediate 
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south, to the Rappahannock or Chickahominy ware of coastal Virginia. 8 Similar 
types prevail along the Chesapeake. Paste and details of construction are iden
tical, while differences in decorative motifs between these series are minor. 
Townsend and Rappahannock series can only be separated by a high percentage 
of Townsend motifs in a Townsend series, a low percentage of them in a Rappa
hannock series. These series, however, share some very unusual characteris
tics. Pots were constructed by coiling, or perhaps by refined circuit-building, 
but in either case the unit of construction was a very thin rope or strand of clay. 
The use of paddle and anvil as a shaping technique was minimal, and the pot 
wall as constructed by coiling required little or no thinning by the paddle. Al
though coiling is often claimed to be a usual ceramic technique in the East, al
most every eastern pottery series shows extensive shaping by paddle and anvil 
from thick preliminary forms which were fillet-built or modeled from a mass. 
Generally speaking, only primitive pottery types from quite early Woodland times 
show construction from thin fillets, or indicate coiled bases. The strongly-de
fined coiling of the Townsend and Rappahannock series was an archaism, a fea
ture surviving in the technology of a marginal area from ancient times, but which 
had been greatly elaborated and refined from its Early Woodland precedents. I 
have seen no other examples of coiling from the East which present as good a 
parallel to Pueblo coiling, as these series do. In fact, fragments of one pot 
from the site at Crumpton, Maryland, show careful blending and smoothing of 
the interior surface of the pot, while the outer surface shows no blending of the 
coils and has exploited the cylindrical form of the coils to produce a corrugated 
surface. 

Shell-tempering in Rappahannock paste has its relation-ships to earlier cera
mic types of the Middle Atlantic Slope and to more northerly coastal pottery 
types. Coastal shell tempering differs in character from Mississippi Basin 
shell-tempering and is apparently not related. Coastal shell-tempering has an 
apparently continuous distribution from North Carolina to the Maritime Provinces, 
although at varying time levels. Pope's Creek ware, several of the Abbott Farm 
pottery types, and still other older shell-tempered wares are found throughout 
the Chesapeake and Delaware regions, apparently carrying this Rappahannock 
trait bc;1ck at least into Middle Woodland times. In the lower Dela ware Valley 
and on coastal New Jersey, shell-tempering was at least present in Middle Wood
land times, but later forms are grit-tempered. In the Manhattan - Long Island 
area, shell-tempering apparently began in Early Woodland times, and had a con
tinuous history in some communities down to colonial times. Middle Woodland 
wares of coastal New England and the Maritimes were normally shell-tempered, 
although their descendents frequently are grit-tempered wares. Tempering with 
river-mussel shell in the Mississippi tradition is by no means as old as wide
spread shell-tempering on the Atlantic Coast o The closest geographic approach 
of a ware tempered in the Mississippi tradition is found in the Susquehannock 
sites of the lower Susquehanna Valley after 1580 A .D. I know of no archeologi
cal evidence for contact between Susquehannock and sites of the Rappahannock 
tradition. The Susquehannocks apparently represented the most eastward diffus
ion of Mississippian shell-tempering, and acquired this technoloqical detail 

8 Mr. Witthoft has introduced a confusing element into his discussion of the 
local pottery by ignoring some of the details of the classificatory scheme set 
up by Mrs • Blaker in Section 4. (Editors) 
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from Ohioan peoples at a date no earlier than 1550 A.D. This tradition has no 
relevance to the problems of the Townsend site, where shell-tempering was 
apparently an old trait surviving from a widespread coastal Middle Woodland 
ceramic feature o 

Details of the surface finish of the Townsend pottery also indicate close 
relationship to adjoini.ng coastal regions. Fabric impressions on pot surfaces 
are identical with those on Rappahannock pots and are also found to the north 
of the Townsend area. Riggins Fabric-impressed pottery of southern New Jersey 
is a proto-historic grit tempered ware of great refinement with identical fabric
molds, and portions of the proto-historic Delaware pottery series from sites in 
Delaware and Bucks Counties of Pennsylvania show similar fabric-::impressions 
on local pot forms in local paste. It seems likely that the fabric-marks on these· 
wares were evolved from Pope's Creek prototypes. 

In vessel form and decorative motifs the Townsend series also shows close 
relationship to other local coastal wares. The simple vessel shapes, with slight 
neck constriction, moderate rim development, and somewhat conical bases seem 
conservative as compared to many other ceramic traditions of the East. As in 
many other features, the Townsend pottery shapes suggest the survival of older 
stylistic and technological features in a marginal area. The decorative motifs 
of the Townsend style are likewise related to other coastal Algonkian patterns 
rather than to styles of the interior. Incised Townsend motifs are at the south
ern margin of distribution of a series of specific design elements that extends 
northward to include Bowman's Brook Incised pottery in the New York City area o 

Ladders, rectanguloid plats, oblique herringbone plats, stepped plats, and dia
mond plats, incised with a broad, hesitant line onto a textured surface, and 
occupying the rim-neck area of a simple pot form, characterize protohistoric 
ceramic styles of the Riggins area in southern New Jersey, of the Delaware area 
in the lower Delaware valley, and of the area about New York City. These sev
eral complexes make up a natural and very specific design area. There does 
not seem to be any relationship between this decorative style and that of any 
styles of the interior. On the other hand, shell-tempered pots with elaborate 
incised designs in zones and including these specific elements occur at the 
Abbott Farm Site near Trenton, New Jersey, apparently in Middle Woodland con
texts, as the Abbott Zoned pottery type. Stray fragments in this older style have 
been found from New York City to Northeast, Maryland. I believe that Abbott 
Zoned was the local ancestor for the design elements which characterize Town
send Incised. Rappahannock Incised may represent a simplified and reinterpreted 
diffusion of the same style into a more peripheral area. 

From the viewpoint of style and ceramic technology, the Townsend site 
shows many conservative features. These features look backward in time to 
earlier local archeological stages, and they had not been influenced by the 
stylistic innovations of population and culture centers in the continental inter
ior. Yet the Townsend site definitely represents the last recognized stage in 
the prehistory of the Delmarva Peninsula. It must be assigned a very late date 
because of the association of pottery of the Rappahannock series with European 
objects on the Virginia coast, and because of the presence in Townsend of 
fine-roulette decorated pipes, which serve to mark the horizon of early European 
contact throughout the Middle Atlantic Tidewater area. 

The conservatism of culture and of human physical types at Townsend in
dicates a high degree of social and biological isolation in prehistoric times. 



r 

64 

Comparable situations seem to have prevailed throughout much of the eastern 
United States, with the region east of the Appalachians forming a remarkably 
placid series of refuge areas. Sedentary town-life, rare displacement of popu
lations, slight political extension of tribal social organizations, absence of 
warfare, and the ability of each community or tribal group to preserve its in
tegrety within a small locale through many generations, all seem fundamental 
aspects of human life on the coast, in the Piedmont, and in the region about 
the eastern Great Lakes. 

In physical anthropology, the Iroquois, Delaware, Shenk' s Ferry folk, Pied
mont Siouan peoples, and Coastal Algonkian types represent the survival of bio
logical types of the Archaic Epoch, subject to only slight changes and develop
ment of local traits during a history of much more than 5,000 years. The people 
of each area were not parts of a continental or even regional genetic pool, but 
bred as local populations. 

In culture, each area shows the overwhelming strength of local tradition, 
of continuity with varying rates of culture change, of stagewise growth and 
change within a local cultural geneology. This does not mean that communica
tion between communities and regions was poorly developed, but it means that 
local cultural and social autonomy was the overriding fact of eastern prehistory. 
Fundamental inventions, such as the bow, ceramics, agriculture, and tobacco 
smoking apparently spread through the East at very rapid rates, but they were 
diffused tools which became forces for culture growth in each community. Cul
tural stability and local continuity seem to be one of the most basic concepts 
for interpretation of our local prehistory. 

Contact with Europe 

At the earliest stage of European contact with North America, well before 
1550 A.D., the Atlantic shore had become a part of the realm of world commerce. 
Important forces were already afoot in the Eastern Woodlands, and every aspect 
of Indian life was altered through a tenuous line of communication with Europe. 
For most coastal areas, the archeological record disappears at the very thres
hold of contact times. Stable Indian communities of prehistory had ceased to 
exist. Great population dislocations and huge cultural and biological displace
ments began to alter completely the life of the natives. The old life of social 
and cultural stability in a precarious economy, with its underlying philosophy 
of "a short life and a worthy one" , vanished, and henceforth was to be an ab
breviated life and a harried one for the Indian. Contact with Europe wrought a 
complete revolution in Indian cultures. It began a new stage of great race mi
grations with little but death and apathy at the ends of its roads. We have 
difficulty understanding the prehistory, because we tend to project our own 
European iron-age culture upon it. The colonial frontier makes more sense to 
us, because it was entirely a product of our own culture, and its events were 
scarcely determined by the cultures of Indian prehistory. 

One effect of European contact was the appearance and growth of new power 
centers in the woodlands, power centers of a sort that had had no prior existence 
Mohegan, Huron, Five Nations, Susquehannock, Powha~an, and Catawba became 
political and military foci in a social world which had lacked effective military 
organization. The Susquehannocks had lived in scattered' hamlets before 1550 
A.D. After that date, they formed a single compact community, locked in pro-
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longed warfare with the Five Nc;1tions, and turned their concentrated military 
power against most of their weaker neighbors. By 1600 A .D., they had effect
ively penetrated throughout New Jersey, dominated the upper Delmarva Penin
sula, had penetrated the upper Ohio Valley at least as far as the Scioto, and 
had occupied the Upper Potomac in the vicinity of Romney, West Virginia. In
cident to this ranging abroad, they had also depopulated the Susquehanna 
Valley and had shifted their locale more than 200 miles to the southward from 
their original location on the New York - Pennsylvania boundary. 

The Susquehannocks seem to have been driving away from sources of Eur
opean trade goods, and toward sources for beaver and other native commodities. 
They did find new European trade contacts in Delaware and Chesapeake Bays to 
replace their earlier indirect contacts with the Saint Lawrence, but they seem 
to have moved more from military pressure and need for resources of the interior 
than from any attraction toward trading-centers. I have seen no Susquehannock 
potsherds from the lower Delmarva Peninsula, although such archeological evi
dence of Susquehannock penetration is abundant throughout the Delaware Valley 
and New Jersey. 

The people of Potomac Creek culture seem to have been more directly in
volved in the depopulation of the Chesapeake Bay area and the Delmarva Pen
insula. Reading and rereading of the early Virginia sources leaves one with 
only vague hints and suggestions concerning major events in the development 
of Potomac as a power center of the tidewater.9 Powhatan's father and brother 
seem to have been members of a foreign warrior-band (perhaps from some far-
southern region dominated by the Spanish) who invaded the Potomac and estab
lished an aristocratic despotism over coastal Virginia. The people of Potomac 
had destroyed the Chesapeake Indians, but when and where we can only guess. 
The Potomac conquest state was a new force in the history of the tidewater, 
and its works are poorly documented. Archeology has only begun to untangle 
the knotty problems of the multiple origins and prehistoric roots of the Potomac 
community, but what little we know suggests a community drawn together from 
a large region to a trading place. 

Several poorly-known major sites in the Potomac Valley seem critical to 
problems of the origin of the Potomac Creek ceramic complexo The Hughes site 

9 Captain John Smith noted that Patawomeke (variously spelled) was the larg
est Indian town he encountered on what is now called the lower Potomac River, 
and the headquarters of a chief. It is not certain whether the town took its 
name from the river or vice versa. In any case the spelling of the name of the 
river and of the creek on which Patawomeke was located gradually evolved into 
Potomac. The town itself was abandoned around the middle of the 17th century. 
At about the same time the portion of Virginia along the Potomac River centering 
around present-day Stafford County was often referred to in the Colonial records 
as Potomac. Whether or not this reference indicates some memory of the Indian 
town is uncertain. 

Although Mr. Witthoft anchors the term "Potomac" to the site visited by 
Smith, he frequently uses it in the sense of the ·Powhatan Confederacy and not 
in the Colonial sense. (Editors) • 
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and the site on Selden Island which is nearly opposite the Hughes site, near 
Seneca, Montgomery County, Maryland, are about fifty miles upstream from 
the Potomac Creek site. They are also about fifty miles downstream from the 
site at the mouth of Welsh Run on the Conococheahqua, which is a significant 
station in our Susquehannock history. Welsh Run, like small sites .of the upper 
Antietam and sites on the Potomac west of the Blue Ridge, is a larger site of 
the Keyser Cordmarked or New River ceramic style, apparently of protohistoric 
stage. Scattered Susquehannock sherds are intermixed in the fill of Keyser pits. 
This site is therefore later than 155 0 A .D., and was probably a stopping point 
in the Susquehannock march to the Keyser-style site at Romney, West Virginia. 
At the Hughes site, Keyser pottery, which characterizes sites west of the Blue 
Ridge and belongs to an Ohioan tradition, is abundant. Albermarle types, 
which prevail east of the Blue Ridge, and belong to a Piedmont tradition, and 
pottery types which belong in other parts of the Potomac drainage, also occur 
in large quantities. Hughes seems to have been a large mixed village made up 
of peoples from many different Potomac Valley communities. On Selden Island, 
in a densely-occupied palisaded town, many changes in this mixed ceramic 
series are apparent, with intermediary forms, innovations, and the appearance 
of styles which resemble Potomac Creek Cord Impressed. This pottery series 
characterizes the lower level of stratified midden deposits at the Potomac 
Creek site itself, a portion of which was recently excavated by Carl Manson. lO 
I thus believe that the site on Selden Island was ancestral to Potomac Creek. 

Other traits besides ceramic ones indicate the peculiar character of the 
site on Selden Island. It was palisaded, with circles of houses surrounding a 
central plaza. Graves were dug under the houses, and are numerous and densely 
grouped in the areas which have been excavated. The number of graves indicates 
a very high death rate as compared to Keyser and Albemarle sites, and suggests 
that the site represents a period of epidemics during the earliest contact stage. 
No European goods have been recognized from the site, but a fair number of 
copper beads, presumably all of native material, occur. These are not a normal 
item in the sites of this area. Native trade contacts of vast extent are indicat-
ed by large numbers of beads made from seashell, and by the presence of exotic 
pipes, some of them in styles of the Ohio and Tennessee Valleys. It. would 
appear that the people liying here were involved in important trade relations with 
peoples of the coast and of the Mississippi Basin. This trade would have been so 
early that scant evidence of European technology has been preserved in the site, 
but late enough for coastwise trade to have been a major factor in determining 
the nature of the site, and late enough for epidemic diseases from Europe. A 
date of about 1570 A .D. is suggested. More extensive excavations, and an in
tense search for European objects and datable pottery forms, such as Susquehan
nock sherds, are urgently needed to determine the status of this site. It appears 
to represent a community made up of many different peoples of the Potomac 

10 There are two sites on Potomac Creek, one of which -- now in the open 
fields - is known as Patawomeke or "the Potomac Creek site", and the other -
at the confluence of Accakeek Creek with Potomac Creek -- is known as the 
Indian Point site. Most of the latter has now been washed away. It is our 
understanding that Carl Manson's recent excavations were at the Indian Point 
site. This clarification does not controvert Mr. Witthc;ift's argument. 
(Editors) 
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drainage, prior to their removal to the Potomac Creek site. Once settled near 
the mouth of the Potomac River, this community apparently became the nucleus 
of the very peculiar Powhatan conquest state, and a major force in the depopu
lation of the tidewater. 

Faced with such forces as incursions by the Susquehannocks and the 
growth of the Powhatan conquest state, many communities of the tidewater 
region soon vanished. Survivors were absorbed into dominant communities or 
took up a more precarious unsettled life in depopulated areas. 

As we ponder the world of the 16th century, and consider what little we 
do know about it, we find many things which cannot be explained. Later cen
turies are bad enough, inexplicable enough, but the 1500 1 s are of a most archaic 
past. The brutality and the hypocracy of Europe were unbelievable by any modern 
standards. Hostility and desperation, which survive as residues to curse the 
western mind, and authority and fear, too well-known today, then ruled the 
world of Europe. Magical thinking and aggressing bound this social world in 
a mold of false doctrines. Actually, biology ruled, and the biology that ruled 
was a system of disease, premature death, murder, and advantage. Within 
this, the world of the sailor, the realm of fishing and maritime commerce, was 
a sub-marginal social level, an area of intense hostility and poverty. This 
formed the context for Captain Hunt, and for the thieving sailors who brought 
Smith to Virginia. 

On the other side of the contact, we have the equally alien world of the 
Indian. But between, there is a material realm which so far defies explanation. 
What were the goods of Europe that were so valuable as to disrupt the culture 
and biology of a continent? There are no records, for this was an age of little 
paper, and the illiterate men of the sea kept their commercial secrets closely 
to themselves. As one looks over the pathetically few scraps from the sites of 
the 16th century, we wonder what could possibly have been in the trade and 
not survived, that could draw peoples of the interior to the coast, drive armies 
against the center of the continent for loot, and destroy whole tribes. After 
1600 it makes sense: guns, clothing, many steel axes and hoes, a wealth of 
glass beads, whiskey bottles, and all sorts of tools and truck. But before 
1600, there is so pathetically little: strings of the early blue glass beads, 
which sailors wore as a charm against the evil eye; "flush-eye" or "rising 
sun" beads, which resemble the beads called "Allah's eye" in Moslem count
ries, and which likewise serve as a charm against the evil eye; spiral brass 
earrings, worn in the lobe of the left ear by sailors as a charm against bad 
eyesight, and worn in the same ear by Indians; ship-bolts, pins, and rigging 
rings of iron; scraps of brass; long broad knives designed for filleting fish; 
rare steel axes which the Indians laboriously sawed with sandstone slabs into 
little chisels; a few other types of beads, in enameled bisque, thin-walled 
glass tubes, chevron canes, and oval glass slugs. This seems too sparse an 
inventory of early trade goods to cause a man to raid for beaver pelts across 
three river basins, and commit abundant murder in the process. 

Could there have been a valuable commodity that has perished completely 
in the ground? Perhaps the trade goods we have were so involved in magical 
thinking by the natives that they were motivation enough, but this does not 
appear likely or reasonable. Woolen fabrics must have been important from 
the beginning, but all our indirect evidence indicates no extensive trade in 
cloth until the 1630 1 s. What other commodities of Europe could enable·a man 

-
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to purchase beaver pelts? The early Indian trade was much more than a curio 
trade. It seems that the European goods which were central to the early fur 
trade must have had some exorbitant value to the Indian, and must have enter
ed into the magical thinking of the natives. They must also have been con
sumable or destructable, or we would have seen traces of them in the ground. 
Woolens are the only known commodity of this nature. 

In terms of what we know of Indian personality, and in light of a broad in
direct body of archeological evidence, we might suspect that the missing or 
unidentified ingredient in the early fur trade was a narcotic. Alcohol seems 
unlikely; gin, rum, and other cheap distilled beverages did not become common 
until the next century, and distilling was not yet a widespread European in
dustry. Opium and its derivatives were available, but they were neither cheap 
nor common. Hemp-smoking was known in that century, and it was especially 
favored by sailors and other lower caste groups. Hemp was apparently smoked 
in the tiny kaolin "fairy pipes" of Europe. The chronology of this oriental vice 
is obscure, and the earliest pipes are not yet dated. The history of hemp and 
the details of its drug use in Europe are so poorly documented, and so con
fused with tobacco usage, that I hesitate to suggest its presence in the early 
fur trade o 

The social roles of sailors in the trade may have been more important than 
the goods they brought from Europe. Transport of native goods from one area 
to another within the New World may have been one function of the early trade. 
Native shell beads, made at several local centers along the coast, became 
widely distributed in prot:)historic times. These, rather than glass beads, 
may have been major comrr.oditie_s in the early trade. Dried and salted fish 
from the Grand Banks may have been traded to Indians as well as shipped back 
to Europe . Other local produce might have entered into early trade relations. 

The commercial aspects o( the early trade do not seem enough to explain 
the vast effects which this trade had on Indian society. It may be that the 
most important details were purely social; that the contacts between the peoples, 
which were generally amiable, were major incentives to the Indian. Descrip
tions of the more recent trade contacts with Eskimo emphasize the social as
pects of the trade, with curiosity, excitement, and some sense of adventure 
prevailing over commercial attractions" The movements of the Indians toward 
the coast and the population shifts which followed, may have had their strong
est roots after all in simple curiosity and wonder. 

Conclusions 

While there are many questions about the Townsend Site which we cannot 
answer, it seems clear that it was a typical Indian village of protohistoric 
date, probably of the Nanticoke. Data from the site indicate a settled occupa
tion by people of a stable local culture. This culture had a long prehistory in 
the immediate region. Strong relationships to coastal Algonkian peoples to the 
north and south are indicated, with very little evidence of cultural relationships 
or stylistic resemblances to peoples of the interior. Cultures and physical 
types of the region show continuity and gradual internal change through long 
time intervals. This suggests that the region in pre-historic times was a refuge 
area, well buffered and quite isolated from social upheavals, movements of 
peoples, or strong intercommunication with other regions . 
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The disruptions that came with European contact almost completely inverted 
this situation, and caused an early period of disorganization that has obscured 
prehistory for us. Depopulation and discontinuities of occupation make it ex
tremely difficult to equate tribes with archeological cultures, or to apply the 
direct historical method in local archeology. The Townsend Site is one of many 
townsites which represent the last stage before this discontinuity in the local 
archeology. 
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PLATE 1B. Fig. 1, adze or small celt; fig. 2, perforated and notched abrader; fig. 3, reddish shale pendant frcm trench burial; 
fig. 4, fine-grained black siltstone pendant from trench burial; figs. 5, 6, pitted stones made from sandstone. 
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PLATE 2B. Bone, tortoise shell and antler implements . Figs. 1, 2, cups or ladles from carapace of box turtle; fig. 3, conical 
antler projectile point; figs . 4-6, antler punches; fig . 7, antler gorge (?); figs. 8, 9, handles (?) of antler; fig. 10, antler flaking 
tool; fig . 11, section cf smoothed antler Ehowing cutting and breaking process; fig. 12, antler smoothing tool ( ?) ; figs . 13, 14, frag
ments cf hone comb (?). 
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PLATE 3A. Awls, n"!edles and othe1· bone implements. Figs. 1-7, splinter awls, deer; fig. 8 deer ulna awl; fig. 9, beaver ulna awl ; 
figs. 10-12 turke. tarsometatarsus awls; fig . 13, notched, flat base awl, deer; fig. 14, gorge; fig. 15, blunted end turtle scapula 
implement; figs. 16-21, needle . 
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PLATE 3B. Miscellaneous worked bones. Figs. 1-7, tubes or beads cut from shafts ot bu·d oones; fig. !!, cut end of turkey tibio
tarsus; fig. 9, cut end (Lower> cf turkey tarscmetatarsus; fig. 10, cut end (Upper) of turkey tarsometatarsus; figs. 11, 12, frag
ments of deer metapodial beamers; figs. 13-15, deer ulna knives or fleshers; fig. 16, fragment of beamer, femur of black bear. 



} ......,,. -

8 

} 
( 
\ 

I 

3 5 

6 

11 

PLATE 4. Restored and restorable vessels of the Townsend series: Figs. 1-5, miniature vessels (U.S.N. 
M. nos. 397, 784 -783, -782, 781 and -785 resp.); figs. 6-8, Townsend Corded Horizontal (U.S.N.M. nos. 397, 
770, -7TI, and -772, resp.); fig. 9, Rappahannock Fabric Impressed (U.S.N.M. no. 398, 725); fig. 10, Rap
pahannock Incised (privately owned); fig. 11, restoration of bowl (U.S.N.M. no. 397, 797); fig. 12, Town-
send Incised (U.S.N.M. no. 397, 765). 



PLATE 5A. Four unclassified shell-tempered sherds, not of Townsend Series : Figs. 1, 3, cord-marked surface (U.S.N.M. no. 397, 
808) ; figs . 6, 7, net-impressed surface <U.S.N.M. no. 397, 8091. Five sherds cf Townsend series; fig. 2, fabric impressed surface, 
smoothed ever and brushed er scraped !U.S.N.M. no. 397, 805); fig. 4, repaired basal and body section showing breaks along 
ceiling planes <U.S.N.M. no. 397, 789); fig. 5, basal and body •fragment having all-over incised decorati:>n !U.S.N.M. no. 397, 7921; 
fig. 8, fragment of lug or ellipsoidal object of unknown use <U.S.N.M. no. 397, 794) ; fig. 9, scattered cord impressions on smoothed
over fabric-impressed surface CU.S.N.M. no. 397, 8021 . 
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PLATE SB. Rappahannock Fabric Impressed sherds (U.S .N.M. no. 397, 754l. Figs. 4, 6, 10, 14, 16 are latex moulds (U.S.N.M. no. 
397, 788) of figs 3, 5, 9, 13, 15, respectively. 
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PLATE 7B. Townsend Incised sherds (U.S.N.M. no. 397, 767), showing elahoration cf ilesign in addition to band. 
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PLATE 9A. Unclassified sherds cf the Townsend Series. Figs. 1, 3, 4, 6, cord-impressed decoration combined with incising (U.S. 
N.M. no. 397, 801); figs. 2, 5, carinaticn and nested rectangle design (U.S.N.M. nos. 397, 798-799, respectively) . 
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PLATE l0A. Granular tempered sherds. Figs. 1-4, U.S.N.M. no. 397, 810; figs. 5-8, U.S.N.M. no. 3!!7, 811; ligs. !l, 10, u.:s .N.M. no. 
397, 814; figs. 11-13, U.S.N.M. no. 397, 812; figs. 14-19, U.S.N.M. no. 397, 815; figs. 20-27, U.S.N.M. no. 397, 817. Figs. 14, 17, 19, 21 
are latex molds cf fig3. 15, 16, 18, 20, respectively. 
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PLATE 10B. Pipe b:::wl fragments with incised and fine-denate stampd decoration (figs. 1-5, treated with ammonium chloride to 
bring out detail), and incised pottery bead (here enlarged; vertical diameter 1") . Figs. 1-3, 9, privately owned; figs. 5, 4, 8, 6-7 
U.S.N.M. nos. 397, 823, -825, -827, respectively. 
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PLATE UA. Pipe fragments, mainly stem sections. Fig. 1, obtuse-angle pipe with modeled rings on bowl (,privately owned); fi~s. 
2, 3, stems with incised lines encircling basal bowl area (U.S.N.M. no. 397, 822 and privately owned, respectively); fig. 4, plain, 
obtuse-angle pipe, ccmplete specimen (privately owned). 
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PLATE 11B. Left. Piece cf Dutch brick (U.S.N.M. no. 63, 170). Right. Parts of four kaolin pipes bearing marker's initials and 
other marks. 



PLATE 12. Large, coarse sand or gravel-tempered vessel probably made in North Devon, England. In
terior carries a green glaze. (U.S.N.M. no. 63, 169) . 



PLATE 13. Three views c:f male skull from pit no. 24 IU.S.N.M. no. 380, 495). 



PLATE 14. Three views of female skull frcm pit no. 24 1U.S.N.M. no. 380, 4981. 



views of male skull from pit no. 24 iU.S.N.M. no. 380, 500). 



PLATE 16. Three vie-.,·s cf mole skull from p:t no. 36 1 U .S.N .M. no. 380, 511 l. 



PLATE 17. Three views cf male skull from pit no. 77 1U.S.N.M. no 380, 520). 



PLATE 18. Three views or female skull from pit no. 77 !U.S.N.M. no. 380, 5251 . 
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