
TOWARDS A SYNTHETIC APPROACH TO THE CHESAPEAKE TIDEWATER: 

HISTORIC SITE PATTERNING IN TEMPORAL PERSPECTIVE 

by 

Kit W . Wes l er 

A Dissertation submitted to the faculty of The 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill in 
partial fulfillment of the requirements for the 
degree of Doctor of Philosophy in the Department 

of Anth ropo 1 ogy. 

Ch ape 1 Hi 11 

1982 



Preface 

This dissertation project began with a fairly straightforward idea, -the 

archaeological investigation of an early to mid-eighteenth-century port on the 

South River in Anne Arundel County, Maryland. The county had established a 

several-acre historical site whose central attraction was the restoration of 

the Londontown Publik House, the only structure that still remained from the 

heyday of the port. The Londontown Publik House Commission was interested in 

es tablishing a research program as part of its mission to restore and interpret 

the site, and, due to the disappearance of surface indications of the original 

town, an archaeological component seemed essential. The Commission's first 

question, simply enough, was whether or not there remained any archaeological 

contexts from the eighteenth century. I was one of several arc_haeologists who, 

in one way or another, expressed interest in helping to answer that question 

(see Chapter 4). 

One can hardly begin to investigate Londontown's history without encount

ering Carville Earle's (1975) excellent historical geography of All Hallow's 

Parish, Londontown's iITTTiediate hinterland. I was struck by two aspects of the 

study . First, the complexity of Londontown's relationship to its region was 

emphatically revealed, in the economic, social, and geographic reasons for its 

rise and disappearance as a briefly thriving port; clearly, any in-depth re

search project must deal with Londontown not as an isolated site, but as an 

in tegral part of a tidewater system. Second, Earle's study impressed me with 

the potential value of the archaeological perspective for adding to our under

standin g of the processes involved in "the evolution of a tidewater s.ettlement 

system, " t o quote Earle's (1975) subtitle. Many of his conclusi ons~ especially 

those based on relationships between sites and site functions, would be quite 

amenable t o archaeological investigation. 



Partly because so much of Londontown is now affected by suburban sprawl, 

my interest for this project shifted from the relationship of Londontown to its 

hin terland, to the general problem of the development of urban centers in col

onial Maryland-- a problem more familiar as the absence of towns in the colo

nial Chesapeake region. I chose, then, to investigate town sites, in the hope 

that controlled surface collections would reveal town patterning and, in pre

liminary fashion, allow interpretations of town functions which could be inte

grated with models in historical geography. 

As discussed in more detail in Chapter 2, the search for sites of colonial 

Maryl and towns is difficult . Many towns that existed leg~lly never actually 

contai ned more than a handful of buildings, and some never were begun at all. 

Other towns whose locations are known are not suitable for surface collection, 

being now under subdivisions or pasture. Although I was able to inspect sev

eral known town sites, in no case was I able to produce a collection represen

tative of the entire town, thus limiting the potential of the present data to 

re veal urban processes in the middle Chesapeake. The town sites from which I 

did obtain collections are Londontown, 18An48; Lower Marlboro, 18Cv155; and 

Doncaster, 18Ta30. 

In the process of the field work, however, and also while conducting a 

survey in informal consultation with the Kent Island Heritage Association, I 

was able to inve·stigate several sites which were not affiliated with towns. I 

was also allowed to examine a large collection from a site which had been ex

cavated by members of the Archaeological Society of Delaware (Ludlow 1974), but 

never analyzed. Collections from these sites augment the data base, but simul

taneousl y further remove it from any claim to represen tativeness on a regional 

· level. These severa l collections do, however, represent a range of sites from 

the coastal Chesapeake region, dating from the late seventeenth to the early 

twentieth century. They comprise a varied sample with which to explo're the 



application to coastal Maryland of recent approaches to the study of patterning 

in the archaeological record (e.g., South 1977). At the same tine, the data 

must be considered in the light of a developing historical archaeology of Mary

land, in which theory and synthesis are in barely incipient stages. 

The main goal of this dissertation is to draw patterns from among sites 

in the Maryland tidewater, and to interpret the sites and the patterns in his

torical and geographical perspective. Chapter 1 will introduce the philosophy 

and approaches guiding the study. Chapter 2 will explore the background and 

the methods of this study. Chapters 3 and 4 will discuss the excavations at 

Bennett's Point and Londontown, respectively. Chapter 5 will report the sur

veys, including, for the record, those sites that were sought and not found. 

Inter-site comparisons and patterning will be the subject of Chapter 6, and 

the final chapter will place the sites in historical perspective, as a step 

toward synthesis in the historical archaeology of tidewater Maryland. 



Chapter 1. · 

Perspective 

The roots of anthropology and archaeology, as of all the modern social 

sciences, are in the study of history. By the late nineteenth century , the 

disciplines had begun to distinguish themselves, but anthropology was still in 

essence geography; National Geographic survives as the epitomy of anthropo

geography, bringing home the humanity of exotic places. In histories of anth

ropo logy, its geographic roots are often no more than mentioned (e.g. Friedl 

1976 :27), or are personified in Franz Boaz (e.g., M. Harris 1968:263ff.). Some 

histories of archaeology barely mention anthropology, let alone geography. 

Daniel's recent Short History (1981) is an example of the latter, and his work 

reveals not so much the difference in the development of American and European 

archaeologies as the futility of creating strict boundaries among these disci

plines . 

Cohn (1980) has noted that in the 1930 1s, American archaeology .and ethno

graphy were united in the concept of culture area, human regions with time depth 

and characterist ic ecologies. The concept of culture area is very much a geo

graph ic one, an<l time depth, quite historical. Scholars such as Dar[?y (1953) 

have emphasized the ties between history and geography, and numerous writers 

have discussed the relationship between anthropology and history (Teggart 1919; 

Thomas 1963; Taylor 1948; Cohn 1980). Geographical models have been applied 

to archaeology (Clarke 1977; Hodder and Orton 1976). The field of historical 

archaeology, however, has not demonstrated much awareness of geography, even 

of the sub-d i sci pl ine where geography and histo ry merge, known, logically 

enough, as historical geography. 

Smith (1970) discusses definitions of historical geography that he calls 

11 archaic 11
: the history of geography, and the history of development of 



knowledge about the earth. Broader views of the field have come forth, incl ud-

ing those he cal1s 11 portmanteau definitions 11
-- the operation of the 11 geograph-

ical factor" in history, the evolut ion of the cultural landscape, the recon

struction of past geographies, or the study of geographical change through 

t ime. These might be considered some of the perspectives of historical geo

graphy, rather than definitions of the field. 

Newcomb (1969), rather than defining the discipline, describes 12 11 approa-

ches 11
, six of which are traditional and six 11 new departures. 11 Among the new 

departure s is one that will sound familiar to anthropological archaeologists , 

the use of time depth in the testing of theoretical models; the techniques of 

historical geography are 11 a means for achieving simplifying generalizations. 11 

In similar vein, R. Harris (1967) discussed working themes in the historical 

~eography of Canada. He listed several sub-themes in the occupation of the 

land, technological change and resource utilization, urbanization, and develop

ment of regions. The themes might be summarized as the development of settle-

ment systems and culture areas. 

More generally still, the emphasis might be viewed as one of inclusiveness, 

of exploration of an mutual interests in history and geography. Koroscil 

(1971 :415) suggested that a geographer could look upon 11 h i story as a way of 

th ink ing about questions in the time dimension, 11 and that historical geography 

utilized 11 data that are historical and a method that is geographical" (1971: 

416). Clark (1960:611) proposed historical geography as a theme for economic 

history, suggesting that "historical geography has many facets, but it is not 

a t opical special ty like climatology or political qeography. Any and all of 

ou r special.ties can and should be studied historically." The last sentiment 

should be very familiar to any archaeologist. 

The historical geography of the Eastern United States has received a great 

dea l of attention, as summarized in review articles by Merrens ( 1965) ~ .Greven 



(1967), Jakle {1971), and Ernst and Merrens {1978). Brook (1976) considered a 

sequence of spatial systems in American history, while culture areas have been 

approached from several perspectives (Mitchell 1978; Bridenbaugh 1963; cf. 

Glassie 1968). * 

The application of detailed models to any given region, particularly the 

upper South or Middle Atlantic, has received little attention, although a 

thorough study of the settlement of eastern Pennsylvania is available (Lemon 

1972}. There has been some effort to prepare a model of colonial settlement 

fur general purposes. Based on Bylund's (1960) original description of new 

settlerrents in Sweden, generalizing approaches have utilized ecological dif-

fusion theory (Hudson 1969) and mathematical elaboration proceeding from Los

chian central place theory (Olsson 1968), as well as Monte Carlo simulation 

(Morrill 1963). Some results were too general to cause any stir, as Bylund's 

conclusions that areas with good climate, good soil, and available minerals 

we re usually settled first. On the other hand, mathematical models and theories 

of central place may have seemed too removed from data, perceived as inapplica-

bl e in the Eastern United States where the settlement was, for a 1 ong time, 

ne ither very centralized nor very hierarchical. The elegant assumptions of 

some models, such as the featureless plain specified in the original · Christaller 

(1966), have not seemed suited to the Atlantic Coast, where further distortions 

in the system were caused by non-retail activities, locations of power sources, 

t ransport costs, and external factors of migration (Morrill 1963; Cook 1980). 

*In this connection, it is intriguing to note that historical archaeologists 
who attend the Middle Atlantic Archaeological Conference implicitly accept a 
prehistorian 's definition of the region. The question, "What is the Middle 
Atlant ic?" properly should elicit three different responses from a prehistorian, 
a histor ical geographer/folklorist, and a historical archaeologist: roughly, 
11 Albemarle Sound to Hudson River, 11 "New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania, 11 and, 
11 huh? 11 , respectively. It would be interesting to compare in detail the.prehis
toric and historic Middle Atlantic regions, particularly in regard to the epi
stemology of Indian-European relations. 



Whatever the reasons, there seems to have been little attempt to apply 

such formal models to the settlement of the Eastern United States. Even in 

the study of urbanism, modeling is rare (discussed below). The generar prac

ti ce has followed Cook's (1980:20) view, that "historians will profit more by 

approachi ng geography as a strategy for thinking about problems in spatial 

te rms, rather than by regarding it as a source of preformed models and formu-

1 as. 11 

Historical archaeologists have hardly thought of geography at all, still 

less as a strategy or source of models, s i nee a regi ona 1 approach is al most 

entirely absent. Cook (1980:24) mentions as a source of data on communications 

patterns , "the distribution of artifacts to measure the spread of styles and, 

implicit ly, patterns of contact. Geographers have made extensive studies of 

the dist ribution of styles in architecture, furniture, gravestones, and the 

l ike, as have folklorists and art historians." His failure to mention archae

ol ogists is almost an indictment of historical archaeology, where the lack of 

regional syntheses or even compilations is glaring. 

Leone (1973) has remarked that "there is a sense of incompletenes s in 

archaeology ," a statement that still is true nearly a decade later, and espec

ially so in historical archaeology. South (1977) has, in effect, suggested 

that the incompleteness is a lack of a quantified, deductive approach . Leone 

has proposed the need for better understanding of the relationships of techno

logy to culture (1973), of documents to culture ( 1979, 1980a) ~ of our culture 

t o our understanding of past cultures (1980b). Others have implied that the 

incompleteness is integral, that historical archaeology is only a supplement 

to history (Noel Hume 1964; Harrington 1955; Dymond 1974), that its focus should 

be architectural (Dollar 1968). Fontana (1968 ) and Adams (1979) argue that a · 

sen se of ."humani sm" will fill the gaps, without offering the slightest sugges

tion of how to find or create a humanistic archaeology. It is suggested here 

that the incompleteness is, most visibly, a lack of synthesis. 



Two major works of historical archaeology appeared in 1977, books by South 

and Deetz. Whether or not either intended to, each was read to found a disci

pli ne, and each was criticized because it did not. South (1977) explored bas ic 

archaeological concepts of tradition and horizon, to establish a replicable 

method for controlled comparison of certain aspects of sites and assemblages 

which, in time, should induce consistency in reporting and in delineation of 

pattern. Deetz (1977), fundamentally, wanted to make concepts and interpreta

tions of historical archaeology available to a non-technical readership, a 

thoroughly worthwhile goal in these days of dependence on public support. 

In Leone's (1979:3) words, 11 So we have South with a sterile science and 

many followers, and Deetz with fertile results but no reproduction. 11 Deetz 's 

work does not engender replication, though it may inspire thought, because he 

doe s not explain method; South explains only method, leaving others to follow,· 

but none to derive insight. Deetz satisfies a sense of order because he offers 

something akin to synthesis, drawing conclusions from archaeology with rele

vance to the processes of culture change in New Engl and society; South does 

not , because he refrains even from listing his sites in a chronological order, 

let alone processual interpretation. 

The.problem is the incompleteness, the gap between South's first careful 

steps and .Deetz's sweeping conclusions. The middle ground is missing, the de

mons tration of the process of interpretation from data t o i nference to conclu

sion : the synthesis of data and model, by comparison and integration of related 

d.ata into regional or conceptual wholes. 

Certainly the regional aspect of synthesis has escaped practitioners. 

Some have noted the need and potential for a reg i onal, spatial pe rspective. 

Deetz expressed (1968) the hope that the increasing number of excavated sites 

would le~d to reconstruction of patterns of settlement and expansion--eventually. 

Leone (1 973) took a very spatial view of Mormon towns, but like much of his 



work, it is difficult to relate these insights to the handsful of sherds with 

which most archaeologists have to deal. Most recently, Salwen et al. (1981) 

have affirmed the usefulness of sites and artifact samples for building spatial 

and region a 1 mode 1 s, particularly in reference to questions of trade patterns 

and ethnicity. These suggestions all point to valuable avenues of synthesis, 

but the synthetic approach has hardly begun. 

This is not, of course, to imply that spatial studies are the only fruit

ful avenues of research. Advances in the study of social and economic implica

tions of artifact assemblages have been offered in the last decade: particul

arl y in economic status and ethnicity, from ceramics and faunal dietary remains 

(Otto 1977, 1980; H. Miller 1980; G. Miller 1980). Dethlefsen and Deetz's 

(1966) pioneering study of gravestones laid a groundwork for time-space syste

mati cs that, in part, must have inspired South 1 s (1972) application of the con

cepts of tradition and horizon to a most useful dating technique. South's 

(1977) studies of pattern recognition techniques, exploring similar concepts, 

have instigated both a rival classification scheme for nineteenth-century mat

erials (Sprague 1981), which has not yet been applied to problems beyond data 

presentation, and a proposal of a third, "Early Fur Trade" pattern (Forsman 

and Gallo 1979), which needs more consideration of its . applicability and its 

unde rlying logic of categorization, for instance the inclusion of glass trade 

beads in a "Clothing" rather than "Activities" (i.e., economic) group. 

Klein (1973) atte.mpted to initiate a model-building approach, but due to 

the ove rly general nature of the "model II and the lack of data to .substanti ate 

its utility, apparently failed to induce other investigators to follow suit . 

More practically, Deetz (1973) formulated hypotheses about the relationships 

of behavior to material culture, specifically ceramics, for New England sites. 

Lees (197 9) discussed economic implications of materials from Limerick Planta

tion within the larger economic patterns of the region and nation, advancing 



beyond the s.ing1e p1antation at least in perspective. Cressey et a1. (1981) 

have begun to integrate spatia1, socioeconomic, and ethnic data into a city

site mode1. Each of these approaches ho1ds great potentia1, but there remains 

a 1arge gap between theories of wide scope, and app1ications to more than re-· 

stricted, usua 11y s ing1 e-s ite, bodies of data. 

Perhaps the most consistently pursued model that hopes to be generally 

integrative is the "frontier process 11 scheme, best characterized by Lewis ( 1975; 

1976, 1980) and recently promoted by Waselkov and Paul (1981). The latter au

thors note that the interaction of pe.op1es of both sides of a frontier shapes 

the nature ·of frontier society, and that models of settlement, to be comp1ete, 

must take this situation into account. Whether the frontier model is the 

11 right 11 one, as Waselkov and Paul (1981) almost seem to believe, is less im

poriant than would be a demonstration of its encompassing utility. Unfortun

ately, avai1able data do not support the kind of regional demonstration required 

(it might be noted in passing that these authors' discussion of 11 frontier 11 eco

nomics deals almost entire1y with acculturation, in their terms). Simi1arly, 

another recent frontier model (Ostrogorsky 1982) is defended on historical 

grounds, and not yet by archaeology. This is only slightly less frustrating 

than Stone's (1974) repeated assurance that social and economic inferences can 

be drawn frqm the assemblages at Fort Michilimackinac, which he never demon

strates. 

More than any other investigator, Lewis (1975, 1976, 1978, 1979a, 1979b,· 

1980) has doggedly produced data to which he can apply his model, a frontier 

model base<l on the Equadorian study by Casagrande et al. ( 1964). At Camden , . 

for instance, he exercised the general model and also provided . insight into. 

the development of the town (Lewis 1976). To date, his .major attempt to syn

the size field data on a regional level has been his dissertation (1975) on the 

earl ier J ames River settlements. In that work, he derived a number of hypothe ses 



an d archaeological conditions, which he proceeded to test to the extent his 

data allowed. In the process, he affirmed the utility of the approach in the 

investigation of general propositions about culture process. 

But to some extent Leone's "incompleteness" remains. Lewis (1975) has 

perhaps tested a general model, which is a valuable endeavor, but what has he 

re vealed about the Jamestown frontier?-- what, that is, that might be useful 

to a geographer or historian of early Virginia. They already knew it was a 

frontier, an advance line of colonization. Deetz (1977), by contrast, has of

fered much that will challenge historians, but in deference to his intended 

audience did not substantiate his models by rigorous demonstration. The gap 

between the deductivist model, lacking appreciation of people and their lives, 

and the particularist reconstruction, lacking applicability beyond the site 

under investigation, is still acute. 

Synthesis is necessary, synthesis both of data and of perspectives. Models 

are needed that are based on detailed historical and geographical understanding 

of regional development, and on solid data, reported in detail and interpreted 

explicitly in multi site, regional summation. Such synthesis can form a basis 

fo r systemic generalization or single-site interpretation. To cavil that data 

are not yet sufficient is unacceptable; that the data are insufficiently pub

lished, somewhat less so, but still lame. The problem is to make the attempt. 

The following pages will contain just that, an attempt . Historical and 

geographic studies at the early Chesapeake region will be abstracted and recom

bined, to provide a perspective within which a number of sites will be discus

sed and compared. In no sense will this be a definitive history, or even a 

systematic formulation of a model. Historians at the St. Mary's City Commis

sion , fo r instance, have explored aspects of society that are quite amenable 

to archaeological testing; it is necessary now, if only in preliminary fashion, 

to put some of these studies together in explicitly archaeological perspective. 



Note on the analysis 

The identification of materials in the following analyses is based on 

standard sources in use in historical archaeology. Noel Hume's (1969) Guide 

is the basic compendium of information, and is cited less than it probably 

should be. Other works, more specialized or updated, are cited as needed. 

For reasons of time and because the intent of this work is the investigation 

of general patterns, much detailed analysis has not been performed, and for 

th is reason the study is regarded as preliminary. It is unlikely, however, 

that more exhaustive identification of specimens will alter the general con

clus ions. 

An attempt 11 to demonstrate the patterned regularity of the archaeological 

record as well as the variability, 11 as South (1977:25) has stated his own aims, 

requires consistency of method and of data categorization. This consistency 

inc ludes not only typology and reporting of data, but al so repl icabil ity of 

inte rpretation. Pattern recognition studies in historical archaeology include 

datin g methods based on mathematical formulas that abstract index dates from 

certa in types of artifacts, pipestems and ceramics being the most widely used. 

Although there 1s some uncertainty as to what exactly constitutes 11 accuracy 11 

in these formulas, they provide useful means of seriating assemblages and, in 

most cases, result in median occupation dates that can be employed with some 

confidence. This analysis employs the formulas throughout, in conjunction with 

whatever other data are available. 

The pipestem formula is a straightforward linear regression, proposed by 

Binford (1961) and based on data reported and interpreted by J.C. Harrington 

(1954) . As a rule, the bore diameter of white, ball clay pipestems decreased _ 

thro ugh the colonial period, and Binford's formula translates the mean bore 

diameter of the pipestem assemblage into a median manufacture date by means of 

a linear equat ion in which the date Y=l931.85-38.26X, where Xis the mean bore 



diameter. This standard formula is used in the following analyses, and usually 

will not be referenced. 

The ceramic formula is more complex in both concept and application. Pro

posed by South (1971, 1977), the method is based on the archaeological horizons 

represented by fine ceramics in British colonial sites. Especially during the 

eighteenth century, when technological improvements hastened change in ceram

ics, the use-frequency of many ceramic wares and types is describable in terms 

of the unimodal curve on which formal seriation methods are based. Historical 

and archaeological data provide mean and bracketing manufacture dates for such 

ceramics. South developed a weighted mean formula that, like the pipestem for

mula, results in an index valle for the median manufacture date of the assem

blage. Comparison of the mean ceramic date with the pipestem date and historic 

median occupation date in each site of his test cases (South 1971, 1977) indi

cates that the formula is quite useful, particularly in eighteenth-century 

sites . 

South makes the point that there is no substitute for thorough knowledge 

of the ceramics under analysis, and there can be l itt1e argument against such 

a position. But if the main purpose of the analysis is the investigation of 

broad patterns, and the need is for a rough seriation of assemblages derived 

in a consistent manner, it may be that a somewhat less precise date will be 

acceptable. This project, in part because of a need for convenience of record

ing data, will employ just such a 11 rule of thumb 11 approach. 

The data will be presented in the format shown in Table la, which will be 

the key to interpretation of the later data tables. The format was established 

for convenience of both recording and presentation. Categories A through I, 

K, P, T, and -TT, are generalized categories that include the most common ( in 

the present sample) of South's datable ceramics ( 1977 :210-212). In South's 

scherre , for instance, Rhenish grey stonewares are distinguished by four types, 



Table la. Key to data presentation format. 

A. delftware 
B. white saltglazel 
C. Chinese porcelain 
D. trailed yellow 
E. c reamwa re 

z. delft 

pipestems (64ths) 
dressed stone 
nails 
charcoal/charred wood 

other: 

4 

F. Bursleml 
G. Nottinghaml 
H. English br9wnl 
I. Rhenish greyl 
J. coarse greyl 

tile 

5 6 

spikes 
coal 

K. N. Devon gravel2 P. sgrafitto 
L. clouded glaze3 Q. black glazed buff2 
M. black glazed red2 R. miscellaneous 
N. brown glazed red2 S. no glaze red2 
0. black glazed redl T. whiteware/ironstone 

?. refined earthenware, no glaze 

7 8 split bowls 
brick mortar 
scrap iron animal bone 

Table lb. Median dates used in mean ceramic formula. 

A. 1750 F. 1738 K. 1713 p. 1680 TT. 1805 
B. 17634 G. 1733 L. ---- Q. 
c. 1730 H. 1733 M. ---- R. 
D. 1733 I. 1738 N. ---- s. 
E. 1771 J. ---- 0. ---- T. 1860 

1. Stoneware. 
2. Coarse earthenware. 
3. Type name unknown: brown lead glaze withblack streaks, buff earthenware body. 
4. 1760 for scratch blue. 

TT. 
u. 
v. 
w. 
x. 
y. 

pearl ware 
black glass 
window glass 
tinted bottle 
clear bottle 
special forms 



~d white saltglazed stonewares by nine types, here lumped under I and B res

pectively. Notes were kept on sherds with special attributes, such as dipped 

white and scratch blue saltglaze, and these specimens are mentioned in the dis

cuss ion as needed, but are not distinguished in the data tables. 

For use with the Southian ceramic formula, these generalized categories 

require generalized median dates. The dates employed in this analysis are 

listed in Table lb. These dates were used consistently in all the assemblages, 

except in occasional special cases when a modified date is also derived, as 

detail ed in the discussion. There are admitted biases in the method. The 

Rheni sh grey stoneware date, for instance, tends to be a bit 1 ate, since sev

eral sprig molded sherds assigned earlier dates are caught in the lump; simi

larly, the date for creamware is a bit early, but since most of the sites in

the sample belong entirely to the eighteenth century, the bias may not be too 

great. Since an approximate sequence and a consistent set of rule-of-thumb 

dates are the goals of the method, some loss of precision will be accepted. 

Attempts to assess the extent of the inaccuracies will be included at several 

points in the discussion, particularly in chapter 6. 

As stated in the preface, one goal of this dissertation is the exploration 

of general patterning, and the method of ceramic dating described above wi 11 

be considered an experiment in the pursuit of a generalizing perspective. 



Chapter 2. 

Colonization and society in . tidewater Maryland 

Env ironment 

The sites discussed in this dissertation are located in the coastal plain 

of Maryland, on the shores or tributaries of the Chesapeake Bay. Coastal Mary

land is divided into two areas, the Eastern Shore, part of the Delmarva Penin

sula which separates the Bay from the Atlantic Ocean, and the Western Shore, 

or mainland shore of the Bay. The surface soils of the coastal plain are under

lain by sedimentary deposits that vary in thickness to over a mile, ''superim

posed upon the eastward continuation of the crystal 1 ine rocks of the Piedmont 

Plateau 11 (Vokes and Edwards 1974). Originally deposited in . a marine or shallow 

riverine environment, the sediments are characteristically unconsolidated sands 

and clays with some gravel inclusions. 

The Eastern Shore is topographically a low, eroded plain. Its surface is 

level to gently rolling, with some terracing evident due to glacial meltwater 

at the ends of the major glaciations. Elevations are generally low, for the 

most part less than forty feet above sea level in the south and rising very 

gradually to a high of four hundred feet in the northernmost part, where it 

~rges with the piedmont. The Western Shore is relatively high~r and more .rug

ged , l!lerging almost imperceptibly with the piedmont along its western edge. 

Hi gh.bluffs form much of the shoreline of the Western Shore, particularly along 

the middle portions. of the Chesapeake Bay, the area presently under study . . 

Most aspects of the natural biota at the time of European settlement were 

very similar to modern conditions. Brush (1982) has mapped the natural forest 

assoc iations of Maryland, based on recent surveys. The coastal plain supports 

a deciduous forests, dominated by species of oak in varying mistures. Loblolly · 

pine and sweetbay magnolia are more common in the south than in the north, whil e 

the larger floodplains carry river birch and sycamore forests. This pattern is 

probably generally accurate for the vegetational cover at the beginning of the 



historic period, since the major controlling factors of the forest associations 

are the substrate and available moisture (Brush 1982:24). 

Maryland can be divided into faunal regions that correspond closely to 

the physiograph ic provinces, but Paradiso (1969:8) finds that the divisions are 

"not sufficientl y differentiated to support widely divergent mammalian popul a

tions .11 The Eastern Shore contains a slightly less diversified mammal commun

ity than the other areas, due to the i sol at i ng effect of the Chesapeake Bay. 

In general, the Maryl and mamma 1 i an fauna are more a northern than a southern 

assemblage, with only a few southern species such as the eastern harvest mouse, 

the southeastern shrew, and the eastern spotted skunk ., being common to the area. 

Paradiso (1969) has presented a list of mammals kn.own to occur in Mary

land, with comments on their habitats and known distributions in the state. A 

~w forms , such as the sika deer of the lower Eastern Shore, ~re known to have 

been introduced in historic times (Paradiso 1969:168-169). Other mammals have 

now disappeared from Maryland, including the porcupine, grey wolf, marten, moun

tai n lion, elk, and bison. Marine mammals are occasionally sighted off the 

coas t or in the Chesapeake Bay. 

Aquatic fauna native to the Chesapeake are quite diverse, due to the com

plexity and productivity of the estuarine habitats. Salinity levels in the 

various bays and tributaries affect the distribution of species. Soft-shell 

_clams, for instance, can tolerate salinities as low as five parts per thousand, 

while hard-shell clams are not found in sal ini.ty less than fifteen parts per 

thousand (Lippson 1973). A third species of clam is limited to brackish water, 

and thus tends to be found higher in the drainages than the other varieties. 

Recent research on the lower Western Shore (Kent 1980) has shown the usefulness 

of ident ifying clam habitats for interpretation of colonial procurement tech

niques. Large numbers of Waterfowl are also attracted to the varied habitats 

of the Chesapeake Bay (Stewart 1962) . 



One subtle aspect of the landscape may have significant implications for 

stud ies of the colonial Chesapeake. The inundation of the ancestral Susquehanna 

Rive r Va lley, which resulted in the formation of the Chesapeake Bay since the 

end of the Pleistocene glaciation, has not abated. There is evidence that the 

in the middle reaches of the Bay has actua l ly risen 89 cm. (almost 

three fe~t) since the beginning of European settlement (Froomer 1980). This 

continued water rise may have had some slight effect on salinity gradients, 

and thus perhaps on habitat areas of such species as the oyster and the ship

wo rm. Earle (1979) has noted the effect of drinking river water in the salt 

fre sh t ransition areas, on disease and mortality rates among the early settlers. 

It is possible that the seasonal changes he describes, however, are as great as 

or greater than the effect of water rise. Other implications of water levels 

ha~ to do with channel navigability, and when erosion and the siltation of 

many channels are added to the picture, it is often difficult to judge whether 

a small modern channel or inlet may have been navigable in the colonial period. 

Settl emen t 

A full consideration of the history and geography of the colonial Chesa

peake should begin with the Native American inhabitants, who had a notable in

fiuence on the course of colonization. An ethnohistoric and archaeological 

study ::,f the interactions between the two groups of people has yet to be pre

pared, although the informative potential of contact pe r i od model s is evident 

(cf. Wesl er 1977). The primary interest of this disc ussion , howeve.r, will be 

the col onial period, due largely to the content of the archaeological materia l s 

under study. 

Tate (1979) has reviewed the recent body of histor ical studies of the 

seventeenth-century Chesapeake Bay. He notes that major trends in the last few 

yea rs have been in the perspectives of economic and social history. Tate men

tions the need for synthesis of this information, but al so impl ies the difficul ty 



together so diverse a set of works. Interestingly, he also implies 

of contributions by historical archaeology: he refers to St. Mary's 

Colonial Williamsburg as centers of historical study, but only the 

latter as the home of "several important projects in historical archaeology/ 

none of which receives a citation. 

In fact, although archaeology has not produced a detailed study that mer

its Tate's discussion, the historians and archaeologists at St. Mary's City 

ha~ a close and fruitful working relationship. The historians have consciously 

di rected their work toward archaeological needs, with the kinds of general iz

ing, social and economic studies that .lend themselves to the level of analysis 

with which archaeologists must work. It is to be hoped that extensive archae

ol ogical reports will be forthcoming, that will combine detailed archaeological 

analyses with insights from the historical processes being revealed so meticu

lou sly by the historians. 

The broad outlines of the settlement of Maryl and are we 11 known, and need 

not be reported in detail here. The first settlement in Maryland was located 

on Kent Island, established by Virginia trader William Claiborne. The first 

sett l ement of Maryland was the occupied Indian village at Yaocomico, renamed 

St . Mary's City. The former took place by 1631, and the latter in 1634. 

EJrle (1977) has a suggested that the initial settlement and port of an 

Engl i sh North American colony was planned carefully, and established as close 

to the center of the colony's granted coastline as a good harbor could be found. 

The Kent Island settlement, being a far outpost of Virginia, (see Chapter 5) 

wou ld not be included in the model, but St. Mary's City fits it fairly well. 

Lord Baltimore's instructions to his first group of adventurers reveals the 

reasoning. The colonists were to find "a fitt place in his L/PS Countrey to 

sett downe on; wherein their cheife care must be to make choice of a place first 

that is probable to be healthfull and fruitfull, next that it may be easily 



furt ified, and thirdly that it may be convenient for trade both wth the English 

and sauages 11 (Maryland Historical Society 1889:133). St. Mary's City, on a 

high neck, with a harbor off the Potomac River, and also with lands already 

cleared by Indian agriculturalists, was undoubtedly a "fitt place. 11 

Kent Island and St. Mary's City were two of the important nuclei from 

which settlement radiated in the seventeenth century; they were supplemented 

at mid-century by centers on and around the Severn and Annamesse x Rivers ( Kar

inen 1958). Settlers had 1 ocated up the shores of the Patuxent and Potomac 

estuaries by 1650 (Karinen 1958). Colonists from Virginia moved into the Severn 

Rive r drainage beginning in 1649, and the area was granted the status of a 

county in 1650 (Warfield 1967; Riley 1905; see chapter 5). Surveyors were ex

amining the Patapsco River by 1752, and Baltimore County was established in 

1659 ( Bump 1908) . 

Even while the Western Shore settlements were expanding, the Eastern Shore 

grew. Planters did not leave the confines of Kent Island for some time, although 

the island became a county by 1640, and there were 55 landholdings by 1658 (Isaac 

1957) . The mainland Eastern Shore opened to colonists after the treaty with 

the Susquehannock s in 1652, and the area soon supported a number of planters. 

The first patent in Talbot County, though perhaps not the first homestead, is 

dated 1658, and the county was established in 1660 (Karinen 1958; Emory 1950; 

Clemens 1974). The 1 ower Eastern Shore settlements around. Annamessex and Man

okin began opening up around 1660, and in 1662 there were 50 tithables in that 

area. The population of the colony increased at an average rate of over 225% 

per decade between 1640 and 1670 (Karinen 1958), and by the latter year five 

counties had been "erected" on each side of the Chesapeake Bay (Holland 1949). 

Settlement spread quickly, but maintained access to the water ways. In 

Maryland, 11 the seventeenth century planters straggled their settlements along 

the estuaries 11 (Earle 1975:138). Kelley's (1979) study of Surry County, 



Virgin ia, found a similar pattern. For most of the seventeenth century, colo

nists on the Surry side of the James took property within 15 miles of the river. 

The south part of the county, without direct water access to the James River, 

was not settled until nearly the end of the century, and in effect constituted 

a frontier area. This "shoreline" pattern need not be interpreted too 1 iter

aly, however, as Leonard Calvert said of St. Mary's City, "we have seated our

selves, wthin one halfe mile of the river" (Carr 1974:125-126). In 1671, how-

ever, the proprietary did find it necessary to instruct the Surveyor General 

to limit the waterline of each property according to its area (Maryland ·Archives 

5:94 -95). 

The long, narrow band of habitation resulted in a very diffuse settlement 

pattern. Earle (1975:138) notes that colonists usually left at least a quarter 

mile between themselves and their neighbors, and that the early planters pre

furred to locate on small necks of land. The house tended to be in the center 

of the holding, away from poorly drained areas, to optimize access to all parts 

of the property. Population, then, was sparse in relation to the area settled. 

William Castell 's description of the Patuxent River in 1644, "the Inhabitants 

whereof on either side cannot bring into the field above two hundred men" (Gar

rett 1939:7), is indicative of the situation throughout most of the seventeenth 

century. 

The amount of land given to each planter varied according to his invest

ment in the establishment of the colony (Craven 1970:190-191). The first col-

onists were granted 2000 acres for every five men whose passage they paid. The 

property ·became legally a manor, of which the landowner was lord and proprie

tor, with rights to hold courts leet and baron. Those colonists following with

in two years were .eligible for 2000 acres for each 10 men 'transported. Colon

ists of lesser means received 150 acres for themselves, 150 acres each for wive~ 

sand servants, and 50 acres per child. The headright system remained in effect 

for some time, but standard acreage dropped. 



A 1649 act of assembly voided the purchase of land from the Indians with

a grant of the property from Lord Baltimore (Steiner 1907), which suggests 

at some settlers were attempting to take advantage of an uncertain recording 

was determined to collect its quitrents from all col

even to demanding back-payment from independent colonists who 

d been renting from Claiborne on Kent Island (Steiner 1903). Attempts to 

vade payment were probably endemic. A law of 1639 providing for the record-

titles and conveyances was upted to require such recording in 

compliance is unlikely for years thereafter (Wyckoff 1937). 

Surveys were recorded (when recorded) by the metes and bounds system, and 

both site outline and surveyor skills caused problems. An 

act of 1699 expressed concern over the state of the 1 and records: 

Whereas att the first takeing up of Lands in thi s Province, Nec
essity Constreined his Lordship to Comissionate such persons to be 
Su rveyors as was but very meanly Skilfull in the Art of Surveying 
and for the Windings Courses and Turnings of the Sevrall Rivers Rive
letts Creeks and Coves many times by these Branches folding one in 
Another were unknown to the Surveyors nor for fear of the Indian 
Enemy then numerous and Strong dar•st tgey freely Stay on Shore to 
Examine the Windings and Courses afores but marking some Trees by 
the side of such Rivers Creeks &c. did without further Troubles pro
sc ribe Certain Bounds and Courses to the Severall Tracts by them 
Surveyed or Intended to be Surveyed and the said BounQs are Generally 
Expressed in such uncertain terms ... (Maryland Archives 22:481). 

In spite of such problems, Earle (1975) found that the property lines in 

his Anne Arundel County study area were fairly stable through time. Early pat

ents were subd1vided primarily along the main public roads. 

It is interesting to compare manor and grant sizes, above, to the· actual 

sizes of plantations in the seventeenth century. Wyckoff (1937) found that 

the proportion of small and middle-sized farms increased, perhaps due to spec

ulation by the major land holders, and even· more to freed indentured servants 

who were given only small parcels. From the 1660 1 s to the 1690 1 s, the propor-

tion of middle-sized holding, those from 50 to 249 acres in extent, rose from 



54% of the plantations to 75%. In the same years, farms of less than 50 acres 

rose from 0% (one in the 1670's) to 2% of the plantations. The largest estates, . 
those containing greater than 1049 acres, comprised 31, of the plantations in 

1% thereafter. 

The settlement was not only diffuse, it was also materially ephemeral. A 

letter of Thomas Cornwall is describes his attempt to upgrade the housing stan

da rd in 1638: "I am building of A house toe put my head in, of sawn Timber 

framed A story and a half hygh, with A seller and chimnies of brick toe Encour

age others toe· follow my Example, for hithertoe wee Live in cottages" (Maryland 

Society 1889:174). The insubstantial cottage was probably the usual 

structure built by first homesteaders throughout the colony, and perhaps by 

many of the les·s wealthy for much longer. 

The decentralized settlement was not easy to govern, and institutions grew 

up to maintain order, or at least communication. From the 1 ack of surviving 

proceedings, it appears that the manors rarely actually functioned as units of 

gove rnment (Craven 1970:200). In practice, there was little distinction between 

the local and the provincial governments during the seventeenth century. The 

most useful unit was the 11 hundred 11
• When settlement straggled far enough away 

from St. Mary's City to cause a problem for quick communication, the outer 

reaches were formed into a hundred; Kent Island, for instance, was a hundred 

of St. Mary's before acquiring the status of a county (Craven 1970; cf. Isaac 

1957:219). 

The hundred had perhaps three primary functions, as the precinct that sent 

delegates to the assembly, that raised militia units, and that formed the dis~ 

trict of tax collection. The hundred actually remained the fiscal unit through 

the American Revolution (Wilhelm 1885), and the term was not abolished until 

1824 (Karinen 1958; cf. Marks 1979:114). "We may regard the hundred of Mary

land, then , as that civil division of the province through which the government 



ei ves the services of the freemen ... rendered either in labor, in kind, or 

counci1 11 (Wilhelm 1885:57). It was a unit adapted to dispersed settlement. 

ficers of the hundred were appointed, and included a constable whose duty it 

s to keep the records. 

Courts , however, were the responsibility of the counties. The first courts 

plantations, before public facilities were built (Ritchie 1906; 

An act of assembly in 1674 required that each county build a 

a prison within two years, wherever the county officers chose 

to place it (Maryland Archives 2 :413-414). There was al so a provincial court, 

the public buildings for which were in St. Mary's City at first, and then in 

Annapolis after the latter town became capitol in the last decade of the cen

tury (Holl and 1949) . 

By the turn of the eighteenth century settlement was still fairly diffuse, 

~d access to the water routes guided the choice of most sites (Morriss 1914). 

Augus tine Herrman's map of the colony, prepared in 1670 (Browne 1894:135), had 

depicted little but shoreline settlement. "The exclusi vely water-associated 

settl ement pattern continued until the 1670-80 decade when movement into the 

inte rstream areas began to be noticeable. By 1730 all habitable water front 

sites were occupied, and only interiors of the counties were unoccupied" (Kar

inen 1958: 172) . 

Even in the oldest-settled areas, the landscape was uncompromisingly rural. 

The city of St. Mary's was hardly more than a hamlet (Carr 1974), and the town 

of Annapolis had barely begun. Besides attempts to centralize marketing, and 

other concerns about the lack of towns (see below), many colonists worried 

about the lack of fortifications. In 1671, Lord Baltimore instructed his Sur

veyor General to "reserve for his Lordship all such places as he shall find to 

be Conveni ent for the Building of Fortifications and fortresses for the defence 

of the Country" (Maryland Archives 5:94-95). In 1696 and 1697, however, the 



"Proposed that being the Country is destitute of any Fortification his 

esty be addressed to send in a Frigot to keep cruising here for security 

reof 11 (Maryland Archives 19:451, 458, 512). Requests for patrols by the 

itish Navy were frequent, but response was irregular, often with ships too 

11 to be effective (Middleton 1953). 

His Majesty sent instructions to Governor Nathaniel Bacon in 1699, that 

a survey to be taken of all the Considerable Landing places 

d harbou rs in the said province and with the advice of his Matys Councill 

ere Erect in any of them such fort i fi cations as sha 11 be necessary for the 

curity and advantage of that province ... 11 (Maryl and Archives 22 :287). The 

ssembly, upon deliberation of the request, responded that there were too many 

atural harbours to allow any particular place to centralize loading or pass-

ger traffic, and that the waterways were too open and complex to be fortified 

effectively , thus saving themselves the trouble of having to do the survey (Mary-

295-6, 373, 380). Two decades later, Lieutenant Governor 

"There are no forts nor places of defence" in the province (Hart 

1934). 

The predominantly water-associated settlement, and the emphasis on defense 

of the province through its waterways,* should not obscure the rising importance 

of lar.d travel. Ferries were common from very early times, both private and, 

slightly later, publicly supported. At least five acts for the survey and im

provement of highways were passed during the seventeenth century, to include 

"making the heads of Rivers, Creekes, Branches and Swamps passable for· horse. 

and ffoote " (Maryland Archives 2:134, 219, 321; 13:486; 22:475). Earle (1975) 

found that probate inventories reflected the growing orientation to land travel. 

*Small fortifications, perhaps no more than temporary palisades, were con
structed on the back country frontier, since the assembly made note of the 
rangers havi ng "lnforted themselves" in 1697 (Maryland Archives 19:531}. 



~the 1660's saddles and bridles were listed more frequently than were boats, 

d by the 1680 1 s more pl ante rs owned horses than watercraft. Mi 11 dams were 

to cross the South River, while ferries operated in the lower, 

of the estuary. 

Population continued to rise, but at ever-slowing rates. In the last three 

decades of the seventeenth century, population increased at an average of 38% 

32% for the first half of the eighteenth century and 

still further to 19.5% in the latter half (Karinen 1958). The spread of settle

By 1740 most of the interior areas of the coastal 

plain were occupied, and colonists had crept up the Monocacy River in the west

ern piedmont; two decades later most of the piedmont was covered by settlement, 

except for the "Barrens" near the Pennsylvania border (Mitchell and Muller 1979; 

cf. Porter 1979). On the coastal plain, population peak·ed at about 1790, after 

which it remained stable or even dropped slightly before a resurgence in the 

twentie th century (Mitchell and Muller 1979; Marks 1979). 

Papen fuse (1972) found that soil exhaustion was not a major problem until 

the time of the American Revolution. Land holdings tended to be subdivided un

til there was the largest possible number of plantations that contained enough 

acreage to maintain a crop rotation and fallowing system. Younger sons or other 

pgrsons seeking land then had to emigrate to the western frontiers, particularly 

the back country of the Piedmont. By the 1770 • s, however; there was no frontier 

that contained good tobacco 1 ands, at 1 east none with sufficient access to the 

markets. It was not until after the Revolution that crowding of planters, lead

ing to soil exhaustion, was felt. 

Plantations remained the main settlement type through most of the eighteenth 

century , but there was a wide variety in plantations, from small farmsteads to 

large estates (Earle 1975:219). Patterns of ownership fluctuated somewhat with 

the economy, as large land owners often absorbed sma 11 er holdings during depres

sions (Earle 1975:108). Larger planters both emphasized tobacco and diversified 



ir interests through the century, depending on the market (see next section), 

the build ing complexes elaborated as large planters constructed storage 

cilit ies, various other outbuildings, and servant and slave quarters (Earle 

Many plantations came to look like, and to serve the functions of, small 

Earle's (1975:140-141) description is evocative: 

The typical plantation complex was unpretentious and unattrac
tive. Several small, unpainted wooden outbuildings clustered near a 
modes t dwelling house of clapboards or frame. The entire house mea
sured less than two typical living rooms in modern suburban homes. 
Another residence, or "quarter, 11 housed the several servants or slaves. 
Tobacco and corn grew on perhaps ten acres of the plantation. The 
rest of the land was wooded or 11 old fields" where the livestock ranged 
freel y. Adjacent to the tobacco field stood a narrow, unpainted to
bacco house, about forty feet long and holding the tobacco produced 
by two or three 1 aborers. Nearby, a second tobacco house, "not worth 
re pairs," marked lonely vigil over an unkempt, but recuperating, old 
fie 1 d. 

This typical plantation belonged to planters of middling wealth, who were 

by far in the majority. Plantation complexity rose with the wealth of the land-

owner, and the number of 1 aborers and artisans he supported. A few very weal thy 

~~ters would have owned several plantations, each with its own set of build-

ings, organized by a tenant overseer. 

The spatial aspects of Maryland in the post-Revolutionary and nineteenth -

century periods are not well studied. The average population increase of Mary

land as a whole slipped to less than 10% per decade (Karinen 1958), but, as 

noted above , little of the growth was felt in the coastal areas. Settlements 

patterns were aligned largely with road transportation systems, and later with 

hamlets where ·roads, rails, and waterways articulated. Urbanism became a dom-

inant force in reshaping society and geography, with Baltimore taking control 

of manufacturing and commercial activities (Mitchell and Muller 1979). Studies · 

of urban processes in Baltimore (Vill 1979; Beirne 1979) and Annapolis (Marks 

Ives 1979) point in the direction of fruitful perspectives, but the history of 



ryland in the nineteenth century, particularly in the spatial implication s 

agricultural and transportation system reforms, has yet to be synthesized_. 

bacco and society 

The Chesapeake tidewater has long been recognized as a districtive regi on, 

gardles s of the political boundaries between Maryland and Virginia. In part , 

U coherence stems from its seemingly single-minded emphasis on one cash crop, 

n emphasis that led Middleton (1953) to coin the term, Tobacco Coast. Land 

"sense of community" in the colonial tidewater, bec ause 

shared much the same central concerns as the small. the growth 

and marketing of the leafy staple. Geographers (Mitchell . 1978), folklorists 

and historians (Bridenbaugh 1963) have recognized the distinc

region, and have followed the lead of John Hammond who, in 

1656, ignored colonial boundaries: 11 I shall only at pre sent Treat of the elder 

Sister Virginia, and in speak ing of that include both" Chesapeake colonies (in 

Hall 19 10 :284). 

Earle (1975:14) noted the dictum of Charles Carroll of Maryland, that 

gauged their prosperity by the fluctuations of tobacco prices. The 

Maryland assembly of 1697 recorded the same judgement. "The trade of this pro

vince ," said the assembly, "Ebbs & flowes according to the rise or fall of to

market of England" (Maryland Archives 19:540). After careful 

study, Earle (1975) generally agreed with that assessment, depen di ng on how 

exactl y the re.lationship would be specified. 

Certainly the great staple of colonial Maryland was the smoker's weed, a 

fact well known to the colonists as well as to historian s . In 1678, Lord Bal

timore answered questions of the Committee of Trade and Plantations, sayi ng 

that "the only considerable Comodity of this Provynce is Tobacco" (Maryl and 

Archives 5:264). Official pronouncements of the assembly took the same posi

tion (Maryland Archives 19:540), and two decades into the eighteenth cent ury, 



i~tenant Governor Hart reported that all other activities w~re laid aside 

en the tobacc"o market prospered (Hart 1934 :253). In 1729, Governor Benedict 

eonard Calvert wrote, "Tobacco, is our staple, is our All, i:)nd Indeed leaves 

o room for anything Else; It requires the Attendance of a 11 our hands, and 

xacts their utmost labour, the whole year round" (Browne 1894:70). 

By 1701 the Chesapeake colonies accounted for 25% of all the English trade 

In mid-century, tobacco production had risen to 80,000 hogs

heads , or 72 mill ion pounds, annually (Middleton 1953). By value, Maryland and 

Virginia provided some 60% of the exports of the 13 colonies to Great Britain, 

at the time of the American Revolution (Price 1964). Most of that was tobacco. 

Tob~cco was highly suitable as a cash crop, because its value was so high 

compared to its bulk (Middleton 1953; Galenson and Menard 1980). But prices 

rt any given time· depended far less on the supply in the Chesapeake than on 

the ma rkets of Europe. Consumption at first was primarily English, but by 1669 

more than half of English imports were re-exported. Saleability of tobacco 

thus depended on remote markets, far beyond any control of the planters ( Price 

1964; Middleton 1953). 

Price (1964) suggested that the tobacco trade could be distinguished by 

seve ral periods in the colonial era. Until about 1637, the trade was charac

terized by experimentation in crops. cultivation, and harvesting. The follow

ing three decades saw rapid expansion of the trade, and then from 1669 to 1699 

growth slowed. A period of stagnation set in for the . first quarter of the 

eigh teenth century, and then between 1725 and 1775 the trade expanded once 

mo~. Klingaman (1969) suggested a slow-down in the tra~e during the third 

quarter of the century, overlooked or ignored by Price. Earle ( 1975) prefers 

to interpret a boom-and-burst cycle of fairly regular period, the average cycle 

about 22 to 23 years before 1750, and substantially shorter thereafter. 

Part of the reason for these fluctuations was the recurrent warfare among 

European powers that characterized this period. Bl .ockades and privateering 



shippi ng unsafe during wars, even more so than piracy in peace time. Hemp-

1 (1959) studied freight rates as indicators of the hazards of shipping, and 

s of the cost of the trade. Based on statistics from Anne Arundel County, 

s study began with the publication of rates in 1704. Hemphil 1 found that 

and trade low, around 1707, during the War of Spanish Succes 

Here loading in the port of Annapolis. In the peace of 1714 

1739, freight rates were low, but they rose again during the next Anglo-

anish wa r between 1739 and 1748. Rates were low again in the early 1750's, 

t by then other factors were involved in the level of trade, including that 

ips were · anchori ng in the freshes rather than the ports to take advantage ·of 

e piedmont crops. 

Another major effect on the Chesapeake trade was the European market's 

ility to absorb the crop, which varied. Around the middle of the seventeenth 

ntury tobacco production outstripped England's ability to consume. When en

Navigation Acts restricted outlets, the Chesapeake planters 

a glutted market (Midd leton 1953). 

The Maryland assembly found market conditions a serious topic for discus

sion by 1663 (Maryland Archives 3:478ff). In 1664, Maryland received a propo

sal from Virginia to 1 imit production, in hopes of driving_ up the price (Mary

land Archives 3:503-506). Two years later, the Maryland assembly felt obliged 

to act. 11 Forasmuch as Tobacco is the only Comodity by which this province does 

at present subsist," and since the market was already glutted, the government 

legislated a year's moratorium on the production of tobacco (Maryland Archives 

2:143). 

But attempts to control prices by colonial action met with little success, 

due to t he lack of any control over European markets (Galenson and Menard 1980). 

A large part of the rise of trade after 1730, for instance, was the expansion 

of the French market (Price 1964), on which no amount of crop quotas could have 



any effect. Planter response, aside from a great deal of frustration, was, 

the long run, to diversify their interests-- diversification in crops, in 

in investments (Land 1972; Middleton 1953). 

There had always been other exports from the Chesapeake Bay, though they 

re ove rshadowed by the attention to and value of tobacco. The Bay had been 

settlement because of its potential for the fur trade. 

e estimate pl aced the number of fur traders in the Chesapeake at 100 by the 

ounding of the Maryland co1ony (Maryland Archives 5:158), though whether most 

of these traders made their livings by furs is unknown. William Claiborne's 

settlement on Kent Island exported furs, salt, wood, corn, and some tobacco to 

Virginia (Isaac 1957), al ready a varied list for a trading post of the 1630 's. 

of the Chesapeake fur trade has not been prepared, but most 

that volume was very slight by the end of the seventeenth cent

Middleton 1953). The list of Claiborne's exports, however, 

that Maryland colonists would not fail due to lack of furs. 

Land (1967) de-emphasizes the role of subsistence farming in the cash

crop tobacco economy. Earle (1975:127, 140) finds a fairly varied list of 

crops, though, including corn, peas, and beans, as well as widespread live

stock . Klingaman (1979) notes that statistics for grain production are diffi

cult to find, since so much of these crops was consumed locally. Vegetable 

and fruit were also grown by many households, largely for their own, and per

haps neighbors', consumption (Carr and Walsh 1980). 

The productive Chesapeake estuaries were also important to ·subsistence, 

though whether important in local or intercolonial trade is doubtful. Problems 

in obtain ing salt prevented export of fish in any quantities until the middle 

eighteenth century (Middleton 1953). Local use of fish, especially for feeding 

large numbers of slaves, was widespread. Kent (1980) has indicated the· impor

tance of oysters, also. Historical and archaeological data suggest that 



llow-water oysters were n.=a r ing depletion around St. Mary's City in the early 

The introduction of oystering tongs circa 1730 al l owed 

of deepe r -wat er, channel oysters, visible in St. Mary's middens 

The Maryland assembly tended to downplay quantities, probably to avoid 

which might lead to controls or taxes on local activities, 

t mentioned exports of "porke b=ife pipe staves timber and such like together 

1697, and also local crafts: "necessity hath taught vs 

make some course Stockings & Clothings for servants & slaves &c." (Maryland 

Further, Dorchester and Talbot Counties were noted to have 

the production of timber, "pitch tarr Rosum & hemp," though 

fttle of it was actually exported (Maryl and Archives 19 :541). Hart, in 1720, 

ovided the very similar list of grain, beef, pork, and lumber, as the exports 

ther than tobacco (Hart 1934 :253). By the end of the seventeenth century there 

s some direct trade from the Chesapeake to Madeira, the Azores, and Lisbon, 

st characterist icall; the exchange of grain for wine (Middleton 1953; Hart 

This vari ed "noise" in the tobacco system pr:-ovided the basis for diversi

fication when the tobacco market was lean. Planters of means turned to money

lending, to the production of various crops and manufactures, and to trade in 

suppl ies., and slaves (Middleton 1953; Wax 1978; cf. Charles Cal

vert 1664 in Maryland Historical Society 1839:261). Earle (1975) saw that 

planters became adapted to the boom and bust cycle, investing in tobacco dur

of high pr ices and in other ventures when the tobacco market was de-

In general, occupational specialization increased during the colonial 

also. Many early planters began as servants, and thus had many of the 

skills necessary to maintain and produce household necessities (Earle and Hoff

man 1977). Low popul at ion levels would not support craft specialists . 



Small populations and little ready cash also discouraged the early errer

nce of a merchant group. England, and particularly London, was the chief 

Chesapeake, serving as market and as entrepot for British, conti

Oriental merchanuise (Carr 1974:140; Middleton 1953). The lack of 

in dependence on London for most goods. "The com

ityes Imported ... are all manner of Cl oaths & other necessaryes for weareing 

s also Iron Tooles," reported Lord Baltimore to the Committee of Trade and 

1678 (Maryland Archives 5:266). Most commodities reached plan

trade from England to the wharves of the large plantations, but 

and earthenwares, molasses and sugar came from New England and 

(Maryland Archives 19:149). As Lord Baltimore described them, 

11 of the planters considered themselves to be merchants (Maryland Archives 

few had the working capital to maintain a stock of supplies 

seventeenth century (Carr 1974). 

Other full-time occupations were as little-represented as merchandising. 

A survey of 1697, for instance, found only 71 professional seamen in the col

refer only to masters (Middleton 1953:266). There 

was some shipbuilding in the Chesapeake, but for the most part, shipping em

ployed British vessels. According to Hart, in 1720, "The inhabitants are not 

inclin 1d to navigation, but depend on British bottoms, for export and importa

tion of t he bulk of their trade" (Hart 1934:253; cf. Middleton 1953:355). At 

tillX!s trade was slow simply due to the difficulty of finding ships, though this 

situati on began to change in mid-eighteenth century, with the rise of the West 

Indies trade. Ship refitting was more important to colonists. Annapolis was 

well known for the latter activity in the eighteenth cent.ury, although its har

bour was too shallow for the largest vessels, and its tidal waters supported 

the toreador worm which shipmasters preferred to avoid by choosing freshwater 

anchorages wh ere possible (Middleton 1953:237; Hemphill 1959). 



The Maryland Assembly discussed non-pl ante r occupations in 1697, includ

coopers, carpenters, 11 some few that navigate s 1 oopes and a very sma 11 num

of othe r Artificers having relacon to Tobacco all which excepted (by Est i-

on) make not above the 60th part 11 of the 1 abor force (Maryland Archives 19: 

). In the eighteenth century, the artisan population was on the rise. Earl e 

75:80-88) found 1eatherworkers, woodworkers, millers, tayl ors, medical spec

ists, and schoolmasters in All Hallows Parish. Most of these practitioners 

scattered among the plantations, and were part of a developing self-suff

iency of the plantation lifestyle. 

11 Somewhere between the 1720 1 s and 1740 1 s, parish planters silently, and 

rhaps unconsciously, slipped from an era of parasitism. Dependence on Eng-

and European markets diminished 11 (Earle 1975 :131). Even the func

church remained decentralized, and planter self-sufficiency included 

mainten ance of their own cemeteries (Maryland Archi ves 5:132), quite unlike 

corporate nature of New England society. This diversification and growing 

1f suffici ency resulted in what Earle (1975:119) called a new settlement in

itution, the large plantation that was, in effe_ct, a hamlet. 

Large fortunes were amassed by investment in trade and shipping, but as 

nd (1967, 1972) notes, the wealthy planter was actually in the minority. 

st plante rs were quite poor, and the median income of all planters was some

at less th an blOO in the earlier part of the eighteenth century. The value 

fmost smal l estates consisted of livestock and crops. One planter, in Land 1 s 

died with an entire estate of 11 one old unfixt gun 11
• The 

11 plante rs, as Earle (1975) found, did not profit from diversification, not 

ving the whe rewithal to diversify. While the large planter did well in to

cco depressions, investing elsewhere and foreclosing on mor t gages, the smal l 

anter did best in boom periods and attempted simply to endure the busts. The 

anters of middle means were perhaps the most stable, _riding out the depres

up for losses in the boom times. 



Aubrey Land (1967, 1972) was one of the forerunners of the recent interest 

esapeake pl ante rs, emphasizing the error in stereotypes of the wealthy 

More recent work has refined the understanding of socioec 

and their changes through time. Menard et al. (1974:178), 

;nstance , reported that 11wea l th on Maryl and ' s l owe r Weste rn Shore became 

equitably distributed in the middle two decades of the seventeenth century 

less so during the 1660 's and 1670 's; from the early 1680 's to 1705 the 

tributi on revealed no long-term tendency to change." In the eighte.enth cen

y, the gap in wealth between the large and small planters tended to narrow 

widen in depressions (Earle 1975). 

Carr and Wal sh ( 1980) conducted a study of probate inventories on the lower 

stern Shore, finding that there was a general rise in material possessions 

all soc ioeconomic levels, particularly around the middle eighteenth century. 

12 categories of items t hat were likely to be listed in in

them from basic household amenities such as earthenwares, 

dandtables linens, to items found only among the wealthy, such as wigs, 

and silver plate. Through the seventeenth century, any given house-

old was l ikely to contain only two of the 12 items, an average that rose afte r 

715 to f i ve by the 1770's. The rise was especially visible in the lower classes 

f households, indicating a general improvement in the material · standard of 

living in the Chesapeake. Before 1715, coarse ce ramics and 1 inens were found 

in no more than a third of the estates, while only 48% of all estates in the 

~venteenth century listed earthenware (Carr and Walsh 1980:90). 

This lack of ceramics in the early periods supports Land's (1972) note that 

woodenwa re was more common for table use (cf. Deetz 1977 ) , and Beaudry et al. 's 

(1979) f inding that pewter was more common in wealthy households. By the eight 

eenth century, improvement in the technology of fine ceramic manufacture brought 

the prices down, and a jump in the inventories is visible. A price drop in 



co1TJT1oditi es is possible, also, and Ca r r an d Wa l sh ( 1980) suggest that the 

on home industries freed scarce cash for the purchase of amenities. 

also suggest that the rise in the proportion of na-

a factor in material elaboration, since by inheri-

they be gan with more possessions than did earlier generations. Demogra-

profil es may indeed have had a great deal of effect on material possess-

, and especially on their representation in inventories. Menard et al. 

4) fou nd that, according to age at death profiles, wealth tended to increase 

l late middle age and then decline. Gifts in old age may be a large factor 

his si tuation, although it might also be suggested, somewhat facetiously, 

t the most active entrepreneurs died of exhaustion before reaching old age. 

One effect on the early demongraphic profiles, in the years when immigrants 

up la rge proportions of the populace, was "seasoning"-- the term used for 

high mo rtality rate among newcomers who had yet to adjust to the climate, 

diseases (especially malaria and dysentary) of the Chesapeake 

1974). Earle (1979) notes also the effect of fluctuating 

in the tidal estuaries, not fully understood by early settlers 

o drew t heir drinking water directly from rivers. The effect of seasoning 

s "substantial" (Wal sh and Menard 1974; Middleton 1953), but statistics are 

For men in the seventeenth-century Chesapeake, life expectancy was 10 to 
' 

tfect of this on household structure, and particularly on the material wealth 

reflected by inventories, would be worth further study. On the other hand, 

many men del ayed in marrying because of the shortage of women in an essentially 

frontier society. More than a quarter of the men who left estates between 1650 

and 1700 (lower Western Shore) died unmarried (Walsh 1979:127). The overall 

effect was that household structure remained fairly fluid. Some unmarried men 

lived in the households of other families, but others were heads of households, 



shared houses with fellow bachelors. Householders were in much better pos

ion to accumulate property than non-householders (Walsh 1979; Carr and Menard 

The demographic structure changed as Chesapeake society established it-

lf. Indigenous populations brought age and gender proportions into more of 

balance, while the effect of seasoning was overcome by those who grew up in 

Perhaps the next major imbalance occurred after plantations became 

to subdivide further than the crop-fallowing system could carry, 

d youn g adults began to emigrate. In Pri nee George I s County this situation 

curred after three generations of settlement, and by the 1770's the sex ratio 

d the 1 ack of ma 1 es between the ages of 15 and 24 reflected the movement of 

the you th to the tobacco frontier (Papenfuse 1972). 

In t he mid-eighteenth century, a new act of l egi slat ion began to have a 

far-reach ing impact on many aspect of tidewater soc iety. In another attempt 

to bolster the price of tobacco, the Maryland Assembly passed an inspection 

act in 1747 (Maryland Archives 44:595), intended to raise the quality and thus 

the value of the crop that reached the market. Effects were seen rather quickly . 

for instance, even though freight rates were low, the number of 

also remained low; this resulted in part from the bypassing of 

the port in favor of upriver 1 andings, where the piedmont crop was 1 oaded, but 

also from the fact that there was simply less tobacco to l oad. With less to

bacco to sel 1, planter. indebtedness increased. 

Complaints of debt began almost as early as the colony (Maryland Histori

cal Society 1889:175), and were a familiar p,1rt of the plantation system. In 

1708, Governor John Seymour wrote that "the Pl anters here being so Vastly i n

debted t o the Merchants Allmost dispair of clearing themsel ve s" (Anonymous 

1921:218). After 1750, however, debts grew worse. Earle (1975) argues that 

before 1750 planters had adapted to the 23-year boom and bust cycle, but that 



r 1750 the cycle shortened to a third of its forme r period, and the entire 

rn of response was thrown out of kilter. Small farmers found as much as 

their crops thrown out due to inspection, and price increases did not com

in bulk. Large planters felt the same squeeze, but more impor 

ly, were unable to adjust to the rapid recurrences of booms and busts; their 

stments were less and less soundly planned, less and less in phase with mar

fluctuations, and, more and more, they drew losses. 

By the time of the American Revolution, debts were a serious problem, and 

fiscal structure of the colony helped set the stage for reform. 

dies by Skaggs (1973) and Hoffman (1973) are valuable in understanuing the 

omics of the Revolutionary period in Maryland. 

The members of the Governor's council were not only appointed from the 

try known to be sympathetic to the proprietary, but were bound more closely 

the establishment by a strong and deliberate system of patronage. Council

rs, already wealthy, received the most remunerative public offices. Daniel 

lany the younger, for example, was a councillor from 1757 to 1776, and also 

ld the offices of Attorney General, Commissary General, and Deputy Secretary 

Mar~and , among others. The key was that all of these offices involved the 

ollection of fees, a percentage of which was retained by the collector. The 

the Maryland citizenry was enormous: Skaggs (1973) re

proprietor's income amounted to b12,500, while the le~d 

reaped some b50 to b300 yearly. 

Nor did this extensive patronage 1 imit itself to the most important of

fices. was calculated to cultivate loyalty to the proprietor because of the fi

-nancial and. social privileges that could be conferred by appointment 11 (Skaggs 

1973:213). Even in the county government, the gentry was qu ite happy to fill 

such posts as sheriff, county clerk, and county justice, which were less lucra

tive than higher offices but exerted much local influence. In a time when 



fits in the tobacco market were uncertain, an understandable degree of re-

ntrnent by those out of favor and the gener,il taxpayer was exacerbated. 

Col onial debt s to British creditors by t his time were considerable, and 

btors I prospects, as everyone I s, fluctuated with the market. Hoffman ( 1973) 

balance of trade was favorable to the colony, but that 

market was poor and the colonists went further into debt. 

German currency failure. British creditors began calli ng 

while authorities cracked down on payment of duties and on smug-

(1973:101) quotes a letter of Benedict Calvert in 1765: 11 0ur 

we are immensely in debt, and not the least probability of our 

In 1770 a new conflict arose that undercut the proprietary 1 s tottering 

author ity: the tobacco inspection law came up for renewal. The law 1 s impor-

tance t o the colony 1 s economic health, now that inspection had become integral 

to the system, was such that it should have been renewed immediately. But one 

issue proved to be a stumbling block.-Attached to the inspection law was the 

schedule of fees that comprised so much of the personal incomes of the office

holders. Popular leaders as well as the 11 outs 11 among the gentry took this op

portun ity to attack the whole system of patronage. One result was that the . in-, 
spect ion law .and the fee schedule by proclam,1tion, a move that led to vicious 

political infighting (Skaggs 1973; Hoffman 1973). 

Politics, as Hoffman (1973) so lucidly r1nd logica.lly explains, were closel y 

tied t o economics, and economics were key factors in the restructuring of Mary-

land government after the War of Independence. The traditional elite; by a 

"very cl aver bargain, 11 maintained their aut hority and their status by radical 

change in the fiscal structure of the government, in which they lost heavily 

in the ir financial dealings. 

The f i rst move was written into the constitution. The traditional poll 

tax was abolished, and in its place was substituted a graduated property tax, 



'th spec ial status for certain lower classes and debtors. The tremendous tax 

the lower classes was thus measurably relieved, and, even better, 

the elite. The second part of the fiscal legislation was enacted 

he year after t he constitut .ion went into effect, and was even .more radical. 

is act made paper money legal tender for all debts, including those ineurred 

fure the war. Since paper money was depreciating rapidly, this act was to 

he debtors' advantage, while the moneylenders--chiefly the elite--lost heavily 

(Hoffman 1973). By this diversionary tactic, the colonial elite became the 

state's eli te, poorer but still in control. 

The effects of these measures on tidewater society have not yet been stu

died. Ch an ges in tax structures intended to ease the budgets of the less weal

thy planters, plus the rise of mass production and drop in prices of so many 

corrrnodit ies, undoubtedly wrought changes in the standard of living of free cit

izens. Loss of trade restrictions after independence may have affected the 

diversity of goods imported, and continuing diversification in crops, in manu

factures, and in occupational specialization, must have changed household and 

community structures. As with the spatial aspects of these new influences, 

the societ a 1 ramifications should prove to be worthy subjects for study. 

Urban processes in the colonial Chesapeake 

Histor i ans have often shown interest in the development of urbanism in 

the United States, in what Schlesinger has called the "persistent interplay of 

town and country in the evolution of American civilization" {1940:43). Schles

inger saw that early steps toward urbanization, as well as early solutions to 

such urban probl ems as· sanitation, were experimental, and like all experiments, 

were not always successfu l . 

Bridenbaugh (1955) chose to study the early cities and towns of the east-

ern seaboard, unusual in that most historians and geographers prefer to treat 

later periods , when towns and cities were more definite entities. Bridenbaugh 



refers to the problems both of establishing the first cities, and 

tudyi ng them, because of their differences from later urban centers. ''In 

seventeenth century material greatness was commercial, not industrial. 

e towns prospe red, therefore, whose sites commanded certain vital trading 

ntages-- the possession of good natural harbors, the control of avenues of 

or the domination of a productive countryside" (Briden-

Models and explanatory devices employed by geographers or historians do 

t often treat the preindustrial city. Muller's (1977) concept of nodality, 

r instance, applies best to the growing cities of the nineteenth century and 

wes tward frontie r. These budding central places were nodes of support for 

front ier expansi on, provision centers that were essentially extensions of a 

ttlement system that remained in relative proximity. The colonial situation 

fthe Eastern Seaboard, and particularly the Chesapeake tidewater, was quite 

colonists retained direct ties to the long-established urban cap

marketing of a rapidly-developed cash crop. 

Ernst and Merrens (1973) noted that relatively little had been written on 

colonial South, and that the general view of the region 

an i sland of urbanity in a swamp of rusticity. The 

is the definition of an urban place by observers and 

Ernst and Merrans suggested that there were two major aspects of 

the definition as generally accepted, both misleading: that urbanism required 

substantial nucleated settlements, and also an urban hierarchy. 

The problem of drawing distinctions based on size has been noted by Flatres 

(1971) and Trewartha ( 1943) , both considering the sma 11 end of the urban spec

trum, the hamlet. The number of houses required to define a hamlet, and the 

threshold of nucleation , proved to be stumbling blocks in consistent definition. 

These are the problems of discerning towns in the colonial South, where a large 



tion could resemble and function as a hamlet , and s i multaneous_ly a place 

ated a town might look no larger. 

Ern st and Merrens ( 1973) argue that urban functions were more useful as 

ria fo r the recognition of a town. They suggested that the functions of 

i mo re evident with increasing size, include retailing, marketing of pro-

' admin istration of government and justice, and provision of services and 

pati onal specialization. Trade and commerce are perhaps most visible, and 

mment secondary, in most towns. The authors considered that the mainta-in

of these functions does not necessarily demand large concentrations of 

onnel or structures, as are usually expected in a town. "A simple, crude, 

ough fairly effective method of appraising the functional elaboration of 

settlement is to identify the emergence of key structures in and around the 

on their function rather than their form ... {f.e._J build

s de voted to special purposes" (Ernst and Merrens 1973). They listed as 

as an inn, a courthouse, mills, stores, and churches, 

admitted that 11crucial urban functions may be more or less unrelated to 

Re plies to Ernst and Merrens' (1973) article were prepared quickly. Wel

reuther (1974) believed that their approach was over simplified, and offered 

er func tions of urban places that might also be impo r tant: defense, admin 

trati on (as distinct from government?), an d a "w i sh to imitate" the English 

ttlement pattern, which might be termed a cognitive function. Siegel's (1974) 

also pointed. He thought that Ernst and Merrens 

there was any re l ationsh i p between crop areas 

d the types of cities servicing and organi zi ng these areas" (Siegel 1974:668), 

r instance between tobacco-producing and wheat-prod ucing areas. He pointed 

t that plantations might serve as "alternative nodal centers 11 in a functional 

twork, and argued that the definition of a town should include its success as 



nters of demand, of technical services, of 1 ab or and cap i tal markets, and of 

Ernst and Merrens' (1974) reply was essentially, "well, shove 

Most of Siegel's comments and definitions apply more to established towns, 

rticul arly in the post-colonial era. Ernst and Me r rens (1973) point was pre

as Siegel's "alternative nodal centers," in that urban functions 

n the colonial South were not necessarily centralized. They were interested 

n the growth of towns in a rural setting, and the threshold at which an obser

ver coul d decide that a given place was indeed a town. The question remains. 

All four authors implicitly agree that the entire geography-- physical and cul

tural- - of a region is involved in the system of "urban" functions, and in the 

growth of or lack of towns. 

Price (1974) also was concerned about the functions of the pre-industrial 

town , and divided them into four sectors: administration, maritime transport 

and marke ting, manufacturing, and internal services. His attempt to measure 

the fu nctional proportion in some major colonial cities is interesting, but 

agai n he i s studying established towns, even though still of the colonial per

iod. The se methods are worth pursuing, but aid little in the investigation of 

the rise of the first towns and cities in a colonial region. 

The problem is particularly interesting in the colonial Chesapeake tide

water, whi ch region Price terms "paradoxical. " The s i t uation is most often 

desc ribed as "the lack of towns in the Chesapeake tidewater." Rainbolt (1969) 

su1T1Tiarize s the traditional explanations for the inability of urban centers to 

develop in the Chesapeake. Foremost is the complexity of the drainage system 

and t he length of the navigable waterline, whi ch allowed nearly unlimited access 

to water transport and thus discouraged any concentration of storage or 1 oad i ng 

facil ities. 

Closely related is the nature of the staple crop, t obacco. Rainbo l t (1969) 

presents the usual argument in terms of the depletion of soil by tobacco cropp ing,. 



forced scattering of production to local areas of good soil. Papenfuse 

that soil was not badly depleted, although the need for 

system did to some extent encourage dispersion of plan-

ions. More important are the low bulk and relatively easy preservation of 

crop, which did not encourage centralization of storage or processing (cf. 

Further, the small volume produce by any given area, and the will

ess of each planter to trade on his own with the ship masters that called 

prevented the specialization of a merchant group (Earle and Hoff-

Colonial observers presented much the same argument, as John Clayton did 

168& ( in Reps 1972) : 

No Country in the World can be more curiously watered. But this 
Conveniency ... I look on /to be/the greatest Impediment to the Ad
vance of the Country, as Tt is- the greatest Obstacle to Trade and 
Comme rce. For the great Number of Rivers, and the Thinness of the 
Inhabitants, distract and disperse a Trade. So that all Ships in 
general gather each their Loading up and down an hundred Miles dis
tant ; and the best of Trade that can be driven is only a Sort of 
Scotch Pedling; for they must carry all Sorts of Truck that trade 
thither .... The Number of Rivers, is one of the chief Reasons why 
they have no Towns. 

As Carr (1974:144) summarizes the situation, "in the seventeenth century, 

e costs of centralizing the tobacco trade were higher than the benefits. 11 

Ra inbolt 1 s (1969) third of the traditional explanations suggests a nascent 

ffersonian dislike for cities, in preference for the clean and moral country 

life. Th is is the explanation with which he disagrees, arguing that many col-

the governments, were very much in favor of stim-

ulating the growth of towns. 

Earle and Hoffman (1977) identify a subtle fear of towns in the colonial 

era, since cities, exemplified by London, were subject to the terrors of fire, 

plague, and poverty. But they emphasize the colonial views in favor of towns, 

and the consistent dreams of colonial planners who expected rapid development 



networks of roads and prosperous cities. The first Lord Baltimore was no 

ption, and his instructions to the colonists clearly anticipated town life: 

10. That they cause all the Planters to build their houses in 
as decent and vn i form a manner as their abilities and the pl ace wi 11 
affo rd, & neere adioyning one to another, and for that purpose to 
cause streetes to be marked out where they intend to place the towne 
and to oblige euery man to buyld one by another according to that 
rule and that they cause divisions of Land to be made adioyning on 
the back sides of their houses and to be assigned vnto them for gar
dens and such vses according to the proportion of euery ones build
ing and adventuri ... (Maryland Historical Society 1889:138). 

Bal timore's commissions to the first few governors of his colony included 

e authority to designate ports and to specify places for the conduct of mar-

ts and fairs (Maryland Archives 3:52, 205). Both of these functions we.re of 

to regional planners, and the concerns were reiterated many 

next century. 

Even aside from the commercial functions of towns, Englishmen of the sev-

nteenth century considered town life a requisite of civilization. Dispersed 

people were irresponsible and uncontrollable. Compact settlement was necessary 

for the control of behavior that resulted in social order (Rainbolt 1969; Earle 

1977; Be rkley 1924). William Penn expressed the feeling quite clearly. In 

planning for the orderly settlement of towns in Pennsylvania, "I had in my view 

Society , Assistance, Busy Commerce, Instruction of Youth, Government of Peoples 

Manners, Conveniency of Religious Assernbl ing, Encouragerrent of Mechanicks, dis-

tinct and beaten roads ... " (in Myers 1912:263). Pastorius, in 1700, explained 

once aga in Penn's ''weighty reasons" for insisting on towns. "Among the chief 

is that in that way the children can be kept at school and much more conveni-

ently brought up we 11 . Neighbors al so can better offer each other loving and 

helpful hands and with united mouths can in public assemblies praise and extol 

the goodness of God" (in Myers 1912:407, cf. p. 380). 

Like Lord Baltimore in 1633, Penn assurred that society could not develop 

properly un less the people built together in community. In Lemon's (1978:195) 



s, "Properly considered, physical layout would enhance social life." Sev

nth-century planners understood what Leone (1973) saw in the Mormon towns 

Utah, that spatial order and proximity defined the occupants' places in soc

y. Th us the emphasis on the town pl at, and the survey to "cause streets to 

that always preceded the establishment of an intended town in 

Chesa peake tidewater (Reps 1972). As with the Mormons, the plat was a re-

for convenience and documentation, but also an affirmation of 

The l ack of towns in the Chesapeake colonies was thus distressing psycho

as well as difficult to administer efficiently. In the third quar

seventeenth century the governments of Virginia and Maryland both 

ook ste ps to rectify the lack. In the manner of bureaucrats and politicians 

everywhere, the stated argument was commercial, declaring the need to centra

lize and thus to stimulate trade. These steps are known collectively as the 

and followed similar developments in Virginia (Riley 1950) and Mary -

There were three groups of Town Acts in Maryl and, each beginning with a 

followed by supplementary legislation. The first was actually 

a procl amation of the Governor's Council, which in June, 1668 published "the 

declaracon of the leivtennt Generall & Councell concerning the appointing of 

ce rteyne places for the vnladeing & selling of all goods and mrchandizes brough t 

into thi s pvince 11 (Maryland Archives 5:31-32). This declaration established 

11 sites that were to be the official centers of all commercial traffic. Ships 

were to market imports nowhere else on penalty of imprisonment of the master .. 

"Forasmuch as it is necessary for the good of Trade that Cert a i n Ports .... 

be appoi nted for the Lading and unlading of Merchandize," a second proclamation 

was publ ished in April. 1669 (Maryland Archives 5:47-4~). This time, 12 sites 

we re appointed, most repeated from the first list. Again in 1671 essentially 



same act was repeated, now with 15 sites (Maryland Archives 5:92-94). All 

s were granted "such rights Jurisdiccons l ibtys & privildges ... as some 

11 seeme most expedient" to constitute them "Sea Ports , 11 giving them the 

al statu s of towns (Maryland Archives 5 :31). 

In 1668, following the first proclamati on, the council ordered that any 

on who built in one of the towns should be granted extra land (Maryl and 

This statement demonstrates both the expectation that the de

grow into habitation centers, and also a willingness to 

for persons to stimulate the process. The same act, however, 

of the uncertainty that would mark the practical status of 

two new town sites to the original list, one in Charles 

fo a place "to be pitched upon" in Port Tobacco River. Through

t the period of the Town Acts there would be all sorts of special acts for 

stabli shing particular towns, and petitions asking for towns to be established. 

How many of these sites actually were or became towns has never been clear 

Many sites were repeated consistently in later acts, and 

were considered towns, such as St. Mary 1 s City, Battle Creek on the Patuxent 

Port Tobacco, Annapolis (though not by that name until the last decade 

of. the seventeenth century), Londontown, and Chestertown. Others may have con

tained a storehou se or a couple of structures, perhaps only for a very short 

period. But such phrases as "to be pitched upon" imply that there was nothing 

extant. to fix a site in many cases, and it is 1 ikely that no activity ever took 

place on some sites. Evidently some sites were designated because the land

owner, usually a planter with a large estate, hoped that revenue from the sale 

of lands and commercial traffic would accrue to his own profit . In occasional 

instances, as Wil 1 iam Burgess 1 1 and on the South River which became the port 

of Londontown (see chapter 4), such speculation indeed resulted in a town, but 

whether the planter benefited is not clear. Other planters undoubtedly were 

badly disappo inted in similar speculations . 



August ine Herrman •s map of Maryland, drawn · i n 1670 (Browne 1894:135), in

des symbol s meant to represent towns. Thirteen of these symbols .were inclu

' two wi thout labels, while Oxford i s shown by name but not by a symbol (cf. 

the 1935 ; Reps 1972). Unfortunately it is impossible to tell whether these 

actual towns, identified and mapped by He rrman, or the papers towns given 

al enti ty by the proclamations. The latter case seems more probable. 

Ri chard Blome•s description of Maryland, published in 1672, evidently re

rs to t he optimi stic Town Acts: 

The Inhabitants being in number at present about 16,000 have 
begun the building of several Towns, which in few Yeares 'tis hoped 
may come to some perfection; as Calverton, Herrington, and Harvey
Town, all Commodiously seated for the benefit of Trade, and conven
iency of shipping, but the principal Town is St. Maryes ... being 
beautified with divers well-built Houses, and is the chief place or 
scale of Trade for the Province (Garrett 1939:15). 

Carr (1974) suggests that the chief seat of trade contained fewer than 20 

ildi ngs in the 1670 1s . Lord Baltimore provi ded pe rhaps the best description 

f St . Mary 's City in 1678: 

But it cann hardly be call 1d a Towne It beeing in Length by the 
Wate r about five Myles and in Breadth upwards towards the Land not 
above one Myle in all which space excepting only my owne house and 
Bu ild ings wherein the said Courts and Publique Offices are kept There 
are not above Thirty houses and these at considerable distances from 
each other ... Other places wee have none That are called or cann be 
call ed Towns. The people there not affecting to build nere each 
other but soe as to have their houses nere the watters for conveni
encye of trade ... in most pl aces there are not ffi fty houses in the 
space of Thirty Myles (Maryl and Archives 5 :265 - 266 ) . 

Some of these concentrations of conven iency are l ikely to have been the 

ucle i of Town Act towns, expected to grow by enfranchisement. By 1678, after 

decade of statutory encouragement, it is apparent that none had grown as 

oped. In 1674 the assembly passed an act requi ring each county to bu i l d a 

ourthouse and prison (Maryland Archives 2 :413 -414). The sites we re not spec-

ified, and were left up to the discretion of the county commi ssioners . Had 

there been a definable center of activity in each coun t y , it i s likely that 

those sites would have been mentioned in the act. 



In 1683 the lack of effect of the previous Town Acts prompted a new set. 

tobe r 9, the Upper House drew up a list of nominations for town sites, 

the Lower House two days later (Maryland Archives 7:459-461, 

-466 ). After some discussion, the assembly passed "An act for Advancement 

31 sites to be constituted ports, including most of those 

the previous acts (Maryland Archives 7 :609-614). 

In February, 1684, the Governor's Council issued a proclamations concern

the Town Act of the previous year. It noted that "little or noe pgress" 

been made in establishing the legislated towns, a matter of "soe great mo-

t and Import to this Province (as the Erecting of towns and places of Trade 

first foundation and Rise of all Countries)" (Maryland Archives 17 :219). 

a second act of assembly renewed the intent to build towns, 

moving two, and setting a deadline for lot-holders to build 

the towns and thus to retain their titles (Maryland Archives 13:111-120). 

In 1685 the council issued two proclamations to follow the supplementary 

The first, in March, pointed out that the Charles County town sites had 

ot been surveyed, and ordered that the surveys be done (Maryl and Archives 17: 

8). Then in October, a proclamation extended the deadline for bui 1 ding in 

wns, and stated that a storehouse 20 feet square would be sufficient to meet 

e requ irement (Maryland Archives 17 :403-404). 

In the following year the assembly passed another supplementary act, add

ing 13 new sites but abolishing four (Maryland Archives 13:132-139). Two years 

later , the assembly debated and voted in favor of a resolution to "Encourage 

Tradesmen of all sorts to come and Inhabit the Towns & carry on a Manufacture , " 

though how exactly they intended to do this was not stated . At the same t i me, 

the representatives heard a petition of complaint that the officers fo r towns 

naired in the last act had not been appointed, and thus we re not functioning as 

needed "for the qui ck Dispatch of Shipps &c .... for want of which Trade has 



discouraged to the great Greivance of the Inhabitants" (Maryland Archives 

170-174). Also in 1688, another supplementary Town Act was passed, provid

for seven more town sites (Maryland Archives 13:218-220). 

Worry about establishing towns seems to have subsided for a time after 

, dur ing which period 1 ittle activity seems to have occurred on most of 

sites. In 1695 (Maryland Archives 19:279) and again in .1704 (Maryland Ar

ves 27 :332-333), 1 aws were enacted to secure the rights of those who had 

lots, "Whereas ... severall persons of this Province and others 

in severall Town Lands laid out and surveyed ... and have 

improv'd thereon." Even in the few towns where a few lots had been 

there was fear that the original owner of the land might retain all 

tles. In such cases it is obvious that lot owners held little optimism for 

growth of any substantial village. 

By the turn of the eighteenth century, observers still saw little movement 

Governor ~lakiston received a letter in 1700 warning of possible 

"I fear Virginia and yor Province would not Subsist 

r 
y mon ths where you have no townes to be a retreate and Security to yo Peo-

24:43). The capital of the province had been moved 

Annapolis in the mid-1690's, but the new colonial met-

poli s was not yet firmly established (Maryland Archives 19:7lff, 110-113, 

19). At the same time, Annapolis and Oxford were enfranchised as official 

rts of entry for the Western and Eastern Shores, respectively, in an effort 

o centralize regulation of all important shipping . Ships were required to 

register in these ports before going on to unload at other places. 

The year 1706 saw the beginning of the last spate of Town Acts in Maryland. 

he assembly passed "An Act for advancement of Trade and erecting Ports & Towns 

in the Provi nce of Maryland" (Maryland Archives 26:636-645). naming most of the 

sarre sites already on record. Some sites are identified as towns, some "formerly 



out for a Town," and six sites were officially ports: Annapolis, St. 

's City, Chestertown, Oxford, and two a 1 so-rans. Apparently the attempt 

entral ize shipping regulation was encountering the same trouble as the 

s: each region wanted its own, until so many were designated that none 

activity. 

A suppl ementary act of 1707 (27 :159-168) had the 1706 towns "revived and 

since some of the former had not been established. The last 

was passed in 1708, a supplementary bil 1 in response for pe

ions for stil 1 more towns. Somerset, Queen Annes, Kent, and St. Mary I s 

nty each was granted a new town, each site to cont a in 50 acres. The assem

was sti ll bending over backwards to encourage 1 othol ders to build, provid

of this province who have taken up Lotts in Severall 

province, some whereof have began to build houses and made 

rovernents, 11 but who had not yet finished, would have the deadlines extended 

r another year to construct a house of 400 square feet (Maryl and Archives 

The same act mentioned the public buildings at St. Mary's City, the forrrer 

apital, which were 11 now diverted from the Vse for which they were intended, 

is thought fitt the same be sold and disposed of for the use of 

This move evidently marks the last gasp of the town of St. Mary's. 

Without its public and governmental functions, there was little reason for St. 

Mary's to exist . Carr (1974") concludes that, as a town, St. Mary I s was defunct 

by 1722 . 

In a le tter of December, 1708, Governor Seymour discussed the last act. 

"The Title of this Law being the Whole Scope of it shews how desirous the ·In

habitants of this Province are to have Towns Convenient for Cohabitation and 

Canerce ... the Ports in this Province may perhaps be worthy of the name of 

Townes but the other Towns will only serve her Rolling places to receive Tobacco 

in order to be water borne" (Anonymous 1921 :218) . 



major effort did not clear up the questions about specific 

, Which s ites actually contained towns? Which were plantation wharves, 

ich ne ver saw any activity beyond the survey, if that much? In a few 

, town s hung on, at least as hamlets or places marked on a map; in others, 

location is not reconstructable. Reps (1972) conducted an ex

for the original plats of the Chesapeake towns, but found only 

. Other authors have published brief studies of extinct river towns and 

emigrating sites of early towns, including a general essay (Berkley 1924) 

speci fics of Baltimore towns and county (Ritchie 1906; Leakin 1906; Brown 

), Port Tobacco (Hayden 1945), Havre de Grace (Marye 1918), New Yarmouth 

"Ghost Towns of Talbot County'' (Mullikin 195-9). Details 

or reconstructed locations can be found in these studies, 

none undertook an exhaustive investigation of the activities and processes 

the towns, so that the extent of actual urbanization is yet uncertain. In 

t cases, the records are simply too fragmentary. 

But some towns did grow, especially during the eighteenth century. Anna-

l is, as a Port of Entry and e s pecially as the seat of government, was the 

nter of sophistication and corrmerce in the early eighteenth century. Even 

not grow very large. William Black of Virginia described the 

in 1744, which "consists of a great many Good Buildings, but very Irregu

good deal of Ground ... " ( in Riley 1905 :66). Even Annapolis 

the traditional manner of Chesapeake settlement. 

Si milarly Londontown, on the South River, went into a boom period in the 

first half of the eighteenth century. Carville Earle's (1975) detailed study 

of the area shows that Londontown found itself a node of transportation at the 

turn of the century, with a ferry carrying traffic from six southward roads 

toward the new provincial capital. Travellers' accomodations grew up, which 

enhanced the faci 1 it ies of the harbor and brought in ships to anchor, which in 



m attracted merchants, particularl y factors for British merchant houses who 

ded a strategi c place to set up their stores. Between 1705 and 1748, the 

th River attracted 43% of the tobacco ships from Engl and, and Londontown 

s a thriving tidewater port. 

Other towns have not been studied thoroughly at all, but would be worth 

rious invest igation. Benjamin Tasker, for instance, wrote to Charles, Lord 

ltimore, in 1744 that "I am very glad to tel your Lord Ship that the New 

own on N? East {Ri vef] Improves very fast, and that the Trade from Conostogo 

s carried there instead of to Philadelphia" (Browne 1894:113). 

Tasker predicted the major factors of later eighteenth-century urban growth, 

trateg ic locati on and commercial competition. With the spread of tobacco plan-

ations into the piedmont, new towns took hold. Transportation moved by land 

routes, and crossroad stores and travellers ' accomodations 

for growing hamlets. The need for break-in-bulk points and 

storage facili ties for a diversifying produce stimulated fall line towns such 

as Frede rick, Georgetown, Alexandria, Petersburg, and Fredericksburg. Balti

more was also in this category and, with Norfolk, received a additional boos t 

~om the burgeon ing West Indiaes trade. Wheat, produced more in the northern 

piedmont, requ ired more facilities for bulk storage than had tobacco, and the 

concentration of facilities led to a year-round rather than seasonal market. 

In the later eighteenth century Baltimore was rivalling Philadelphia as a trade 

center , and Tasker's town on the North East River probably fell due to competi-

tion with the city on the Patapsco. Other crafts and services found such cen

ters to be strategic locations, as wel l (Earle and Hoffman 1976). 

With the rise of population centers on the piedmont, the transportation 

system of much of the province underwent change. The river towns of the coas 

tal plai n were increasingly bypassed. Londontown, for instance, was faltering 

by the 1740 's (Earle 1975). 



A new factor entered with the passage of the Tobacco Inspection act of 

747, wh ich not only mandated inspection, but designated certain inspection 

ints. The marketing system restructured to flow through the designated points, 

and spatial patterns in many river basins were directly affected. Londontown 

was not allotted an inspection point. Losing its nodality in the traffic sys-

tem as we 11 as its centra 1 i ty for tobacco merchants, the South River port s im-

ply died (Earle 1975). 

The Patuxent River was equally affected by the 1747 act, as revealed by 

Brune' s (1979) study of tobacco marketing. Before 1747 there were no major 

concentrations of settlement or commerce a 1 ong the Patuxent. Brune suggests 

that the area was too close to the Potomac and Bay settlements to support any 

town concentrations. Between 1747 and 1830 the inspection posts centralized 

local marketing more than at any other time, stimulating hamlets around at 

least some landings . After about 1790, Baltimore began its rapid growth, com

ing to dominate the Chesapeake trade and by competition causing an "increasingl y 

fragme nted marketing pattern" in areas like the Patuxent. In the years follow

ing the 1830 1s, Baltimore established a virtual monopoly of the market, and 

the Patuxent marketing patterns decentralized once more (Brune 1979). 

Annapolis was one of t he very few colonial towns that retained any impor-

tance into the nineteenth century, due to its status as the seat of government 

and to the essential inertia of urban places. Its commerce largely departed 

with the rise of Baltimore. Eastern Shore urban patterns have received even 

less study than those of the Western Shore. Chestertown rivalled Annapolis by 

the 1750's (Earle and Hoffman 1976); the Chester River town probably rose at 

the expense of earlier, Town Act towns, and then was eclipsed by Baltimore . 

Nineteenth century urban processes also require more study, but the case 

of Triadelphia (Stabler 1948) is a reminder that the rise and fall of smaller 

towns was not solely a colonial phenomenon. In the nineteenth century, 



trial ism and more varied forms of transport ation of goods and people re

in even more complex changes in settlement patterns. 

(1963:3) summary of the factors involved in urbanization empha-

s the ir complexity, and the need to take a regional, spatial perspective 

the Chesapeake Bay: "The deve 1 opment of an urban pattern is 

involving the location of central place activities, that is, 

e whi ch serve a local hinterland, non-central place activities, for example 

h manu facturing and transportation which have a non-local market, and migra

' whi ch provides many of the people for the growing towns. 
11 

haeological implications 

The foregoing discussion was intended to emphasize the aspects of Chesa-

ake Bay history that are amenable to forming archaeologically testable models, 

of chronology, spatial variables within the site and the region, site 

and interaction, and socioeconomic status. On a very general level 

els are fairly easy to suggest, as in the increase in material culture with 

sequence-- St. Mary's City dying as Annapolis rises, 

r Londontown faltering just as the Patuxent River drainage becomes more cen

ralized. These low-level models are well known to practitioners of historical 

rchaeol ogy in the tidewater, but will take on more interpretive value as each 

Demographic patterns as derived from historical data offer interesting 

question s for archaeological investigation. Age-at-death profiles are better 

derived from gravemarkers than from skeletal material, given the legalities of 

excavating cemeteries, but human remains would of course be useful for questi ons 

of disease and diet. Of more direct concern are variations. in household compo

sition, as suggested by Wa 1 sh ( 1979) and Carr and Menard ( 1979) . How an arch

aeologist might distinguish a single male's household, particu l arly one shared 

by single males, from a small family's, from that of a family housing one or 



is a tricky question. Particularly in the seventeenth century, 

cultu re is sparse at best, such differences may be indetectable ~ 

ren may be indicated by toys, but early toys were usually homemade (Walsh 

) and probably perishable. 

Carr and Menard (1979) note the emergence of a Creole African labor soc-

in the early eighteenth century. Questions of ethnicity have not been 

ussed to great extent and Burnston ( 1981) recently referred to Maryl and 

ves as the "invisible people." To what extent this sub-society is visible, 

how early, are interesting problems. The separation of servant quarters 

the main plantation dwellings probably depends both on time and socioec

ic status; earlier and less wealthy planters would be more likely to house 

or slaves with the family, not being able to provide sepa-

Perhaps the most useful study to date for deriving archaeological test 

(1975) historical geography of All Hallows Parish. His con

lusions about chronology, spatial distributions, and site function, particu

dialectic, are most appropriate for archaeological 

Earle (1975:103ff) specifies several variables of planter b·ehavior that. 

re potentially quite informative. As a geographer, he was interested in pri-

11ary, secondary, tertiary, and consumptive activities among plantations. 'Pri 

mary activi ties are those which extract resources, such as hunting, agriculture, 

or min ing. Secondary activities modify the extracted resources in various man

uhcturi ng pursuits, with which Earle includes repair work since in the colonial 

period repairs were usually performed by the same artisans that did the manu

facturi ng. The provision of services such as marketing of transport of goods, 

or government or educational occupations, is a tertiary activity. Consumptive 

activitie·s use and consume other products, and do not produce income. 



Earle examined inventories for items that would fall in activity categor-

' in much the same way archaeologists might sort an assemblage. Two indexes 

models can be derived from this analysis, scales of special

the proportion of each activity category in the inventory/ 

of potential self-sufficiency, based on the presence of key 

In both cases, allowance must be made for preservation in an archaeo

assemblage , as crops, meat, and clothing would be represented differ-

ly in an archaeological assemblage. Earle also assigns on estate value based 

total pounds sterling assessment. Archaeological indexes of wealth might 

substituted (e.g., G. Miller 1980). 

With such indexes, models can be proposed for the development of planta

ons in the colonial period, based on Earle's conclusions about diversifica-

ton and self-sufficiency within sites and regions. Careful control of temporal 

ontexts within a plantation site would be necessary, particularly by use of 

a~re data, which also would provide better indications of perishables such 

sfaunal and floral remains. In general, archaeological data can test propo

;tions about the rise in spatial and assemblage complexity over time. 

It is questionable whether even feature data would provide a resolution 

suffici ent to discern the boom-and-bust cycle identified by Earle: 
11
the value 

of personal material assets rose in every depression until 1740" (Earle 1975: 

108). Prior to 1750, according to Earle, the period between boom and bust av

eraged 11.5 years, approaching the limit within which an archaeological as.sem

blage is likely to be assignable. After 1750, when the boom-and-bust cycle 

shortened to about eight years, it is unlikely that even full cycles would be 

distinguishable, but the overall trend would be testable. 

Ear le suggests three phases of plantation types, most visible among the 

larger plantations. Before 1710, plantations were specialized, concentrating 

on the produ ction o.f tobacco, corn, cattle and hogs. From 1710 to 1739 Earle 



a period of experimentation and diversification in response to fluctuat

marke t condit ions. After 1740 plantations tended to be diversified and 

most planters in this period owned carpenters' and coopers• tools 

small hand mills, for instance. 

The other major theme of Earle's (1975) study is the dialectic between 

n and rural processes. The main activity in Londontown corresponds gener

y to the middle period of plantation type, and should be identifiable by 

The town site should reveal a rise in complexity in 

distribution and spe c i al-function buildings, and then a collapse afte r 

These concerns, phrased more specifically, would be best investigated by 

program of survey and testing in All Hallows Parish. Site locations would 

re gional complexity, while controlled . surface investigations would 

site complexity, and test excavati ons would provide the temporal res-

1ution necessary to discern inter-site processes. As the regional data base 

questions may be asked of other localities: how well does 

moae1 fit ot her areas? Does the urban~dialectic pattern 

it the lower Eastern Shore? 

Investigation of the sites of Town Act towns would not only have bearing 

oo whe ther or not they existed, but also on urban processes in the colonial 

with Londontown and with badly needed historical geographies 

simil ar to Earle's would cast much light on the Ernst and Merrens (1973) ques

tion of the threshold size for a "town . 11 The rise of special-function struc

tures and their degree of clustering in the region, especially with reference 

to Earle 's (1975) finding that even at the height of Londontown 's prosperity, 

specialists were widely scattered among the plantations, are key 

vari ables in the assessment of an urban system. Two Town Act towns in Virginia 

ha~ been investigated archaeologically, Marlborough on t he Potomac (Watkins 



) and Newtown on the Elizabeth River (Wittkofski et al. 1980). The former 

revealed a plantation that followed the heyday of the town, 

he town ever had much of a heyday. The latter study identified 11 sites 

eighteenth-century materials, of which two were tested, and a detailed 

site should be most informative in the s.t-trdy context of 

n processes. 

Similar models of site function will be valuable in the study of larger, 

er towns and citie s . Price , admittedly from "disparate and shaky data" 

hypothesi s that the service sector in a late eighteenth-cen

for approximately 50% of adult male employment, maritime and 

about 20% to 25%, and government less than 5%. To some ex-

nt, these sectors may be archaeologically inferable. Long-term projects such 

that in Alexandria (Cressey et al. 198la, 198lb), which has already demon

awareness of the complexity of models required to investigate the 

are needed in many cities. 

In fact, long term projects have yet to be coordinated in most areas, par

that consciously attempt to synthesize on a regional level. 

Only wi th an approach combining the perspectives of the archaeologist, the his 

torian, and the geographer, can complex problems of the development of colonial 

societ ies be fully understood. 



Chapter 3 

The Icehouse Point site, 18Qu28 

According to his field notes (Ludlow 1966-1973) , in 1966 Mr. John Ludlow 

several other members of the Archaeological Socie t y of Delaware began an 

Bennett's Point, a narrow peninsula of Queen Anne's 

ty, Maryland (Figure 1). The point was known to have been named after 

a~ Bennett III, a wealthy colonial planter, an identification supported 

a small cemetery that contains Bennett's grave. The investigators began 

a series of probings and small tests (Figure· 2; details below), including 

ral in t he vicinity of a foundation eroding from the east bank of the pe-

sula, on a smaller protuberance known as Icehouse Point. Tests in this area 

ved to be quite productive of colonial materials, and Ludlow's team began 

extensive excavation of the foundation and an associated trash area. The 

ject was conducted intermittently between the summers of 1966 and 1973, when 

struction of the present 1 ot owner's house was begun. 

Ludlow (1974) presented a preliminary description of the excavation, but 

to prepare a full report due to his untimely death. Most of the 

from Bennett's Point, and the field notes from Ludl ow's investiga

transferred into the keeping of the Divi s i on of Archaeology, Maryland 

Survey. 

Unles s otherwise noted, the following description of the Bennett's Point 

n~sti gations are based on Ludlow's project notes. These include several f i le 

olders , fi ve small notebooks, and a large blueprint drawi ng of the fina l s t ate 

f the exposed foundation (Figure 3). This f i na l s i t e pl an proved t o be inval

prepared with the aid of a transit in the f ield (Ste ven Israel , 

rsonal communication), and is taken to be the "auth or ized ve r s ion" in t he few 

cases of con flict between it and the field notes. 



It should be emphasized that the following anal ysis is f ar from exhaust ive. 

purpose here is to provide a basic idea of t he mater i als and t he ir contexts, 

to suggest overall patterns in t he assembl age and t he occ upati on. Further 

y of the collection would be quite valuable, and sugges ti ons for such ana-

fs will be included in the summary of t hi s chapter. 

Setting 

Bennett 's Point is a narrow peninsula, bo1.1nded on the west by the Eastern 

and on the east by the Wye River estuary . The whole of the point lies l ess 

20 fee t above sea level. The area of the archaeological investigations is 

small part of the southern portion of the peninsu l a, an eastward bump in the 

reli ne· that protrudes into Wye River. The bump is known as Icehouse Point. 

shoreline is marshy ~n spots, but on the east and south rises in a small 

in height. At t hi s wr it ing, the area i s covered by a 

sing subdivi sion, but until about a decade ago it was cultivated . 

Historical Background 

Although a thorough title search for Be nnet t 's Point has not been completed, 

dlow was able to identify ownership through most of the colonial peri od. The 

riginal Engl ish owner of Bennett ' s Point was Henry Morgan, who recei ved a grant 

f 11 Morgan's Neck" from Cecilius Calvert, second Lord Baltimore, in 1650·. Mor-

n died intes tate ca. 1663, and his daugh ter, Frances Morgan Sayer , was awarded 

Frances Sayer died in 1698, willing the land to 

r ne ice, Eli zabeth Rousby Bennett, wife of Richard Bennett III (L ud low notes). 

In the t erms of Frances Sayer's wi 11 , if Elizabeth Bennett were to produce 

no heirs , Morgan's Neck should revert to an heir of Henry Morgan. Upon Eliza

beth's death in 1740, title to the land fe ll to her brother, John Rousby. Rousby 

died in 1744, l eaving a will which permitted RichardBen nett III to live on · the 

property until the latter's death, at whic h time Rousby's son John would inherit. 

Richard Ben nett II I died in October, 1749, but the younder John Rousby 's wi 11 



proven only four months later, at which time the l and was divided between 

by' s wife and daughter. 

Evidently, Richard Bennett III never owned the land then called Morgan's 

, bu t he did live there, possibly as early as 1698. It was by Bennett's 

ority that Morgan's Neck was resurveyed in 1735 . The tract, as resurveye d 

Robert Wright, Deputy Surveyor of Queen Anne's County, lay between 11 the Water 

now called the Eastern Bay, but formerly Esteem'd the Eastern side of Saint 

''the side of the Wye River formerly called Morgan's Creek , 11 

whole containing 400 acres (Maryland Hall of Records, Queen Anne's County 

of Survey #688). The location of the land, and the area 

and bounds, clearly refer to Bennett's Point. 

None of the sources mentioned above describes or locates buildings on the 

Herrman's map of Maryland, dated 1673 (Browne 1894:135), 

s a st ructure or plantation symbol on Bennett's Point. This would have 

n du ri ng the time of Frances and Peter Sayer's ownership. 

Ava il able records concerning Peter Sayer are scarce. Emory's history of 

en Anne 's County merely includes his name 11 among the names not heretofore 

tioned" (Emory 1950:48). Tilghman (1967:65,66) mentions that Major Peter 

er was replaced as county sheriff of Talbot County in 1681, that he 1 ived at 

"Anci ent Town of Doncaster, 11 and that he bought Bruff's Island from William 

uch before 1697 (1967:106fn; see Chapter 5, below). Proceedings of the Tal

t County Court show that Peter Sayer served as an attorney in that county 

ryl and Archives 54:522, 524, 540, 541, 569), that the court ordered him to 

ke a payment of 450 pounds of tobacco to one JnO Harri son in August, 1673 

rylan d Archives 54:571), and that he served as cou rt clerk for Kent County 

16 71 to 1674 (-Maryland Archives 54:xix, 318). He died by 1690, as indicated 

in the wi 11 of his wife, Frances Sayer, to 11 whe re my husband 

buried 11 (Maryland Hall of Records, Wi lls, l i ber 6, fols. 167-

168). This wi 11 bears the date of 20 May, 1690 . 



11 An Inventory of all and singular the Goods Chattels and Credits of Colo: 

r Sayer late of Ta1bot County deceased 11 was taken in March of 1697/8, appar

y upon the death of Frances Sayer (Maryland Ha 11 of Records, Inventories 

liber 17, fols. 78-92). An indication of the economic status of 

that the inventory covers 14 folio pages. A room-by-room inven

impl ies that the house in which the belongings were recorded was a substan-

1 structure: 11 the Colo's Chamber 11 (also the 11 Sayers Roome" and the "Coll 's · 

presumed to be or the same as j.n the Chamber); 11 the Porch Chamber;" 

Parl our; 11 11 the Hall; 11 11 the Chappel Roome; 11 11 the Small Chamber o·ver it; 11 

Small Roome next the Chappell Roome;" 11 the Chamber over the Kitchin;" 11 the 

er over the Hall and Parlour; 11 and 11 the Kitchin. 11 Possibly in a separate 

11 the Store and Shoppe, 11 and inventory was al so taken from the 

Elsewhere,'' elsewhere including a brick kiln. Taken together, 

indicate a wealthy planter's estate (total value assessed at 

617:09:07), with a story-and-a-half or two-story house and · at least one other 

ilding. More likely, there were quite a few outbuildings, since cattle and 

rses are mentioned, as were 32 "Negroes & Mal latoes" and three indentured 

must have been housed. Whether these quarters were close 

the main house is not evident from the records. 

Although it is not stated that the house so inventoried is on Bennett's 

int (then Morgan's Neck), certain indicati ons support this 1 ikel ihood. Other 

"the Next Plantation," the "Towne Plantation," "the 

ding Place" (probably on Kent Is1and), and "Poplars Is .land." The "Towne Plan

at Doncaster, across the Wye River (Chapter 5, below). 

Point is now in Queen Anne's County, and Peter Sayer has 

n con sistently placed in Talbot County, there is no conflict, since Queen 

not es tab 1 i shed unt i 1 1706 L[mory 195Q].) Frances Sayer's 

ill, cited above, contains the following stipulation, which further indicates 

hat her dwe lling place is not at Doncaster: 



I order that there be a Chappell built of Lime and Brick ... over 
the burial place where my husband Peter Sayer is buried. I order 
that there may be One Acre of Land annexed w ye said Chappel Round 
about it for Ever and another acre I Join w ye other Chappel upon my 
Lande adjoyning to the Towne of Doncaster... (Maryl and Hall of Records, 
Will s, l iber 6, fol s. 167-168) 

There is, as noted earlier, a cemetery on Bennett's Point (Figure 2), which 

tains gravestones marked with the names of Richard Bennett III, Elizabeth 

sbyBennett, Dorothy Carroll, and Thomas Greene. Quite a few other subter-

ean brick vaults have been discovered in the vicinity. Rev. Edward B. Carley 

~ntreville and Mr. Milton Barbahen, of the Archaeological Society of Dela-

' are presently uncovering a foundation around the visible headstones (Fig

s 4, 5). Whether it will be shown to match the dimensions given by Frances 

r is a primary question, but these investigators feel that two of the graves 

babl y are those of Frances and Peter Sayer. They hope, incidentally, to sta-

lize the ruins, so that this small cemetery which seems to contain so many of 

prominent Catholics of the colonial Eastern Shore may be properly maintained 

again, be lost from sight under tangles of poison ivy. 

More certainly associated with the Bennett's Point property is Richard 

nett III, both by virtue of his grave marker and the reference in the elder 

n Rou sby's will (above). He was born in 1667, the grandson of Richard Ben-

tt I, who led a group of Puritans to Maryland in 1650 (Chapter 4, below) and 

rvedas governor of Virginia from 1652 to 1655. Richard Ill's father, Richard 

I, died four months before Ill's birth, and Ill's mother later married Phile-

Lloyd, member of a prominent Catholic family of Maryland. At the age of 

ight, Richard III became the chief beneficiary of his grandfather's estate 

Jones n.d.; Randall 1887; Preston 1972). 

Richard Bennett III thus began life in a wealthy milieu , and evidently his 

lents were equal to the task of maintaining his status. The majority of the 

xtant records of his activities are land transactions. Like most of the 



sapeake' s wealthy planters, he operated a store, but he also owned a fleet 

ships (Preston 1972). His will, written shortly before his death in . October, 

9, cove rs 16 folio pages (Maryland Hall of Records, Wills, liber 28, fols. 

-481). His obituary and funeral notice emphasize his wealth, and his gener-

On the Eleventh Instant Died, at his Seat on Wye River in Queen 
Anne's County, RICHARD BENNETT, Esq.; in the Eighty-third year of 
his Age, generally lamented by all who knew him. As his great For-
tune enabled hi m to do much good, so (happily for many) his Inclina
tion was equal to his Ability, to relieve the indigent and destressed, 
which he did very 1 iberal ly, without regarding of what Party, Religion 
or Country, they were. As he was the greatest Trader in this Province, 
so great Numbers fell in his Debt, and a more merciful Creditor could 
not be, having never deprived the Widows or Orphans of his Debtors 
of a Support; and wh en what the Debtors 1 eft, was not sufficient for 
that purpose, frequently supply 1d the deficiency. His 1 ong Experience 
and great Kn owl edge in Business, as we 11 as his known Candor and gen
erosi ty, occasioned many to apply to him for Advice and Assistance, 
and none were ever di sappointed of what was in his Power, and several 
were by his means, extricated out of great Difficulties. He was al -
ways solicitous to prevent Differences among his Neighbors, and to 
reconcile such as he could not prevent. In short, nothing gave him 
so much pleasure as doing humane and benevolent Actions; and it may 
be truly affirm'd, that by his Death, the poor and needy have lost 
their greatest Friend and Benefactor. (Maryl and Gazette, Oct. 18, 
1749). 

On Wednesday last was solemnized the Funeral of RICHARD BENNETT, 
Esq . of Wye River, in a very handsome and decent Manner, by the Dir
ection of his sole Executor, the Hon . Col. EDWARD LLOYD. Mr. Bennett, 
by his will, has forgiven above one hundred and fifty of his poor 
Debtors, and has made Provision for the Maintainance of many of his 
Overseers, and other Dependents; and settled a Sum of Money to be 
paid annua 11 y to the Poor of a Parish in Virginia; and done many other 
Acts of Charity and Munificence. He was supposed to be the Richest 
Man on the Continent; and as he died without Issue, he has, left the 
Bulk of his Estate to his Executor. (Maryland Gazette, Nov. 8, 1749). 

Bennett's will, aside from being impressively philanthropic, contains a 

references to the property then called Morgan's Neck. Bennett confirmed 

arrangement made by the elder John Rous by, as 11 the Land whereon I Owe 11 

lled Morgan I s Neck... I do hereby Give and Bequeath unto my Cousin John Rous

Son of John Rouseby Esq. 11 The size of the holding is evident by the proper-

es attached to it, including cattle, horses, sheep , hogs, and crops of tobacco, 



at, oats, 11 and other Grain, 11 not to rrention a dozen slaves and uncounted 

ldren . He narred, and specified bequests to, eight persons who lived in his 

sehold, and also an indentured servant. Evidently, the plantation on Mor-

's Ne ck was an excellent example of the busy and diversified establishrrent 

a wealthy Chesapeake planter. 

~rentheticall y, it is worth noting that Bennett left a goodly sum of mon

' 1;250, to young Rousby 11 to be laid out and Expended in a Decent House to be 

i1t Over the Grave-Yard and Burying Pl ace where my Dear Wife lays interred. 11 

ther the foundation now under excavation can be correlated with this struc-

re, or the one ordered by Frances Sayer, has yet to be determined. 

The survey begun in 1966 by John Ludlow, then, might have had a number of 

attempting to locate the Sayer-Bennett plantation. The diver-

should have had numerous outbuildings, such as animal shelters, 

storage, a well house, servants' quarters, and a main dwell-

house would be a substantial structure, perhaps the one-plus 

in the Sayer inventory, and artifacts associated with it should 

fleet the wealth of the inhabitants. Should contexts be isolated that would 

emonst rate change within the period of occupation (minimally 1670, when located 

on Herrman's map, to 1750, just after Bennett's death), the process of diversi-

ficat ion noted by historians might be discernable. Additionally, evidence of 

Crth~ic ism would be valuable, as the social position of Catholics in colonial 

Maryland would be an interesting problem to study from an anthropological per-

s~cti ve. A survey and excavation of the Bennett's Point area, then, held the 

potential of producing valuable socioeconomic data. 

The Excavations 

John Ludlow and his team began their examination of Bennett's Point on 

Sunday, September 18, 1966. Their initial approach was by use of a steel probe, 

in conjuncti on with shovel test pits. Ludlow's fiel d notes * record weekend 

*Actually, the field notes seem primarily to be the work of Mr. & Mrs. John 
Watkins, but for convenience are referred to as Ludl ow •s. 



ts through mid-November, resuming in March 1967 for a brief period and then 

n in May 1968. The notes include sketches of test holes and probe locations, 

explanat ions of findings. Most tests were excavated to determine the nat

surfaces indicated by the probe. Figure 2, redrawn from Ludlow's 

the test areas. 

In June, 1968, the team began another test, pit A, in an area where prob

reveal ed softer earth. This test was 40 inches in width, eventually reached 

was excavated to subsoil , 34 inches deep at the south 

. The deposit proved to be a very rich accumulation of secondary refuse 

ing to the eighteenth century. One more small test, number 10, was also 

vated before work ceased in early July. 

Ludlow 's team returned at the end of Mary, 1969, concentrating on the area 

the cemetery. A new set of small tests was begun, designated in series with 

lot) prefix. No materials from these tests are in the collec

on at the Maryland Geological Survey, and the field notes do not indicate 

at anyth ing other than brick and a single pipe bowl was found. These tests 

veal ed underground, vaulted brick crypts (which were not opened), and also a 

fo undation around the visible grave markers. 

In the following month, tests were placed in the beach (tests A, B) and in 

e area of the eroding foundation (tests I( 1), 1(2), 1(3) , 1(4)). A sketch if 

e latter group shows the relationship among them and to a sect i on of the foun

i t has not proven possible to locate them preci sely in the overall 

At sorre point during the summer, the system by which catalogue numbers 

re assi gned to the artifacts changed. Artifacts from the surface and tests 

ad evi den tly been assigned sequential numbers as they were found. This record 

s ke pt in an "artifact book", which, unfortunately, does not seem to be part 

f the records collection now at the Mary l and Geologi ca l Survey . 



The new system was applied to excavated materials, and applied retroacti

to t he earlier test pits. Artifacts from each provenience were given an 

("exca vation record"?) lot number. Each test unit received a number in se

ce, and levels or special proveniences in each square were distinguished 

For instance, test I(2), 0-6 11
, was given the catalogue number ER48;. 

10-14", ER48B, etc. These numbers were marked in the field notes 

on the collection bags, and on those artifacts which were washed and 

lled. Surface finds continued to be recorded sequentially in the artifact 

In Au gust, 1969, the team began a long-term, extensive excavation of the 

ndation whose east end was eroding from the bank of Icehouse Point. The 

sti gators established a new recording system, a grid of 10-foot squares 

sed on the system depicted by Noel Hume ( 1968 :80, 83). The Bennett• s Point 

ares were additionally divided into five-by-five quadrants, designated a-ct. 

square designations are superimposed on the site plan, Figure 3. 

The f irst square excavated was IBlOb, which revealed the southwest corner 

the fou ndation. (This square is actually IB15b on the final site plan.) 

second square was designated 1B12a, but seems to be IB12d on the final pl an. 

is squa re located the foundation toward the center of the north wall. In the 

nne r square, the bottom of the brick wall was found at 20 inches below the 

rface , and the second excavation proceeded t o a depth of 19 inches where it 

coun tered sterile clay. According to the field notes, no builder's trench 

s di sce rned in either square, al though one had been recorded in tests I( 1) 

)(3)(4). Bri.ck rubble made up much of the fill from approximately eight t o 

1 inches depth in each square. The season ended with the completion of IB 12a 

n Octobe r, 1969. 

Excavat ion resumed in May, 1970, with squares IB7b an·d Il38a , expanding to 

foundation. There is no need to continue a square-by-square 



i~ of the excavation; it will be sufficient to note that by the cessa-

f the project in 1973, the areas shown on the site pl an, pl us two cont i g

i~-by-fi ve squares to the northwest (IIC2lc and IIDlb), had been completed. 

revealed a trash deposit similar to that in pit A, perhaps an 

lation in a natural depression (see profi l es, Figure 6). Excavation 

on June 4, 1973, to make way for construction of a new suburban residence. 

most cases excavation proceeded by five foot squares, several 

were not subdivided. These units, excavated in 1972, were 189, 

and IB7. Some five-by-fives in the latter two squares had 

1970, however: IB7b, IB8a, and IB7d. It is not clear 

er these five-by-fives were backfilled and then re-screened in 1972, a 

lem wh ich will be discussed further in the analysis, below. 

A few comments are in order concerning the present interpretation of the 

As any archaeologist who has studied another's (or, often, his 

knows, occasional bits of information escape the record. The 

of Ludlow's notes has not been transcribed into more organized 

, as were the notes before 1972. Thus, several problems may be due simply 

Evidently the eastern portion of Icehouse Point, including all the exca

d areas covered by the grid, was a plowed field during the project. The 

t ment ion of plowzone in the excavation notes, however, occurred during 

on square IB7d, in August 1970. In this square, the plowzone was measured 

depth, beneath which was sterile yellow clay subsoil outside 

foundat ion. Elsewhere the plowzone is indicated to be up to 12 inches deep. 

top of the intact brick foundation also vary to some 

nt, but are generally eight to nine inches, presumably coincident with the 

e of the plowzone at those points. 
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Over much of the western part of the foundat i on, excavation uncovered an 

ntact , charred wooden floor. This is significant not only because of its im

lications for the manner of destruction of the house, but a 1 so because it 

represents the bottom limit of excavation in those squares. The 

~avati ons do not seem to have disturbed the floor or removed any floorboards. 

In IB8, the floor lay at 10 inches below surface, and the soil above it was 

single zone. Square IB9 was removed in two units, 0-3 inches and 

also comprising a plowed zone. It is assumed in this analysis 

that t he charred floor was the base of the pl owzone, and that no art if act found 

•on" the floor can be presumed to be in situ. In most squares, in fact, the 

bottom limit of the square was the base of the pl owzone, as indicated by either 

the fiel d notes or the bag labels (see below, analysis section). Certain fea

tures were dug to greater depths, of course. 

The importance of these details is in the interpretation of non- or sub

~o~one contexts. The best, or least-likely disturbed, contexts were in the 

sub-fl oor rectangular pits on either side of the H-shaped hearth, designated 

eisterns I-IV in the field. Cistern I, in IB7d, reached a depth of seven feet 

four inches below surface; cistern II, in IB7d and IB8c, seven feet two inches; 

cistern III, in IB14, seven feet nine inches. The .depth of cistern IV, also 

in !814, is less clearly noted, but apparently reached to seven feet seven 

inches below surface. Further discussion of specific contexts will be reserved 

for the analysis section, below. 

Two final problems involve the comparison of the field sketches with the 

final site plan, Figure 3. The reinterpretation of the grid designations of 

the firs t two squares excavated, IBlOb ( =15b) an d IB12a { =12d), has been men

tioned. There was little difficulty in these squares, since the sketches and 

the site pl an matched quite we 11 . However, the sketches for IB7b, IB8a, IB7d, 

and IB8c--recording the excavation of cisterns I and II--do not quite match 



site plan. The grid seems to have been displaced a foot or two to the 

heast when the field team returned to the site after uncovering the two 

terns. Artifact distributions discussed and illustrated in the following 

tioo place the materials from these squares as though they coincided with 

squares as drawn on the site plan. 

The last problem has to do with measurements within squares. The first 

tion of a balk is found in the notes on square IB7d, when the balk was re

d. Ifl other squares, certain measurements of lengths or diagonals do not 

up to those of five-by-five or ten-by-ten squares, and may relate to balks. 

are inconsistent. In the following analysis, it is assumed 

eventually removed, and that the investigators took care 

assi gn the proper catalogue numbers to each provenience. 

Analysis 

The collection housed in the Division of Archeol ogy, Maryland Geological 

rvey, is in the same condition as when it was transferred from the control of · 

low 1s team. The artifacts are contained in a number of boxes, of various 

Some materials have been washed and labelled, others remain 

washed in the bags which received them in the field. There is no order to 

e manner of storage. Some 1 abbe 11 ed art if acts are grouped by provenience 

of which had evidently been part of an exhibit, were 

ntermin gled in a jumble of proveniences. 

Thi s analysis, in the spirit of true conservation (Margalef 1968), did not 

system. Each box was examined in turn and its contents re

number or provenience as marked on the artifacts or bags. 

ags of unwashed materials were sorted, and artifacts washed only when neces

ary for identification. As the bulk (and heft) of many bags was taken up with 

ressed limestone, brick rubble, mortar and plaster, to wash these materials 

as not deemed an efficient use of available time. 



The long list of materials from the boxes was condensed by cross-matching 

catalogue numbers and proveniences, compiled from the field notes, the art if act 

labe ls, and the bag labels. This effort was, all in all, fairly successful. 

~ly five squares could not be matched to catalogue numbers, while no catalogue 

(ER) number is without a provenience. Twelve small bags of artifacts could not 

with either a catalogued provenience or a lot number, but only 

five of these seem to be associated with the main excavation. Three of the 

latter can be located on the site pl an with some probability, but their pro

ven iences may cross square 1 ines. 

Table 2 lists the materials identified in the collection, in order of the 

ER numbers . The explanation and key to the format were given in Chapter 2. 

proveniences are not represented in the collection. Personal communi

from Tyler Bastian and several of the project participants indicate 

that a number of special artifacts, notably coins and silver or pewter, were 

retained by project members. Hints as to some of the missing items are found 

in the field notes, and will be mentioned where appropriate. 

One valuable source of information included _with the project records is 

a letter from Ivor Noel Hume ( 1971) to Mrs. John Watkins, concerning his exam

inat ion of a set of artifacts from pit A, the foundation area, and the beach 

along Icehouse Point. Es_pecially as Noel Hume referred to catalogued speci

roons which were identified in this analysis, his- letter proved to be quite ed

ucati onal, and has been exploited shamelessly in the following discussion. 

This discussion will deal first with the various provenience groups, then 

with special contexts within the foundation. More general comments on the en

tire collection will follow. Tab le 3 presents the artifact counts for the pro

venience groups, as tal 1 ied from Table 2. 

Gene ral surface 

11 General surface 11 materials, in this analysis, include all those labelled 

with non-ER numbers , i.e. those which were recorded in the artifact book. There 



are, however, two major problems with analysing them as a group. The first is 

that, while numbers noted on artifacts ranged well above 1200, fewer than 800 

specimens were found in the collection. Second, materials from pit A and other 

tes ts were originally recorded in the artifact book. Although most excavated 

mater ials were later reassigned to ER lots, none of them seems to have been 

relabelled. Thus, pit A and test materials are. included in the "general sur

face 11 list , but without the artifact book they are impossible to separate from 

the surface mate ri a 1 s. 

In spite of the problems of representativeness, it is interesting to note 

that the Binford pipestem date of the general surface collection is 1735.85, 

and the South cera1T1ic date (delft=l700) is 1739.37, which dates are surprisingly 

close. Since no pearl ware was identified in the collection, it seems reason

able to remove whitewares from the ceramic total (assuming them to be later 

intrusions) , and the resulting South ceramic date is 1721.13. However, using 

a 1750 median date for delft brings the South date back to 1735.08, extremely 

close to the pipestem date. The earlier date is further from the pipestem 

date, but closer to the median for the postulated minimal 1670 to 1750 span of 

occupation for the Sayer-Bennett pl an tat ion. Ten sherds of North Devon grave 1-

tempe red ware and two shsherds which resemble North Devon sgrafitto (Noel Hull'e 

1969 :105) suggest that such an initial date may not be unreasonable, while two 

creamware sherds indicate that the occupation may have lasted into the 1760 1 s. 

Perhaps the most notable artifacts from the surface collection are four 

11black11 glass wine bottle seals bearing the initials RB (Figure 7). These con

stitute arguments in favor of identifying the occupation with Richard Bennett 

(cf. Noe l Hume 1969:61). 

Test hol es 1..: 12 

Test holes 1 through 12 are the small, exploratory pits dug by Ludlow•s 

team to investigate anomalies found by probing. Like pit A materials, these 



have been entered into the artifact book, and only later as

signed ER numbers (and not relabelled?). The only materials identifiable with 

a te sthole were found in a box with a tag labelled "Hole #9a. 11 Table 4 summar

izes the information in the field notes about each test. These is no mention 

in field notes or artifact labels. 

The artifacts from test hole 9a, ER 15, are included in table 2. The sam

ple is quite smal 1, but based on the brown stoneware sherd and the preponder

ance of blown black glass, the materials may be associated with the chiefly 

eighteenth-century occupation represented by the general surface collection. 

most or all of these materials are probably from a plowzone context. 

As noted above, pit A materials were labelled with artifact-book numbers, 

and though later assigned to ER numbers 16 to 33, apparently were not relabel

led. Numbers for pit A materials noted in the field notes range from the 320's 

Probably many of these numbers can be matched with labelled artifacts 

in the collection, but time constraints, and the unlikelihood that the final 

result could be shown to be representative of the pit A excavation, argued 

agai nst the attempt. 

One of the more spectacular sets of records in the MGS collection is a 

series of drawings of artifacts (Figures 9-16). All specimens but the fork, 

Figure 16, apparently were recovered from pit A. These exce 11 ent illustrations 

are signed "Stump 1 72 11 and are drawn on stationery bearing the name E. Charles 

Stump III, who was mentioned in the field notes as an excavator. 

In the absence of an authoritative 1 i st of the materials that were recov

ered from pit A, the best source of information is Noel Hume's (1971) 1 etter 

to Mrs. Watkins. Noel Hume estimated the date of deposition at ca. 1740-1760, 

probably closer to the 1 atter date. Items manufactured quite a bit earlier 

were also present, including some dating back to the late seventeenth century. 
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l Hume identified a pair of ember tongs (Figure 9?), a portion of a copper 

lay spigot, turned lead fragments which may indicate casement windows (but 

ich may have been merely waste lead), and various pieces of ceramics and glass 

ich were consistent with a late-seventeenth to mid-eighteenth-century occupa-

ion . Although Noel Hume did not mention creamware, one sherd is listed in the 

eld notes from a depth of 19 inches, suggesting a deposition date in the 

before. 

Another unusual object that was recovered from pit A was a corked black 

lass wine bottle, still containing liquid . . Ludlow had the liquid contents 

alysed, and his report on the results is presented in Appendix A. Briefly, 

e analysis indicated that the contents were almost pure water, in spite of 

n observed odor of cider. Probably the original contents were diluted or 

eached by ground water. 

Although numerous partial sketches were included in the field notes, no 

or profile of pit A was ever compiled. At least one intrusive 

a button, a disintegrating pewter spoon, and pipe fragments, 

a concentration of bones designated a "bone bundle" in the 

pit A may be interpreted as a secondary refuse deposit, 

with date of deposit in the 1760's. Whether this was a deliberately excavated 

trash pit, a natural depression, or perhaps a dump area north of the original 

bank, i s not c 1 ear. 

Squares IIC2lc-IIDlb 

The excavation of these squares (hereafter referred to as IICD) was men

tioned briefly above, and profiles were presented in Figure 6. The materials 

from th is provenience in the MGS collection are listed in Table 2, ER 76 and 77. 

Square IIC2lc was excavated in five arbitrary levels, and reached a depth 

of 34 inches. The paucity of art if acts i dent ifi able as coming from the lower 

four level s suggests that part of the sample is missing or was overlooked. 



was excavated in five levels also, plus a separate 11 sand feature 11 

Judging by the profile sketch, this square seems to have been ex

ated to a depth comparable to that of the former. Aside from the pl owzone, 

artifact-bearing deposit apparently was fairly homogeneous. 

Two sherds of whiteware are included in the artifact counts, one from each 

ue. The sherd from IIC21c is clearly from the plowzone. The sherd from 

identification as whiteware is questionable, and it 

not unmistakeably from a sub-plowzone context. Since no pearlware was iden

arguing against continuity through the late eight

centuries, whiteware will be regarded as intrusi~e 

this analysis. 

Creamware constitutes a very small percentage of the collection, but five 

in level 4 of IIDlb, indicating a fairly secure context within 

The Binford date for the pipestems is 1724.62, and the South cer-

1711.27 (delft=1700; 1744.32, delft=1750). Like pit A, the dat.e 

f depositi on of IICD may be estimated in the early 1760's, based primarily on 

e few sherds of creamware. Occupation of the area, however, may have begun 

s early as the late seventeenth century, as evidenced by 27 sherds of North 

van gravel-tempered ceramics and six (possible) North Devon sgrafitto. 

Several special artifacts from these squares deserve mention. One RB wine 

of the same design as those in the 11 general surface 11 collection, 

of each square, and a third in level 4 of IIDlb. 

seal bearing a heral di'c device was found in the latter le

artifacts include a jew's harp, a teardrop-shaped ball of 

lead, two iron buckles, a silver or pewter button, a copper button, a copper 

coin (no legible inscription), a straight pin, and a red tubular glass bead. 

Large numbers of dressed stone fragments, mortar fragments, iron nai 1 s, and 

animal bone were al so present. 



In sum, this area would seem to be a refuse deposit which accumulated in 

whether a natural or artificial (e.g., borrow pit) depress-

is uncertai n. 

Materials from the foundation are divisible into two groups. The first 

from tests 1(1)(2)(3)(4), and constitutes only a small 

group is the main collection from the extensive excavation. 

As noted previously, tests (1-4) cannot be located precisely on the site 

an. Test I(l) was measured from the base line, but as the base line was la

r resu rveyed, there is too much margin for error to be certain of its loca

ion. The relationships of the tests to each other are shown in Figure 17. 

tren ches revealed the foundation of one of the long walls of the 

The artifact tallies from tests I(l-4) are listed in Table 2, ER 47-49, 

character of the sample is consistent with the collections 

lready described, the single whiteware sherd having been found in a plowzone 

ontext. White saltglazed stoneware includes one sherd of "scratch blue,'' 

llflile other special artifacts from these tests are two strai ght pins, a round

headed brass tack, and three lead scraps, one of which may be a casement frag

is mentioned in the field notes, but was not found in the col-

lection. 

Pi pestems number 33, and yield a Binford date of 1698.8. The South date 

calcul ates to 1728.55 (delft = 1700; 1736.61, delft= 1750) without the white

ware sherd. The very early date for the pipestems may reflect the contents of 

the buil der's trench, mentioned in the field notes but not recorded as a separ

ate provenience. The presence of a creamware sherd indicates a post-1760 ter

minal depositi on, while two sherds of North Devon gravel-tempered ware suggest 

an occupation beginning in the late seventeenth or early eighteenth century. 



The best summary of the excavation of the foundation is the site plan, 

re 3. A total area of over 1200 square feet was excavated, equivalent to 

fi~-by-fi ve-foot squares plus a pair of wedges in OA19a and IB2b. 

The site pl an reveals a rectangular structure outlined by a brick founda-

, with a massive, H-shaped hearth in the center of the western half. The 

se is approximately four times as long as it is wide, circa 80 by 23 feet. 

central H-chimney is common in seventeenth-century construction (Noel Hume 

8:128) , with prototypes in East Anglia (Hewett 1969) and similar forms in 

Eng land (Kelly 1963:7-8; Brunskill 1978:106). Deetz (1977:96-97) discusses 

veral New England house sites with a 4:1 length:width ratio, one of which had 

hearths. One of Brunskill 1s (1978:107) house plans also contains two hearths. 

the Icehouse Point site, unfortunately, was terminated before the 

st end of the foundation could be investigated, and whether there may be 

is unknown. 

Noel Hume (1968:126-128L as a rule of thumb, that foundation width may 

ndicate the height of the house. The west half of the Icehouse Point struc

as a brick and a half wide, while the exposed sections of the 

two bricks wide. The former measurement, in Noel Hume 1s scheme, 

uggests a two-story frame or one story brick structure, wh i 1 e a two-brick 

foun dation could support a story-and-a-half brick structure with a basement. 

indication of a basement in the field notes , but at no point, evi

the excavation in the east half pursued to a depth that would ·10-

or without an eastern-half basement, the foundations indicate 

a structure of more than a single story. 

The most numerous category of construction material is the 11 dressed stone ,
11 

of which over 2500 fragments were counted ( a couple of batches, through over

sight , were not tabulated). These are fragments of limestone slabs, varying 

from about one-half to more than two inches in thickness. Several slabs are 



in situ in the site plan, around the hearth. Brick fragments are far 

in the collection, although brick rubble was encountered frequently 

It is possible that brick was not generally collected by 

since the dressed stone is equally bulky and still heavier, 

reason to keep the latter while discarding the former. 

Dressed stone also outnumbered brick in the collection from the deposit 

n IICD. Whether t hese limestone slabs were used primarily as facing on the 

house, or paving in and around the house, or other purposes, is 

It is worth noting, however, that similar limestone slabs are pre

stones in the cemetery. 

The most interesting, or at least the most identifiable, architectural 

atures are the "cisterns," two on each side of the hearth. These are rec

pits which reach to depths of over five feet below the 

cistern II is paved with limestone slabs. Noel Hume 

(1973), in a letter to John Ludlow, suggested that these pits be classified 

as root cellars, though he had not seen brick-lined examples. Elsewhere, Noel 

Hume (1968:132) states that root cellars "were sometimes nothing more than 

rectan gular holes of any size one had the energy to dig; others were carefully 

laid out and revetted with vertical timbers, wooden sheathing to the sides, 

and with board flooring." Root cellars would thus seem to be the most reason

able interpretation of the "cisterns" in the Icehouse Point site, root cellars 

which underscore the impression of substantial construction given by the wide 

foundations. 

Several features are marked on the plan that seem to be under-the-floor 

supports. Between the hearth and the south foundation wa 11 , Ludlow shows two 

lines of bricks. These may be supports for a heavily-used area of the floor, 

perhaps an entrance hallway. Two parallel lines are dotted in between the 

south wall and cisterns III and IV, apparently indicating supports below the 

floo r, but no explanation appears in the field notes. 



In the center of the foundation are two apparent floor supports, each ap

imately bisecting the floor plan. A short section of brick wall is very 

hly sketched in the field notes, but no information is recorded. Just east 

length of timber, described thus: 11 cleaned of 'center beam' of 

12 11 max. width, appeared to be a halftree laying with flat side up 11 

as added) . This would appear to be a floor joist, but no further data 

A small brick feature is depicted in the northwest corner of the founda-

~- This area was apparently excavated toward the end of the project. A 

rred board lay across the bricks on the east side of the feature. The fill 

is described as sandy clay mixed with mortar. The square 

on top of a flat limestone slab at an unrecorded depth. An 

the brick wall, in the southwest corner just above the limestone 

noted, but the excavators could not determine whether it was an in

ntional or accidental aperture. Ludlow, in his notes, suggested that this 

·ght be a sub-floor 11 strong box 11
• 

Two other groups or architectural materials are worthy of note. Plaster, 

ncluded for convenience with 11 mortar 11 in the artifact tallies, was well repre

nted. Also, approximately three dozen fragments of delftware tiles were in

luded in the collection. Two-thirds of the pieces bore purple and just less 

than a third had blue decoration, but none was large enough to identify a mo-

tif with confidence. Plaster and tile fragments afford some hint of the appear

ance of the interior of the house. 

The field notes for squares (Al9b and OA25b mention a 11 shell lense 11 to 

~e sou th of the foundation wall. Apparently no such layer was encountered in 

IA21a, just to the west. It is possible that there was a shell paveirent along 

part of the east side of the house, but too little testing was done to be sure. 



The artifact counts for the foundati on are presented in Table 2, ER 50-51, 

-59 , 62 -75, 78ff, and category totals are included in Table 3. The general 

aracter of the collection is quite consistent with the provenience groups 

ready discussed, and, in fact, the small sample from tests I(l-4) prove to 

surpri singly representative. The Binford date calculates to 1694.49, and 

South date to 1736.26 (delft+ 1700; 1743.08, delft= 1750). These dates 

orrespond quite closely to those from tests I(l-4), even to the very early 

ate for the pi pestems. 

Noel Hume (1971), in his letter to Mrs. John Watkins, provided some com

nts from the first foundation squares. He refers to a Roman coin labelled 

RSlB (square IB12a), which he already discussed in two previous (but unavail

This is apparently the coin he illustrates in his Rubbish vol-

1974:121). According to the field notes, the coin was found 

foundation, at a depth of 13 inches, with brick rubble and a 

Noel Hume (1971) also mentions a pewter button which seerred not to have 

been trimmed for use after removal from the mold. One such button with a 

matching catalogue number (ER51A) is indeed in the collection. Noel Hume fur

ther note s a polychrome rim fragment of delftware, suggesting that it might be 

a soap dish lid of circa 1720-40; a dipped white saltglaze handle fragrrent; a 

molded white saltglaze plate rim in the barley pattern; and a small piece of 

Nott ingham brown stoneware. These ceramics are consistent with the mid-eight

eenth-cen tury date indicated by the South ceramic formula (above). 

An examination of several lines of evi dence is necessary to estimate a 

termi nal date for the occupation. First, the lack of pearlware suggests an 

absence of activity in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, and 

that whiteware is intrusive into the assemblage. Only se ven sherds of white

ware were found in the foundation collection, and all are from certain or 



abl e (one she rd) pl owzone contexts. The small number of creamware sherds, 

ceramics, further suggests a terminal date not far into the 

The most extensive non-pl owzone contexts excavated are the four 11 cisterns 11 

root cellars. Cisterns I and II, ER 58 and 59 respectively, unfortunately 

represented by no materials in the collection. The artifacts from cistern 

I, ER648, include only three sherds of brown stoneware from which to infer a 

te, too small ( incomplete?) a sample to be of much help. 

Mate rials from the fourth cistern, ER64D, are more numerous. Charred 

oorboards extended across the top of cistern IV, sagging into it slightly. 

t thu s appears that the context was effectively sealed before or during the 

Nine sherds of creamware (of the 15 total for the foun

ation) were in the collection from cistern IV. It is unlikely, then, that 

e house was destroyed before circa 1762 (Noel Hume 1969:125). 

The South ceramic date from cistern IV is 1750.26. (No delft is in the 

collect ion from the cistern, obviating any manipulation of the median date for 

No pipestem date can be computed, as no stems were found in the col-

Nor were any sherds of black glass found, though three pieces of window 

and three of curved glass were noted. As pipe fragments and black glass are 

in every other collection, it is possible that those recovered from 

IV have been removed from the collection. The representativeness of 

this sample is thus suspect. The proportion of dressed stone is also relatively 

low, but the nail count is over 100, which suggests that this is not simply 

kitchen refuse in spite of a high bone count ( "animal bone" includes fish bone 

and crab claws), the presence of eggshell, and implements such as a fork and 

two spoon handles. 



The excavators noted differences in the construction between this cistern 

Cistern IV was missing bricks in its lining, had little 

.,rtar in its brick floor, and lacked the plastered interior of the other cis

terns . The fill resembled, according to the field notes, that of "a very sandy 

trash pit which {ha.QY considerable kitchen trash in it." The best interpreta

tion would seem to be that cistern IV was deliberately filled with refuse, pos

sibly scooped up from outside the house, shortly before the house burned or 

There are very few other contexts from the foundation which can be identi

fied as non-plowzone with any confidence, and the collection from none of these 

is extensive. For example, provenience unit ER50B, from 13-15 11 in IBlOb, was 

apparentl y below plowzone, but only three nails (of "lots" recorded in the 

field notes). a pair of brick fragments, and one piece each of mortar and ani

mal bone were found in the collection. A two-tined fork is mentioned in the 

field notes (but missing from the collection) at a depth of 13 inches in the 

inter ior of the foundation corner. The charred floor lay at a depth of 15 

inche s in this square. Provenience units ER50C and ER500, which might have 

been deeper, are not mentioned in the notes, and thus can be ascribed no more 

spec ificall y than to the square. 

Square IB12a apparently revealed the foundation wall at 11 inches depth. 

Provenience units ER51, 51A, and 518 include the fill above that depth. ER51C 

is recorded as including depths of 15 to 17 inches, and 510-F reached to 29 

inches, but very little material is found from these units in the collection. 

The gap in measurements also remains unexplained. 

A similar situation is found in all the other probable sub-plowzone units, 

that is, very few materials. These proveniences will simply be listed here: 

ER62A; ER63C; ER65A (probable)~ ER79A,B (probable)~ ER82A; and ER91 (probable). 

The total number of artifacts, particularly of ceramics~ from these units is 

quite sma 11 . 



There is a reference to a "trash cash" in the field notes, located just 

outsi de the foundation wall in IB2a (ER72B). The very rough sketch in the 

notes suggests a highly localized concentration of materials, and the artifacts 

fairly well with those tallied in the collection. Thirty

eight straight pins, of a total of 48 for the entire foundation, were recovered 

from t his feature. Aside from a laconic, ''Bottom down 16" from corner," no 

description of feature size, shape, or fill is available, nor is there any in

that the feature fill might have been different from the surrounding 

It is in sum quite difficult to interpret any behavioral significance 

"cache". 

A special note should be made of unit ER63F, in IB9. This unit is listed 

as being in an area "west of stair case, south of chimney base, no. of south 

wa ll , 11 and was excavated during the 1 ast frantic day of the project. No des

cri pt ion of this unit, other than the above notation in the provenience record, 

can be found in the field notes. The datum which especially indicates that 

thi s was a sub-plowzone context is the relatively intact condition of two cer

amic artifacts, a polychrome-enamelled white saltglaze cup (Figure 8) and a 

large fragment of a creamware plate (no photo available). which comprises over 

half the pl ate. Both pieces are broken, but neither is in the fragmentary con

di ti on normally associated with plow-disturbed materials. There is also a 

bottom corner of a case bottle from this unit. 

Ludlow referred to a staircase or probable staircase several times in the 

notes, indicating the area south of the H-chimney. The reason for this iden

tificat ion is not stated. Unfortunately, at no point are the field notes de

ta iled enough concerning the staircase, or the unit ER63F, to interpret the 

deposits . 

Although few special proveniences are identifiable, several smal l cate-

gories of artifacts should prove helpfu l in interpre tin g the site. Nine sherds 



of polychrome-enamelled white saltglaze were recovered from the foundation. 

includin g the large portion of a cup (or tea bowl) and the six mendable 

cup (Figure 8), were found in IB9, and two sherds came from 

generally small amounts in which enamelled white saltglaze 

(Miller and Stone 1974:72) and to the fact that most pieces were sold 

of matched sets (Mountford 1971:59), these sherds would seem to be 

indi cators of expensive tastes. 

One wine bottle seal bearing the initials RB was recovered from square 

It is of identical design to those already described from the surface 

and from IICD, directly linking the three provenience units. 

Finall y, a pewter or whitemetal button from which the flashing had not 

been trimmed, as noted by Noel Hume (1971), has already been mentioned. This 

specimen was recovered in square IB12a (ER51A). Four other, nearly identical 

buttons were al so found in the collection: two from cistern IV (ER640) and one 

each from IB2a (ER72A) and IA22d (ER79). These buttons conform to South's 

(1964) type 11, defined in a second- and third-quarter eighteenth-century con

text. To infer from the untrimmed flashing, a resident of the site may well 

ha ve been manufacturing these buttons for household use. 

In sum, except for the (possibly incomplete) sample from cistern IV, the 

materials from the foundation excavation must be interpreted primarily as plow

zone deposit s. The few probable sub-pl owzone, non-cistern contexts are repre

sented by few materials and, generally, are not clearly described in the notes. 

General patterns in the whole collection, then, especially in comparison to 

patterns in the other provenience groups, are more likely to offer interpretive 

data than are definable contexts. 

Discussion 

Perhaps the first question which should be addressed is the initial his-

tor ical one, whether this site may be identified as that of the Peter Sayer-Richard 



Historical records summarized above place Richard Bennett 

on Bennett's Point. Bennett's will states that Morgan's Neck was the land 

whe re he dwelt, and the 1735 resurvey of the neck unmistakeably refers to the 

~~el now known as Bennett's Point. Elizabeth Rousby Bennett having inherited 

from the Sayers, it follows that the latter couple was also associated 

land. It is possible that the Bennetts built the house, since the 

Saye r dwe 11 ing indirectly described in the inventory is not stated to be on 

Morgan's Neck, but the fact that Herrman's map shows a plantation on the point 

in 1670 argues for a Sayer occupation. 

The time span represented by the artifact collection from the Icehouse 

~ttom site roughly matches the Sayer-Bennett tenure. A few late seventeenth

cen tury pieces, including North Devon ceramics (which could al so have arrived 

afte r 1700) and special artifacts identified by Noel Hume (1971), are found in 

the collection, while other artifacts, notably ceramics, indicate continuity 

into the third quarter of the eighteenth century, or until shortly after Richard 

Bennett's death. The floor plan of the house, while not an infallible indica

tor , al so suggests a seventeenth-century construction. 

Several signs of wealth are apparent, which would further support an as

soc iation with planters such as Sayer and Bennett. The house structure is 

qui te a substantial one, and would easily fit the two-story dwelling described 

in t he Sayer inventory. Expensive ceramics, in particular the enamelled white 

saltglaze, indicate well-to-do occupants. Several coins and pewter artifacts, 

as indicated by the field notes and i 11 ust rations (Figures 10-12, 14, 15) , are 

also likely to have belonged to the higher class of planters. 

The most direct tie between the artifacts and the occupants, however, is 

in the form of eight black glass \'line bottle seals _bearing the initials RB. 

Seals bearing the initials of the customer were common in the colon i al period 

(Noe l Hurne 1969 :61). RB seals were found on the surface, in the foundation, 



and in the trash deposit at the Icehouse Point site. The combination of seals 

with Richard Bennett•s initials and of the above lines of evidence argues strong

ly for identification of this site as Bennett•s, and by extensi on Sayer•s , home. 

More general observations on the assemblage may place the site , and its 

inh abitants• activities, in broader perspective. Distribution plots of several 

artifact categories over the area of the foundation are presented in Figures 

18 to 22. In those squares which were excavated as 10-foot units (!89, !813, 

1814), the total for the square was quartered and plotted by five-foot quad

rants. In the two other 10-by-10 1 s, however, quadrants had previously been 

excavated: IB8a, IB7b, IB7c. These latter squares have been plotted with the 

11 no data 11 symbol (?), and the total for each 10-by-10 has been divided and plot 

ted according to the number of remaining quadrants in the unit. Materials from 

sealed cistern IV are not included in the distribution for IB8, but all other 

proveniences are included in their proper squares. 

The distributions in Figures 18 to 22 show few differences in overall pat 

tern among the artifact categories. Consistently, a clear peak in frequency 

is seen in IA22d. Lesser rises occur in the northwest corner of the excavati on, 

and in the southeast in squares IA2la and OA25b. In the isolated squares fur 

ther to the southeast, the more southerly square, OA14d, is consistently high. 

The area over the hearth generally has a low frequency of materials. Most of 

these squares, of course, were essentially averaged over their 10-by-10 1s. An 

apparent rise at or near IBld, midway up the east side of the excavation, is 

difficult to interpret due to the lack of data for the squares immediately t o 

the south. 

Most squares of highest frequency are t hose with the most area outside the 

foundation wa 11 s. This may reflect an out-of-doors refuse scatter, as opposed 

to the relatively clean living quarters inside. The apparent peak at IBld , of 

course, most clearly seen in the nail distribution (Figure 21). does not f i t 
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No other artifact category rises so prominently in this area, 

nails may be somehow associated with the half-log joist lying 

parallel to the length of the house, this distribution remains an anomaly. 

South ( 1977 :48) has defined the Brunswick pattern of refuse disposal, in 

whi ch refuse deposits around eighteenth-century British-American structures 

ue concentrated near entrances. It is possible that the consistently high 

concentration of materials in IA22c indicates that a doorway was nearby. Only 

a few comparably extramural squares were excavated, however. Squares IA21b and 

M14b, both south of the foundation, contain generally high frequencies of mat

erials, but not as high as IA22c. By contrast, IB12a, north of the foundation, 

shows a rise only in the ceramics. 

A number of seventeenth-century floor plans with central H-shaped chimneys 

cootain entrances next to the hearth, especially in New England (Hewett 1969: 

111 ; Kelly 1963:7-8). Brunskill (1978:106) describes this central-fireplace 

11 family 11 of floor pl ans for both New Engl and and Lowland Engl and; they tend to 

have "the main entrance at the junction ... where fireplace jambs and outer 

wa ll form a little lobby." Two rows of bricks between the hearth and the foun

da tion wall, in the Icehouse Point site plan, may have been floor joists, and 

pe rhaps demarcated the "little lobby." 

Refuse from a doorway next to the chimney may be reflected in the high 

counts of artifacts in IA22c. Unfortunately no other. five-foot units near the 

possible doorway were excavated. With so few squares whose data might support 

or controvert this idea, the placement of a doorway south of the chimney must 

be offered only as an hypothesis. 

No clear pattern has emerged in the distributions, particularly none which 

wou ld indicate differential use of space within the structure. Problems of 

representativeness of the data may be a large reason. Materials from some pro

venience units and also various special artifacts are missing from the collection. 



~rther, the area of the excavation is quite irregular, and nearly half of the 

wnti guous squares were dug as 10-by-lO's rather than five-by-fives, adding 

difficulty to the recognition of patterns which may have existed. Finally, it 

to expect patterning to be evident within so small an area 

in plowed deposits. 

South (1977) has recently proposed a different approach to pattern recog-

nit ion, based on percentage profiles of functional art if act categories. This . 
method id intended for use primarily on whole-site assemblages, for inter-si te 

comparison. It may, however, prove interesting to compare proveniences within 

sites in search of significant differences. 

Table 5 presents the profiles for the major provenience groups of the Ice-

hou se Point site, plus cistern IV. Profiles were also compiled for squares 

IA22d , the peak square in the frequency distributions, and OA14d plus OA19b. 

The latter profiles were added to test the relationships of these probable re-

fuse areas to the refuse deposits of IICD and cistern IV. 

The profiles, however, are quite cons istent, with the glaring exception 

Cistern IV is slightly anomalous in the absence of tobacco pipe frag-

but the other categories are closely comparable to the rest of the foun-

dation profiles. By contrast, the profile for IICD shows a clear reversal of 

the first two categories, with Kitchen group materials heavily represented and 

Architecture group artifacts slightly fewer than 25%. (Following South {J977: 

95-9g, the Architecture group does not include building materials such as 

brick , dressed stone, or mortar; however, delft tiles were included in the 

cou~ts, though not mentioned on South's list.) 

By use of similar profiles, South (1977) has identified two recurring pat

terns. The Carolina pattern (British-Airerican doirestic) is characterized by a 

high percentage in the Kitchen group, while the Frontier pattern (outpost, espec

ially military) is most notable for the high representation of the Architecture 



Table 5. Icehouse Point site, artifact category profiles. 

group foundation I ICD I(l-4) cistern IV IA22d OA14-19 

ff 
)/ ff ff r O• # # OL # % 

lo JO ,0 

Kitchen 1234 24.8 1394 65.0 60 21. 7 36 23.8 76 18.4 78 29.7 

Architecture 3398 68.2 497 23.2 181 65.6 109 72 .2 281 68.0 154 58.6 

Furniture 4 0 .1 0 0 1 0.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Arms 10 0.2 1 0 2 0.7 0 0 2 0.5 0 0 

Clothing 71 1.4 6 0.3 2 0.7 4 2.6 3 0.7 0 0 

Personal 4 0 .1 1 0 0 0 1 0.7 0 0 0 0 

Tobacco pipe 228 4.6 238 11.1 30 10 .9 0 0 50 12 .1 30 11.4 

Activities 36 0.7 6 0.3 0 0 1 0.7 1 0.2 1 0.4 
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

TOTALS 4985 100.1 2143 99.9 276 100 .0 151 100 .0 413 99.9 263 100 .0 

Bone 556 10.0 707 24.8 17 5.8 140 48.1 27 6.1 28 9.6 



group , particularly of nails. According to predicted ranges for these two pat

terns (Table 5a), only IICD fits into the Carolina pattern, while the founda

tion profiles clearly belong to the Frontier pattern . 

Evidentl y, 11 identification 11 of the patterns within the site is of limited 

inte rpretive value. More important is to explain the difference between the 

~o provenience groups. The deposit at IICD would seem to be an accumulation 

of refu se from a 11 typical II British colonial occupation, that is, one that fits 

the Carolin a pattern. The high representation of the architecture group in the 

house area probably is due to the burning of the house, the rubble not having 

been disturbed except by plowing. The plowzone thus has a high proportion of 

a~hi tectural materials, mainly nails, mixed into the assemblage, which an un

disturbed midden such as IICD would not have. 

The cistern IV profile remains something of an anomaly. Assuming that 

black glass and pipestems have been removed from the collection, the profile 

can be adju sted for heuristic purposes. The black glass count in the founda

tion collection is approximately equivalent to the ceramic count, while in IICD 

black glass total is about 85% of the ceramic total. The percentages of pipe

stems average about 10% among the other profiles. Taking black glass equal to 

ceramics and pipestems at 10% of the total, an adjusted cistern IV profile can 

be suggested for comparative purposes (Table 5b) . 

This profile still falls within the Frontier pattern, again due largely 

to a high nai-1 count. The earlier explanation does not fit this case, as the 

cistern/root cellar apparently was sea led by floorboards during the destruction 

of the house. Nails , then, should not have been mixed into the sealed deposit 

as they did in the plowzone. Materials from cistern IV, particularly the cera

mics, were scattered among several boxes in the collection. It is likely that 

many of the ceramics went the way of the black glass and the pipestems, and 

that the col lection tallied-- and reflected in the profiles in Tables 5 and 5b-

simpl y is not representative of the feature. 



Table Sa. Pattern profiles. Table 5b. Adjusted cistern IV. Table 5c. Total profile.* 

group Carolina Frontier # % # % 

Kitchen 47 .5-78.0 10.2-45.0 66 32.8 2688 36.3 

Architecture 12.9-35.1 29.7-74.3 109 54.2 4076 55.1 

Furniture 0 - 0.7 0 - 0.5 0 0 5 0 .1 

Arms 0 - 1.:) 0 -15.6 0 0 13 0.2 

Clothing 0 - 8.5 0 - 6.9 4 2.0 79 1.0 

Personal 0 - 0.6 0 - 0.7 1 0.5 5 0 .1 

Tobacco 0 -20.8 0 -27.1 20 10 .1 496 6.7 

Activities 0.1- 3.7 0 -11.8 1 0.5 42 . 0 .6 
-

from South (1977:119, 145) 201 100 .0 7404 100 .1 

* Foundation plus IICD plus 1(1-4). 



In South's (1977) patterning scheme , bone is not included in the percen-

South does note, however , that bone ratios do occur in patterned 

Particularly, he suggests that a low bone/artifact ratio indi-

deposit near the house, while a high ration is found in refuse 

from the structure (South 1977: 47, 179ff). 

In Table 5, these ratios have been expressed as the percentage of bone in 

total of artifacts plus bone. Here the cistern IV and IICD per-

are strikingly higher than those of the other proveniences. Of course, 

above, the cistern IV collection may be significantly underrepresented 

and Tobacco artifact groups. If we adjust the cistern IV ratio by 

Architecture group to be 25% of the artifact total (close to that 

of IICD) , then the percentage of bone of the p0stul ated total becomes 24 .3%, 

qui te comparable to the IICD figure.* 

The difference, then, seems to be one of sealed deposits with high bone 

~rcentages, versus plowzone deposits with low bone ratios. Whether this is a 

matter of preservation or of South's (1977 :47) house lot-dump dichotomy is not 

clear, though both factors may be involved. 

In shorthand fashion, both the Binford pipestem and the South mean ceramic 

formulas are also methods of pattern recognition, tied more to the archaeologi

cal concept of horizon than to the cultural traditions investigated by the func-

tional group profiles. The Analysis, above, was somewhat complicated by the 

presentation of two ceramic dates for each provenience group . . :rt:le--re-a-sffl··for 

th-i-s -was noted i-n Chapter 2. In South's formula, the l ongevous delftware is 

assi gned a median date of 1650 for sites which were occupied during the seven-

teenth century, and 1750 for eighteenth-century sites. What, then, of a site 

whose median occupation date falls close to the turn of the century? By the 

*From Table 5, take 109=251; total artifacts=109x4=436; % bone=l40/436+ 
140=24. 3%. 



reasoning, delftware should perhaps take a middle-of-the-road value 

Use of either mid-century date could bias the mean ceramic date to

or the other end of the occupation. Another alternative might be to 

altogether as being too insensitive a time indicator, but this 

the interpretation when the date is compared to that of another 

site where delftware was included in the calculation. 

Table 6 presents the pipestem dates and three ceramic dates-- delft at 

1700, delft at 1750, and without delft-- for the major provenience groups. If 

consistency among the dates is the most desirable characteristic, then the set 

of dates with delft at 1750 might be considered the 11 best 11
• This set also pro

vi des a close match with the pipestem date for the general surface. But the 

cl osest match to the pipes t em date for IICD is the date computed without delft

wa re. On the grounds of reducing the "static" of an insensitive marker type, 

the latter set might be preferable. Yet the question of using a median date 

of 1700 for a site with a median occupation circa 1700 still nags. (It might 

be noted that all the ,etreamware sherds seemed referable to the earlier, "deeper 

ye llow" category, and ·1771 median date for creamware as used in these calcula

t ions.) 

None of the ceramic dates approaches the pipestem dates for the foundation 

and tests I(lft4). This is interesting especially since the two pipestem dates, 

in spite of so 1 imited a sample in the tests, agree quite well. The closest 

match between the foundation and test ceramic dates is in the delft= 1750 set, 

bu t the variation among the foundation/test differences is so small as to make 

thi s criterion useless. 

By way of comparison, the collection from cistern IV contained no delft~ 

th us manipulation of the delft has no effect on the 1750 date. Originally the 

cistern date, the latest of all the computed dates, was thought to reflect a 

fill ing of the cistern relatively shortly before the house was abandoned. 



Table 6. Icehouse Point site, computed dates. 

ceramics ceramics ceramics 
pi pestems delft@ 1750 delft @ 1700 no de 1 ft 

Gen. surface 1735.8 1735.08 1721.27 1729 .30 

IICD 1724.62 1744.32 1711.27 1731.94 

I (1-4) 1698.8 1736.61 1728.55 1734.04 

Foundation 1694.5 1743.08 1736.26 1741.99 

Ci stern IV ------ 1750.26 same same 

Table 7. Icehouse Point site, percent of total ceramics for .certain types. 

creamware N. Devon gravel tempered sgrafitto 

Gen. surface l .68% 8 .40% 1.68% 

IICO 0.95 3 .67 0.82 

I(l-4) 2.22 4.44 6.67 

foundation 2.66 2.34 0.0 

Ci stern IV 30.00 0.0 0.0 



Corrment s above concerning the probable lacunne in the cistern IV collection, 

raise serious doubts about this interpretation. It might be noted, 

that the cistern IV sherds are included in the foundation dates, and 

removal of the cistern collection would be reflected in slightly earlier foun 

dation dates ( less than two years earlier in each case). 

Salwen and Bridges (1977) have proposed that mean artifact-manu facture 

dates must be used as interpretive tools in comparison with other dates, and 

other data. Vagaries is deposition, in intensity of occupation, perhaps in 

status and ethnicity, may affect the percentages of the ceramics in a site, 

and thus the "dates" computed by formula. 

Of first importance is to date the deposition of a context, foll owing 

which the occupation span represented by the materials in the deposit may be 

interpr~ted more fully. All of the provenience groups in the Icehouse Point 

site contain some creamware, no pearlware, and minor--assumed intrusive--white

wa re. Creamware constitutes a small percentage of the ceramics in each proven

ience group (Table 7), except in the probably unrepresentative cistern IV. 

Th is indicates that the occupation reflected by each assemblage continued into 

the 1760 1 s, but not late enough to allow the occupants to obtain, or at least 

to discard. large quantities of creamware. Particularly, creamware sherds be

low the plowzone in IICD, and in the apparently sealed context of cistern IV, 

provide a fairly secure terminus post quern which is in all probability not very 

much earlier than the end of the occupation. 

The initial date of the occupation is less cl early definable. Sherds of 

No rth Devon gravel-tempered ceramics, and sherds which resemble North Devon 

sg raffito (Noel Hume 1969:104) are assigned the earliest median manufacture_ 

dates of the ceramic types. Either could have been imported into the colonies 

as early as 1650 (Noel Hume 1969:104, 133), and the latter ware is assigned a 

median date of 1710 (South 1977:211). In the general surface and I!CD collect ion 



the sg raffito ware makes up proportions quite as respectable as creamwa re . 

While no sherds of sgraffito were fo und in the main foundation collec ti on , 

specimen s are present in the tests. 

On purely ceramic grounds, then, a reasonable initial occupation date 

~~t be estimated at circa 1700. Estimating an occupation span of 1700 to 

1765 provides a median date of 1732.5. Se veral dates in Table 6, notably the 

set of dates computed without delftware, become quite reasonable, as do t he 

pi pestem dates for the general surface an d IIC D. 

Historic data, however, indicate tha t t he occupation began by 1670, accept 

ing that the temporal character of the col l ection , the wealth evident in the 

enamelled sal t glaze and the (missing) pewter and silver artifacts, and the 

eight RB wine bottle seals establish this s i t e as the Peter Sayer-Richard Ben

nett plantation. Noel Hume (1971) also da t ed several artifacts from the site 

to the seventeenth century. Ro undly es timating an occupation of 1665 ( Francis 

Sayer hav ing received t he property in 1663 ) to 1765, then, provides a median 

date of 1715. Only ·the ceramic dates fo r the general surface and IICD, with 

de lft at 1700, are reason able app roximations of this date. The foundation and 

test pipe st em dates rema i n consp icuou sly early. 

Perhaps a combination of f actors may be included in an explanation of the 

dates in Tab l e 6. Excavations arou nd t he foundation might be expected to yield 

materials f rom t he buil der's t rench, which, although noted, was not segregated 

as a context i n the field. Thus pi pestems from the very first activity in the 

houselot , construction of the house, might lower the date calculated for this 

da ta set-- as witnessed by t he pi pestem dates for the foundation and tests 

I( l-4). Since the builder's trench would have been effectively sealed before 

ho usehold activiti es were fair l y begun , early ceramics would not be expected 

to have a comparab l e i mpact on the dating tools. 

In .fact , ceramics might tend toward an opposite bias. As table ceramics 

such as white saltglaze were made in greater numbers, and as wealth in the 



u~ake (and probably the Bennett Point plantation) rose in the eighteenth 

tury , l ater tablewares would have been more available and thus more heavily 

re~nted in archaeological collections. Ceramic dates for the foundation 

a migh t well be slightly later than the median date of occupation, reflect

the numerical superiority of later ceramics. 

A general refuse deposit such as IICD, and a general surface collection 

at re presents a n,ixture of contexts, might be expected to reflect more accur

ly the entire occupation. The pipestem dates for these two groups of mat-

rial s actually run a bit late, compared to a 1715 median date. The ceramic 

~s based on delft at 1700 come fairly close to expectations, though, compar

the occupation median in the surface and IICD collec

bit later in the foundation area. It might be suggested, 

date of 1700 for a site whose occupation spans the turn of 

the eighteenth century is the most reasonable one to use. (The problems of 

this beforehand, however, may be formidable in an undocumented 

In sum, pattern studies of the Icehouse Point collection have been of var

Recognition of spatial patterns was limited, due largely to 

to a sample area which was too small and irregularly 

patterning. Artifact class profiles indicated a striking 

difference in the assemblages of the refuse deposit, IICD, and the foundation 

as a result of house destruction, significantly 

raising the nail count over the foundation . The bone ratio also was indicative 

of a di fference between sealed and plowzone deposits, but this may be due larg

favorable preservation in the plowzone. The artifact class profiles 

a reasonable suspicion that the collection from cistern IV was not 

representative of its context . Finally, a comparison and discussion of formula 

dating technique s suggested that employing a mean date of 1700 for delftware 



wl~d in the most useful set of ceramic dates for this site. Further com

rison of pipestem and ceramic dates will be reserved for Chapter 6. 

Seve ral conclusions have been presented in the foregoing pages, but most 

or buried in the discussion. They will be most concisely 

1. The foundation uncovered by the main excavation reveals a general floor 

an which is quite consistent with a seventeenth-century date of construction. 

e width of the foundations indicates a substantial structure, probably one 

d a half or two stories in height. 

2. The artifact assemblages from the foundation, the refuse deposit at 

ICD, founda tion tests I(l-4), the general surface collection, and refuse pit 

(judgi ng by Noel Hume's Ll97ij comments), are associated with a single major 

date ranges of the assemblage indicates an occupation from the 

to the third quarter of the eighteenth centuries. 

3. The deposit r vealed in IICD is a refuse accumulation which reflects 

st or all of the occupation. Charred floorboards indicate that the house 

burned, and high nail counts in the foundation excavations are the result of 

by the plow. Evidently, very little of the house 

its destruction. Cistern IV, sealed by charred floor

filled shortly before the destruction of the house. Al

though the co1lection studied is probably not representative of the cistern 

the assemblage and the sandy nature of the fill suggest deliberate 

of the fill dirt from a refuse deposit much like that of IICD. Cream

collection from cistern IV serves as a terminus post quern for the 

of the house. 

4. The presence of creamware implies that the occupation lasted into the 

1760's, but the relatively small quantities of the ware, normally plentiful 



later 1760 1 s and 1770 1 s, suggest a terminal date fairly early 

5. Historical evidence tying Richard Bennett to Bennett•s point, and the 

of the time span and probable wealth indicated by the artifacts plus 

RB wine seals, allow identification of this site with the plantation 

manor of Peter Sayer and Richard Bennett II I. 

6. On both historical and artifactual data, a period oc occupation for 

the house may be suggested as circa 1665 to 1765. 

7. Few data were recovered that illustrate the special nature of the 

Chesa peake plantation in the colonial period. Several matching buttons, app

arent ly newly removed from the mold, suggest on-site manufacture, very slim 

indications of the diversity and self-sufficiency of the plantation community. 

Undoubtedly more thorough investigation of the whole area of Icehouse Point 

would have revealed numerous outbuildings and thus the complexity of the Sayer

Bennett community. Unfortunately, the project was terminated before such con

texts could be 1 ocated and explored. 

8. Artifact category profiles of the refuse deposit, IICD, implys that 

the Carolina Artifact Pattern proposed by South ( 1977) may be applicable to 

the col onial Chesapeake region. High nail counts in the foundation area, due 

to the destruction of the house, resulted in category profiles which fit South 1 s 

Frontier Pattern. It is evident that simple 1'recognition" of a defined pattern, 

is, as South (1977:160) points out, only a very preliminary step in explaining 

the archaeological record. Since the total site assemblage, foundation plus 

tests I(l-4) plus IICD, (Table Sc) also fits the Frontier pattern, the "mili

tary outpost•• rationale behind this pattern as defined must be applied with 

extreme caution. 

It must be re-emphasized that this analysis has been very preliminary. 

Much work remains to be done with the Bennett•s Point collection, especially 



of detailed artifact identification. Some minor mending of ceramics 

done, but further work, resulting in vessel reconstructions and counts, 

quite valuable. Groups of artifacts which were mentioned most summar-

as nails, dressed stone, mortar and plaster, may be divisible 

into informative types (e.g., at least three thickness categories of dressed 

stone probably can be recognized, and spatial studies of the groups may be in

forma tive). All comments about patterns must be weighed against the gaps in 

the collection, but the quantities of artifacts missing are probably not large 

~ou gh to affect greatly the few general patterns which have been perceived . 



Provenience 

A!'-l,'\LYSIS Or Tile CO, ri f:i ;l) OF A BOTTLE 
_FC_~~~D Ot-.J_Bl:t'-ll'i:-'.n 'S f'()I r--n I MARYLAND 

The bottle (Item 646) wcis found lying on its side in a trash pit 
(dc~ignated Pit A, L-3) in the field oi lcchc,use Point of the Bennett's Point 
penimL'l,_1 on Ju~1:) 1, 1968 by J. Terrence Ludlow and M-.Jr}' H. Wa~kin~. The 
uppe,most side cf the bottle was 18 inches belov, tre surfocc of the ground. 

Bottl e Dc~criptio,, 

The gcrE:ral condition of !he bot,le was very good with only a 
minor surfoc('· pali11u wf,ich revPolec! :;evc:·t~I swi, Is in the glass which are proLably 
a result· of variatic,ns in composition of the criginal metal. The bottl -:::! is 8.94 
inches higl,; the: neck, to the be;9i1,ni119 of thr· ~.houlc.lcr, is 4.0 inches long cmd 
the minirnurr./n~1.,<ir1:um diarnet0rs of 1·h0. h<;dy aie 4.60/4.73 inches. (See allached 
Figure.) Tr1e c,">!k is about 0.5 inch bek,w the top of the neck ond only alx,ui 
O • .S Inch long. The gc-ncra l shctpo of the bottle is similar to that of the 17.Si::, 
specin,cn ~'.1own 011 page> 66 by I. Novi Hurne, "A Guide to Artifads of Colonial 
A,ne1icc,," 1970. Ther0 is also a rc~·)rnblcnce to th8 173'1- and 1739 shoi=)0S shown 
on p~19e 65. Ti.•Js, the bottle was p:obably made in th0 Sl:cond 01 ('orly thi1cJ 
quart":· of the t:a~;htc,:nih centi.J:"/. 

Tl,e liquicl level ;n \-11n bo:tle wc.s about one kdf inch belo'N 
th(: neck when k.ur.d cmcl , until the ancdy~i~, the b0ttlc- wos stored on its side 
to prevc~nt 1!.:..> cork fr on• dr1·ins e;ut cmcJ shr;nking . 

Analysis _of C oril~nt" __ 

The contents wc:re analysed by Dr. W. L. Truett and associates 
of the Du[Jont Co~npany on Aug:.;5t 11, 1970. A 1120 (0.9 mm OD) 5.5 inch hy
pod0rmic r·,8ecil~ could not be pushed thrcufJh the cork with gcnt·le pressure 
bcc:,:1U:,c of hc,r<' ckr),J.it:, on the cork sui"fw::e. Tf1c surface was penetrated with a 

1/32 inch t\·, ist bi i in a l1011d d, i 11. lhC' cr,rk was block. and qui tc friable. The 
needle wci~ i: .~c,;t~d below the liquid 1...-:'.'C, I Vlfith the hott!e Uf)right and u 15 ml 
smnp!e we.~ wi1l-.drow11 withoul shukin~) t!1c. ·.:un t·::11ts. 

foe: liq •.1:cl 'NOS j1Jsi vi!.>ih!/ t,.1rhid ond sliJhtly reddish ar.,ber in 
cokir. it :mellecl d::f:1ctly lib: cici,::;r to ,cve:xcl L'n,:.ooc:,-:!d ol.JS(\rvers. It wcs 

nr.t tuslL~rl r?· :·::i-s 1•r.is I,. ·n 15(' of th'- ti111.''' t(1in '! uf whot tl1" cc·nL)nts miz;hl b~. 
it v,c-, imt<,.-J 011 Jcnunry 15, l9 7 i and c:hcrocti·;i·,:cd by thrC'e individu::ils o~. 

k1s1;119 "Iii..~, v,~t...1. ,. i!ic srrn:11 ,,cis sli~ht !:,' souri$h w,d tc:~crnblcd that of apple!>. 
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The pH of the liquid was barely on the acid side as shown by the 
value of 6 obtained with pHydrion paper. The presence of a very small amount 
of acid or carbon dioxide could give such a pH value. 

The infra-red (IR) spectrum obtained with a standard rock s~lt 
prism on a Perkin Elmer No. 221 instrument was that of water with no indications 
of organics present. The sensitivity to organic compounds is such that less than 
1-5% would not be detected. 

A nuclear magnetic resonance (NMR) spectrum obtained on a 60 
megahertz Vmian Corp.instrument indicated only water. The sensitivity to organic 
materials is such that, if present, they were below the 1% level. 

The most sensitive assay for the more volatile organic compounds 
(eg.methyl or ethyl alcohol, acetic acid, ethyl acetate etc.) was run with a high 
sensitivity, gas chromatographic column (6 1 Polypak column) at 130°C. The only 
volatile found aoain was wal-er. The presence of volatile organic compounds at a 
level of greater than 0.01% would have been detected. 

The ash content of the sample was about 1000 ppm (0 .005 g ash 
for o : ml sample). An emission spectrographi c analysis of the ash showed calcium to 
be the majorcomponent, magnesium the next most plentiful, with silicon, iron and 
manganese as next and phosphorus, copper, aluminum and titanium present as traces. 
This amount of ash and its composition do not indicate anything unusual. 

The level of osh is in line with what might be expected with 
an aged wine sample. Thus, it is reported (Helvetica Chim. Acta 2 173-181 (1919)) 
that a wine made in 1834 had an ash conf-ent of 1220 ppmandone bottled in 1840 
had 2380 ppm of ash. 

The cationic composition of the ash seems reasonable for a cider or 
wine and especially for one which had been buried for 170-235 years under con
ditions where the conh::nts could interchange with ground water, which certainly 
can be high in calcium and magnesium. (The time span is based on the estimate 
that the bottle could nol have been buried before about 1734 and probably not 
later than 1800, whi<...11 is a conservatively late date based on the age of the other 
artifacts associated with the bottle.) 

There could be traces of non-volatile organic compounds present; 
however, these most probahly are at the tiace level (,~.;CJ .5%) because they were 
not evident in the IR and N1V\f~ analyse5. . 

Conclusions 

1he analytical stuJy indicc1tcs.that 1hc bottle contains water which 
is greater than 99. :)'\i pu:·c. There is considerable uncertainty c,s to what was in the 

bottle wlie::n it wos burie;d. Since the burial was 170-235 years before it was excavated 
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and the cork would not be much of o bonier, it seems likely that interchange 
with ground water occurred with the loss of most of any organic compounds which 
may have been originally present. It is almost certain that the bottle was 
essentially full when discarded and lhat it did not become full underground. Thus, 
in laying on its side, water could not have seeped in to fill it, as could have 
o_ccurrcd if an empty, corked bottle was buried upright. It can .be assumed that 
the bottle, when buried, may hav8 contained wine, or an apple-based drink 
such as cider. The latter is the mo:;t probable from the observed odor. 

The bottle ancl probably the contents were of some value when 
discarded and why they were not used or saved is unknovm. 11 is interesting 
that in the same pit we re also found six pewter spoons and a small iron, hearth 
(?) shovel which we re all undoubtedly in useable condition when buried. It 
is possible these items were discarded during a change of tenants or during the 
desJ-ruction of a house on the estate and were considered not worth saving. 

John L. Ludlow 
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Four Inc hes 



Ch apter 4 . 

Londontown, 18An48 

In 1965, Anne Arundel County established an historic s i te on a 10-ac re 

which had been in county possess i on for ne arly a century and a 

main building on the property, now known as the Londontown Publ i k 

the last remaining structure of the eighteenth-century port of Lon

town, once a thriving center of Chesapeake commerce. In conjunction with 

re storation of the house as a tourist attraction and as an affirmation of 

ne Arundel County's rich heritage, the Londontown Publik House Commission 

research that would gather detailed information on the his

house, and of the town of which it had been part. 

By the late 1970's, the administration of the site had become interested 

archaeological resources of the county-owned tract, both as an 

id to management of the land and as another perspective on Londontown 's hist

ry . Two groups of archaeologists prepared reports on investigations, one an 

~rwater survey of the shoreline, the other a terrestrial reconnaissance com-

issioned to assess the resources of the prope rty and to evaluate its potential 

informative contexts from t he colonial per iod . 

Personal dissatisfaction with the negative f i ndings of the latter report 

author to conduct brief supplementary te sti ng in the vicinity 

Londontown Publik House. This chapter reports the results of 

the tests, and revises the conclusions of the previous survey. The following 

sect ions will provide synopses of the historical background and previous in ves

tigations of the Londontown Publ ik House and Gardens, and then will describe 

and inte rpret the most recent archaeological tes t s . 

Setting 

Figure 23 shows the general location of the Londontown peninsula . The 

site overlooks the South River to the north and east, about 3~ mil es we st of 



river mouth at the Chesapeake Bay. To the northwest of the peninsula is 

Creek, and to the southwest, Glebe Creek, which widens into Glebe 

channel of the South River is about twenty feet deep before the site, 

abruptly approximately 400 to 500 feet from the shore (Sho-

The surface of the peninsula rises over 20 feet above sea level, outlines 

y steep bluffs down to narrow beaches or bulkheaded terraces. The river fron

eroded, and three ravines, thought to have been streets of the 

igh teenth -century port, provide drainage to the South River shore. The slope 

of the land is slightly less steep on the eastern side of the peninsula, the 

broad knoll, separated by a gentle dip from the 

Historical background 

Several discussions of the history of Londontown have been published, 

rang ing from brief (Berkley 1924; Atterbury 1977) to detailed (Shomette 1978). 

In addition, an excellent historical geography of All Hallows Parish, of which 

Londontown was the economic center during its brief reign, is widely availabl e 

(Earle 1975). This discussion will provide only an outline of the development 

In 1650, William Burgess and his brother-in-law, Richard Beard, settled 

on the south side of the South River, in an area which provided fine natural 

habors. In the same year, Burgess brought some 150 colonists to populate the 

area, though the official patent from Lord Ba ltimore was not granted until 1658 

(Be rkley 1924; Shomette 1978). There is no indication of anyth ing other than 

a widely dispersed settlement pattern, and no concentration of structures- re

sembl ing a town is likely to have been established for some time. 

The Town Act of 1683 named Londontown-- or Burgess' land on the South 

River- - as a site of an officia l town. The tract was probably surveyed and 

platted, but no plat has survived. The first lot was sold in 1684 (Shomette 



Within the next decade a building was erec t ed for use as a court-

a cage, a pillory, and a whipping post were provided. In 1695, how

ver, those legal appurtenances were removed to Annapol is, the town newly est

the colonial capital (Berkley 1924; Shomette 1978). With no govern

rent functions to help it grow, the erstwhile town on the Sou t h River saw very 

littl e activity and attracted few residents. 

By 1703 there was still little development on the town tract. But there 

were signs of the activity to come, as al ready several ordinaries were in oper

ation (Shomette 1978:15). Traffic to Annapolis was the rise, especially during 

court sessions, elections, and general assernbl ies, and the South River ferry 

at Londontown was becoming a main focus of the transportation routes. London

town had been the site of a privately operated ferry as early as 1673, and was 

supported by public funds beginning in 1710 (Shomette 1978 :38). The importance 

of t his route was shown by the census of public roads in 1734. Seven of 20 

Anne Arundel County roads traversed All Hallows Parish, and six of them term

inated at the ferry (Earle 1975: 154) . 

Already becoming established as a node of transportation and overnight 

accomodation, Londontown 's potential as a center of business received a bigger 

boost following the Treaty of Utrecht in 1713. Relatively safer shipping lanes 

all owed expansion of the tobacco trade (Shomette 1978:19), even though piracy 

was at its height due to the peacetime unemployment of former privateers (Mid

dleton 1953). Merchants, particularly factors for English houses of commerce, 

found an opening market, and saw that Londontown's access to the All Hallows 

Pari sh hinterland would make it a strategic base for business. In the next 

decade and a half, at least nine merchants, a physician, an i nnkeeper, and a 

shi pwright located in Londontown. By 1719, some 30% of the occupational -spec

ial ists of All Hallows Parish were concentrated in the port, even though it 

contai ned only 5% of the parish population (Earle 1975 :91). 



By the 1730's, Londontown was quite a prosrero11s port. Tradesmen, arti

sans , and physicians found it a fine place of business. The town's protected 

ha rbor, its low salinity discouraging the toreador worm, its tobacco warehouses 

~d boat landings offering easy access from the water, and its nodal positi on 

in the road system, combined to attract all sorts of commercial interests. 

They particularly attracted the tobacco merchants, who were the lynchpin of 

~ndontown 1 s success. 

In Earle's (1975:221) words, the merchants "superimposed a unique and via-

place on the dispersed and decentralized system" of settlement. This 

effective dependence on tobacco merchants for its success, however, al so fore

shadowed the town's decline. In spite of the relative concentration of speci

al ists in the port, 80~ or more of the heads of households in the parish re

~i ned on the plantations. Planters tended to maintain their self-sufficiency 

to a great extent, and to diversify their activities as time went on and as 

tobacco prices went through their boom-and-bust cycle. Many merchants, physi

cians, and artisans stayed on the plantations, and other social and economic 

mai nstays such as mills, woodworkers' shops, schools and churches remained 

scattered (Earle 1975). Londontown's functional centrality, all in all, was 

qui te limited, despite its thriving appea ranee. 

In the 1740's, major patterns of commerce and travel throughout the colony 

beg an to change. Urban places took hold in the back country and along the fall 

li ne, towns such as Fredericksburg, Alexandria, Ge·orgetown, Upper Marlboro, and 

Baltimore. Increasing traffic through the towns of the interior wrought change s 

in t he overall transportation patterns, as important road connections and pop

ulat ion centers shifted westward from the coast. Londontown's function as a 

transportation center waned as the inland towns expanded (Earle 1975). 

Then in 1747, Maryland passed a tobacco inspection law, designed to up

grade the quality of the leaf and thus maintain at higher levels the uncertain 



of the economi c st aple (Mi dd leton 1958). Prices indeed stabilized, but 

re jec tion of 11 trash 11 tobacco cut sa l eable quantities by as much as half, leav 

ing many midd li ng and poorer plan t ers still feeling pinched (Earl e 1975). At 

the same time, only a few centers were des ign ated for official inspection sta

tions, t o whic h all tobacco for sale had to be shipped. Londontown, for as yet 

unaccountable reasons, was not granted an i nspection station. t-'erchants no 

longer found the port a lucrative center of t rade, and began t o drift away 

(Earle 1975; Shomette 1978). 

Earle (1975) argues that, before ab out 1750, the boom-and-bust cycle of 

tobacco prices was fairly long, on the order of 22 ye ars, and that tidewater 

pl anters had adj usted to it. They wou ld di versify their interests in lean 

ti mes, and invest in tobacco or other produ ct s as their understanding of the 

tobacco cycle advised. After 1750, howeve r, t he cycle was shortened to little 

more than a third of its previous per iod. Pl anters feJl out of step with the 

cycle, unable to adjust t o the qu ick flu ctuation s , and consequently their in

vestments we re less and l ess soundl y pl anned. At the same time, occupational 

speciali zation had constra i ned merchant s ' flex i bility, and while successful 

planters diversified to dampen t he effec ts of the tobacco price cycle, merchants 

remained dependent on the trade of the l eafy c rop and their indebtedness in

creased (Earle 1975). Merchants thus fo und Londontown an increasingly unfav

orable market, and withdrew. 

Th is combination of predicaments , and perhaps others, could be seen clearly 

in the dec l ine of the port . The town contained 30 to 40 dwellings in 1747; by 

1765, there were about a dozen (Earle 1975 :95-96). The town's major industry, 

a ropewal k , wa s probab l y sut down by 1765 , and by the American Revolution tra

vel lers mentioned Londontown as only a small hamlet, if they made not of it at 

al l (Shomet te 1978) . By the twent ieth century , no structure except that now 

cal led the Londontown Publik Ho use stood complete, though Berkley (1924) stated 



that ruins thought to have been the old Burgess manor house were still visible 

on Glebe Creek. 

The Londontown Publik House, a fine Georgian structure, was built between 

1744 and 1750 as an inn. It was constructed in the very last years of London

town I s prosperity, and must have proved a disappointing investment. Shomette 

(1978:63) describes the various transfers of ownership of the house and prop

erty. In 1806 the inn was turned over to Anne Arundel County, and immediately 

auct ioned back into private domain. In 1828, however, the county repurchased 

the building with 10 acres of land for use as an almshouse. Actually, it had 

performed that function for some time before the County Trustees for the Poor 

gained legal title (Shomette 1978:65). 

The house and 10-acre tract have remained in county ownership since 1828. 

Unti l 1965 it was maintained as a facility for the needy and the aged. With 

the passage of the Welfare Act, the county considered the facility to be obso

lete. The tract was then dedicated and opened to the public as an historic 

site, the Londontown Publik House and Gardens, and the inn-turned-almshouse 

was resto red to its pre sent a ppea ranee . 

Previous investigations 

Two reports of archaeological investigations of the Londontown site are 

avai lable for study. Both projects were conducted in the late 1970's, but they 

employed widely different techniques, and studied entirely separate aspects of 

the town site . 

The earlier project was conducted during 1976 and 1977, and was an under

water inspection of the shoreline of the Londontown peninsula (Shomette n.d.). 

Histori c materials of various ages had long been noticed along the river front, 

where the staff of the Londontown Publik House and Gardens had collected numer

ous artifacts. The South River frontage was shrinking under heavy erosion, 

both from natural process and from constant boat traffic (Shomette n.d. :85). 



The narrow modern beach consisted of sand which had at least in part been im

Especially since there had evidently been a street along the water

front during the heyday of the port (Shornette 1978:21; Figure 24), a reconnai

ssance of possible drowned contexts seemed advisable. 

Nautical Archaeology Associates, under the direction of Shomette (n.d.), 

div ided the peninsula shoreline into eight sectors for the reconnaissance. 

Thei r intent was to inspect the river bottom with in 150 feet of the shore, but 

due to extremely poor visibility that distance was halved. Teams of three 

divers swept each area approximately ten feet apart, recording sightings of 

structural features and artifact concentrations, and paying particular atten

tion to anomalies located by infrared photography. 

Several concentrations of objects were noted by the survey. In secter C, 

immediately in front of the Publik House and the old ferry landing, materials 

ranging from the late seventeenth to the twentieth centuries occurred. One 

concentration of artifacts contained stonewares, green bottle glass, and pipe 

fragments, while another pile of brick, ceramics, pipes, and glass was thought 

li kely to be the remains of a nineteenth-century bathhouse recalled by a local 

in formant. A large brick concentration farther east might have been the re

mains of a waterside brick warehouse mentioned in a 1772 deed transfer. Al

though the main objective of the reconnaissance was not artifact recovery, the 

survey did collect occasional materials, including Rhenish stoneware, black 

gl ass bottle necks, pipestems, and a worn British penny, many of which correl

ate well with the span of operation of the port of Londontown (Shornette n.d.). 

Several sections of shell beds may be the remains of old roadways~ 

Shomette (n.d.) believes that many concentrations contain materials, such 

as bricks, that are too heavy to have been moved much by the tides. They thus 

may represent original deposits, remains of buildings such as the shops and 

warehouses known to have been built along the waterfront. There is great 



for informative assemblages from drowned eighteenth-century contexts. 

~furtunately, the expense of recovering such information has, as yet, precluded 

but these data should be considered in all future plans of research 

management. 

A second archaeological survey was performed in 1978, commissioned by the 

Londontown Publ ik House Commission for the purpose of assessing the potential 

fur surviving eighteenth-century contexts within the 10 acres of the county 

historical site. Archaeological Services, Inc., accepted the contract and per

fo nned the survey (ASI 1978). The investigators established a 10-meter grid 

around the Publ ik House, and took soil samples from 49 grid nodes for soil chem

ical and artifactual data. The samples were recovered from excavations of 15 

cm diameter and 20 cm depth; whether removed by auger or posthole digger is 

not stated. Two sub-areas were sampled in similar fashion, presumably to a 

similar depth, on smaller grid intervals. The next step was the excavation 

of 22 one-by-one meter test squares, placed in part to test anomalies present 

on infrared photographs. 

According to the ASI (1978) analysis, results were disappointing. Neither 

soi l chemical data nor artifacts indicated spatial patterning or the presence 

of archaeological features. Only one further datum is reported from the on€

meter tests, the presence of a layer of shell west of the Publik House. The 

shell layer is stated to lie at a depth of approximately 60 cm, corresponding 

to the ground level indicated by a 1937 photograph of the Publik House, then 

al mshouse. Whether the photograph shows the shell layer is not stated, and 

presumably it does not. This shell layer is presently buried by a deposit 

interpreted as construction fill imported during the restoration. 

ASI (1978) states that the majority of the artifacts date to the nineteenth 

and twentieth centuries, and that no interpretation of eighteenth-century act

ivit ies is .feasible. As a result, "it is ASI 1 s firm conclusion that th.ere are 



ot any non-disrupted pre-1800 archaeologica l f eatures withi n the groun ds ... 

I concl udes that there is little potential fo r further archaeologi cal resea rch 

t the site of the Londontown Publik House" (ASI 1978 :19). Most unfortunately, 

of this recommendation has prec luded funding for any further arch

investigation at the site. 

Seve re shortcomings of the report, however, ra ise serious questions about 

I I s cone l us ions. Most of the soil samples at the grid nodes were t aken in 

plowed, and which al so had been repeatedly impregnated 

with was tewater from a sewage treatment plant. The latter circumstance migh t 

soil phosphate analyses. ASI does not ·document its method 

of soil analysis, and its results are suspect: pH flu ctuations are extremely 

the relationship of the ph and phosphorous readings are not well 

since phosphorous availab i lity in such an analysis is dependent on 

the pH and phe-s-phorous readings are not well explored, since phosph!lrous avail

abHity in -such an analy-sis i-s· -dependent on the pH of the provenience (Alf 

Sjoberg, personal communication). In sum, unce rt ainties left by the reporting 

of the soi l analysis leave the conclus i ons diffi cult to evaluate. 

Nor are the excavation units described, e ither individually or in the ag

Again, the only note of test pit con t ext or even depth is the shell 

lense me ntioned in a single square, found beneath 60 cm of construction fill. 

The reader i s left with the impression t hat t he excavations proceeded only to 

the bottom of disturbed contexts, construction fill in the test units and plow

zone in t he sample postholes. If t hi s i s the ca se, it is little wonder that 

no feature s or ei ght eenth-century depos it s were identified. 

"Afte r th e 13th unit . . . the di s ru pted an d deflated nature of the site was 

established" (ASI 1978:25), and test unit s were no longer screened. Thus, art

ifact assembl ages from nearly ha l f of th e 22 tes t ·units cannot be compared en

tirely with t hose from the other half, ensur in g that patterns, particulafly 



s~tial patterns, in materials from the tests would be difficult to demonstrate. 

counts from the test units are presented only in the gross categories 

rock, slag; shell, nails, iron, brick, mortar, ceramics, glass, and 

fragments. 

No attempt to analyze the artifacts in any greater detail is evident in 

report. In fact, ASI (1978:iii) decided that, "in the absence of signifi

cant cultural features within the archaeological record, in-depth artifact ana

lysis is not highly productive." One would think that, in the absence of any 

other significant data, in-depth artifact analysis would be the only avenue of 

making any interpretation whatsoever. Without art if act ident ifi cations, even 

an evaluation of the stated nineteenth and twentieth-century date range for 

the majority of the collection is impossible. 

ASI graciously allowed the present author to inspect the artifacts from 

their tests at Londontown. Unfortunately, the records from this brief study 

have been lost. Preliminary assessment of the collection did support ASI's 

contention that most of the materials dated from the nineteenth and twentieth 

~nturies, after the decline of the port. There were, however, materials pre

sent from the colonial period, and an analysis of these artifacts might well 

be informative, if only on a general level. 

In sum, it is extremely difficult to evaluate fully the data presented in 

the ASI (1978) report, or to accept its blanket conclusion that no contexts 

remain from the eighteenth-century port. The dissatisfactions and questions 

ou tlined above prompted this author to conduct limited tests on the site of the 

Publik House in an attempt to verify or revise ASI's conclusion. Ms. Sandria 

Ros s , then Administrator of the Londontown Publik House and Gardens, granted 

permission for the work described in the following section. 

The excavations 

The new tests were designed to meet two limited objectives: first, to 

establish the depositional contexts of soils around the Publik House (described 



·nadequately by the ASI report), and sec ond, to obtain a sample of artifacts 

It was expected that the area south of the Publik House ( see Fig

re veal a plowzone and underlying subsoil, and would demonstrate 

ign ored in ASI's report- - f or truncated subsoil features such as 

ostholes, pri vy pits, or trash pits. The deposits around the Publik House 

~re, however, unknown, except on the west s ide where ASI reported some 60 cm 

fill in one of the test uni t s . Accordingly, two tests were 

each area. 

Work began i n early July of 1979. An attempt to locate ASI's pri me datum 

was unsuccessful, and a new 0-0 datum was established in the same general area, 

13 meters (magnetic) west of the pipe -marker at the edge of the 

constitutes the eastern boundary of the county property. Test I 

~s laid out at 2-4 m N, 0-2 mW. This l oc ation was chosen to be comparable 

to ASI 's tests 3 and 21, in the formerl y plowed lawn to the southwest of test 

I, and because it seemed 1 ike l y to ha ve been undistu rbed by recent construction 

or archaeological act i vit i es. 

Excavation of test I began with removal of the sod, then the plowzone 

(zone 1) was removed by shovel-skimmin g . All fill was screened through 3/8" 

ha rdware cloth . At approx imately 6 cm be low the surface, a flat band of mot

tl ed orange clay, extending di agonally f rom the northwest to the southeast cor

ne rs of the unit, became visible (Figure 26) . This band was the top of a back

fil led backhoe trench that had obvious l y been excavated since the lawn was 

pl owed last, probably for the placement of underground cable. (Note: all 

de pth measurements were taken by l i ne -l eve l from the southeast corner of the 

test, and are translated to below-surfa ce measurements for this discussion.) 

The plowzone to either side of the backhoe trench was removed and screened. 

The base of th is level was encountered at de pth s of 18 to 20 cm. A dark stain 

of irregul ar outline was noted in the top of the subsoil, bisected by t he north 
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rofile, and designated feature 1. The brown fill, definitely less compact 

surrounding clay, was removed to a depth of 21 cm below subsoil. From 

the i rregular shape of the feature, and the small amount of cultural material, 

it is interpreted as a small tree stump. 

To ensure that the clay at the base of zone 1 was indeed culturally sterile 

subsoil, the west half of the square was shovel-skimmed to an additional 10 cm 

Very few artifacts were encountered, all in the upper few cen

timeters, and they apparently represent downward migration during times when 

The test was completed by removing the protruding section 

of the backhoe trench in the west half of the square (zone 3), and photograph

ing the finished excavation (Figure 28). No attempt was made to remove the 

fill from the rest of the backhoe trench. Test I was backfil 1 ed before test 

II was begun. 

The second test, test II, was laid out at 28.5-30.5 m N, 20-22 m E from 

ilie datum. This square was placed next to the northeast corner of the Publik 

Hoose, in an area that appeared to have been little disturbed by restoration 

acti vities. Upon removal of the sod, a very complex pattern of soil stains 

was revealed, dominated by a squarish feature in the southwest corner of the 

square. This stain was designated feature 2, and was tentatively identified 

as an ASI test. Other soils stains turned out to be mottles on the surface of 

construction fill brought in during restoration, thus no plan of this level is 

inc luded in this report. 

Feature 2 was removed by trowel and the fill was screened. The base of 

the feature was sealed with clear plastic, and a ribbon identifying the feature 

as an ASI test lay diagonally across the plastic. Although test II had not 

been designed to reveal a previous test, the acci dent was helpful. The small 

te st profile revealed several strata, a shell layer at the bottom, and orange 

clay subsoil approximately 40 cm. below the surface. ASI had shovel-tested 



the subsoi 1 in the northeast corner of the test, apparently to demonstrate its 

cul tura l sterility. 

In the southwest corner of the ASI test, an interesting feature was re

vea led (Figure 29), a square outline filled with fine white clay ("potter's 

This feature was partly excavated on the last day of the project. 

The square outline continued downward for at least 10 cm, and contained nothing 

but compact white clay to that depth. The outline is too regular to be a nat

ural occurrence. Evidentl y a square hole was dug deliberately and packed with 

cl ay, but to what purpose is not clear. Unfortunately, no point of origin is 

discernable due to truncation by the ASI test. No mention of this feature can 

be fou nd in the ASI (1978) report. The significance of the feature remains 

en igmatic, but it does indicate that subsoil contexts do indeed remain near the 

Publi k House. 

With the profiles of the ASI test as a guide, the fill of test II was ex

cavated in four levels, by shovel-skimming and screening. Zone 1 consisted of 

clay and loam containing galvanized roofing nails, steel finishing 

na ils, and beer bottle glass. This was undoubtedly recent construction fill, 

~d reached to a depth of approximately 8 cm below the surface. 

Zone 2, darker in color than zone 1, was originally separated into zones 

2 and 3, but the two were combined in the analysis. The top of zone 2 in the 

~ st half of the square, the half closer to the Publik House, was distinguished 

by heavy inclusions of coal rubble. Since the public house had been heated by 

a basement coal furnace during part of the nineteenth century (Jack Keene, per

sonal communication), the initial interpretation was that the coal represented 

the remai ns of the fuel pile for the furnace, which would have been fed through 

a nearby basement window. 

Accordingly, the east half of the square was taken down until coal inclu

sions were relatively heavy, and this zone was designated zone 2. The entire 



with the coal inclusions, was then excavated as zone 3, down to a change 

character-- absence of coal and presence of clay mottling-- at a depth 

of approximately 16 cm below the surface on the east side, and 20 cm on the 

layer of coal was contained in the southwest quadrant. 

The top of zone 4, a lighter brown fill with clay mottling, revealed an 

even lighter, clayey stripe or band diagonally across the northwest corner of 

the square (see Figure 33). This band ran parallel to the house and directly 

under two sunken electric lights just outside the brick gutter. The band is 

evi dently the top of a recent backhoe trench, and has two significant impl ica-

that zones 2 and 3 are recent construction fill, unrelated to any nine-

teenth-century coal pile, and that the deposits below zones 2/3, having been 

intruded by the backhoe trench, pre-date the restoration. 

Zone 4 was excavated by shovel-shaving to within about 2 cm of the shell 

layer, then removed to the surface of the shell by use of small tools. The 

northwest corner, including the backhoe trench and the smal 1 triangle of zone 

4 against the square walls, was left unexcavated. Every effort was made to 

mai ntain in situ context at the top of the shell layer, and, generally, the 

effort is believed to have been successful (Figures 30, 31). The shell was 

covered with a refuse scatter that included eighteenth- and nineteenth-century 

ce ramics, glass, animal bone, nails, and miscellaneous other items, quite pro-

bably simply pitched out the doors and windows. Several sherds of whiteware 

indicate that the oyster shell surface was open into the nineteenth century. 

The top of zone 5, the shell layer, was cleaned and photographed on a Fri-

day afternoon. Other commitments beginning the following Monday necessitated 

fin ishing the project by Sunday, on which day the site was open half the day, 

al lowing time to backfill the unit. The plan at that point was to remove the 

shell on Saturday, packing up the materials with only minimal screening and 

sorting, and to clean and photograph the test floor the same day. 
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Excavation of the shell layer began in the southwest corner, at the ASI 

test , and proceeded eastward. It became evident in very short order that there 

was not one shell layer present, but two, with some clayey fill in between. 

The upper shell layer, zone 5, was removed as a unit, and the fill between the 

l~ers plus the lower shell layer were removed as a second unit, zone 5-bottom. 

Due to time pressure, neither the lower shell layer nor the floor of the test 

properly cleaned and photographed, but the contexts were kept separate. 

Time permitted the preparation of only a single documentary photograph, 

the profile of the southeastern corner (looking south). This is reproduced in 

Fi gure 32, and drawn in Figure 34. The profile cl early shows that the two shell 

layers diverge eastward, and that where the ASI test intruded, they merged into 

a single layer. Evidently, the lower shell layer had been placed on a slightly 

steeper slope, and the lower part had been covered by a clayey deposit, follow

ing which a second pavement of oyster shells was spread. 

One feature, feature 3, was noted in the top of zone 5, a semicircular 

disturbance of the shell bisected by the backhoe trench (see Figure 33). The 

oyster shells in this area were standing diagonally or on edge, suggesting that 

a hole had been dug through the shell, the shell layer re-laid, and shells over 

the hole had tipped as the earth settled. A dark stain was visible in the sub

soil beneath the shell, but no clear pit walls could be discerned in the exca

vation. The feature seems to have been only a shallow depression, and no cul

tu ral materials were recovered below about 5 or 6 cm in the fill. Without 

clear-cut walls, any deliberate function of this feature is difficult to sug

gest, and it may have been no more than a removed shrub. 

On July 29, 1979, the excavation was backfilled, and the testing project 

was cone l uded. 

During the course of the excavation, a visitor to the site mentioned that 

she had seen artifacts around a nearby construction site, on which a basement 
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was being excavated in preparation for the building of a house. The site was 

~ Widow's Mite Road, east of the main access road that bisects the Londontown 

pen insula ( see Figure 23). After the cone l us ion of the excavations, this author 

made a quick surface collection around the newly constructed foundation. Pre-

inspection revealed eighteenth-century materials, and these data are 

following the test data in the next section. 

Analysis 

The materials from the project were taken to the Research Laboratories of 

An thropology at the University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill, where they were 

catalogued and recorded. Artifacts and catalogue sheets are now on 

with the Londontown Publik House and Gardens. 

Tabl e 8 lists the materials recovered from the tests. The format is in 

same as that used in the previous chapter, and the key is found in Chapter 

2, Tab 1 e 1. 

Test I may be considered to be entirely a plowzone context. Numerous cer-

amic sherds and pieces of bottle and window glass, 20 pipestems, and several 

miscellaneous artifacts were recovered from the unit. The materials range in 

date of manufacture from a single sherd of North Devon gravel-tempered ware 

(possibly as early as late seventeenth or early eighteenth century) ro modern 

gl ass and whitewares. Among the ceramics, whitewares are clearly predominant, 

comprising nearly half the sherds. This sample is probably comparable to most 

of the ASI (1978) test materials, reported to be chiefly nineteenth and twent

ieth centuries in origin. The presence of delftware, white saltglazed stone

ware, Chinese porcelain. fine brown stoneware, and creamware, however, indicates 

a significant eighteenth-century component in the occupation. 

As presented in Table 9, the pipestem date for test I is 1736.7, while the 

me an ceramic date (delft at 1750) is 1826.58. The pipestem date suggests that 

the major eighteenth-century activity in the south yard of the Publik House 



Table 9. Londontown, computed dates. 

pipestem ceramic 

test I, total 1736.7 1824.28 

test II' total 1733.66 1814.45 

test II, z. 4 ------ 1848.2 

test I I , z. 5 1743.99 1787 .43 

test I I , z. 5b 1733.80 1748.13 

test I+ II 1734.51 1821.49 



early in the century, when the town was in i ts heyday. The ceramic 

the other hand, indicates the continued use of the area through recent 

Direct association of the entire deposit with activities in the Publik 

possible, especially since the pipestem date falls prior t o the 

of the inn, but many of the materials may be so associated. Only 

sampling of a large area of the south yard, in search of such art if act pattern

ing as lessening density with distance from the Publik House, will illuminate 

use. (The small sample size also casts some doubt on the pipestem date.) 

Miscellaneous artifacts from test I include a honey-brown gunflint, two 

utensil handle fragments with roughened exteriors, a pewter button, and 

trigger. The pewter button is round, approximately 13 mm in diameter, 

~d has a raised rim. A wire eye is cast in place with a center boss. The 

button is much like South's ( 1964) type 8, except for the ra i sect rim and the 

small size. 

Large quantities of architectural materia l s also occurred, including win

dow glass, brick, mortar, rusted nails, and thin fragments of slate, here in

terpreted as roofing material . Whether these materia l s were scattered during 

the restoration is not clear. 

A summary overview of the artifacts from test I indicates a span of occu

pat ion from the early eighteenth century to the present, as expected from his

tor ical information. The small size of the sample, the small area excavated, 

and the plowzone context preclude detailed inferences of behavi.or at this point . 

Further comments will be included in later discussion, below. 

Test II offers several isolatable contexts which will be more informative 

if an alyzed separately. It is evident from Table 8 that the assemblages from 

zones 1 to 3 are consistent with a late twentieth-century construction fill, 

with only traces of earlier materials mixed in. Materials from these zones 

will be ignored in the rest of this discussion. 



Zone 4, the dark compact soil intruded by the backhoe trench, provided 

in the way of domestic refuse. The ceramics are predominantly whiteware, 

a few sherds of pearlware and a single piece of Chinese porcelain. A small 

nec klace clasp (Figure 35) was also recovered from this zone. Like test I, 

thi s zone yielded a number of architectural items, particularly nails and win

dow glass. A nineteenth- or twentieth-century deposition is certain for this 

Zone 5, the upper shell layer, contained several sherds of eighteenth

century origin, but also half a dozen whiteware sherds. As noted previously, 

wh iteware was recovered ..!.!!_ situ in the refuse scatter on top of the shel 1, in

di cating that the surface was open into the nineteenth century. As earlier 

materials-- such as the delftware and Rhenish stoneware sherds-- could easily 

have been churned up from earlier contexts, no estimate of when the shell layer 

might have been laid down is immediately possible. 

Large numbers of brick fragments, window glass, nails, and animal bone 

create a picture of a disorganized scatter of trash . Several miscellaneous 

artifacts, including a white clay marble, two straight pine (Figure 35), a 

small brass buckle (harness?). a very thin brass hinge (about 2.5 cm in length - 

jewelry box?), a glass stopper, part of a decorative glass pedestal, and var

ious pieces of scrap iron or unidentifiable iron implerrents, also suggest gen

eral refuse. A pair of embroidery scissors (Figure 35) was recovered from the 

disturbed shell over feature 3, but whether it should be associated with the 

shell or the feature is uncertain. 

Most gratifyingly, the materials from zone 5-bottom, below the upper shell 

layer, include only artifacts that are consistent with an eighteenth-century 

de position. In fact, the zone did not even yield any creamware, suggesting a 

pre-1760 date for the closing of the context .. The other artifact categories 

can easily be associated with a mid-eighteenth-century deposition. The 



~scellany among the few specimens also suggests a general refuse scatter much 

zone 5. 

Bearing in mind the small sample sizes, computation of both pipestem and 

~ ramie dates (Table 9) provides excellent correlat ion s with the stratigraphic 

Test II, zone 5-bottom yields a pipestem date of 1733.8, while the 

ceramic date indicates a median of 1748.13 for the deposition. The latter 

date closely follows the 1744 construction date of the Publ ik House, while the 

fo rmer may include some scatter from earlier activities, in similar fashion to 

the pipestem date for test I. Zone 5, the upper shell layer, provides a mean 

ceramic date of 1787 .43, and a pipestem date of 1743.99. Only two pipestems 

we re recovered from zone 4 , so that a pipestem date was not calculated, but a 

date of 1848.2 results from the mean ceramic formula. 

With reference to these dates, a depositional sequence for the test II 

area can be suggested. The lack of creamware and the 1748 mean ceramic date 

in zone 5-bottom imply that the lower shell layer was open for only a short 

~ riod after the Publik House was built in 1744 or soon after. It may be post

ulated, then, as a round date, that the upper shell layer was laid in place 

about 1760. This upper layer, zone 5, was still an open surface in the nine

teenth century; however, the relatively small proportion of whiteware, reflected 

in the 1787 mean ceramic date, suggests an early nineteenth-century sealing of 

the shell. Again as a round (and quite arbitrary) figure, 1830 may be suggested 

as the time when the deposit of zone 4 began to accumulate. (Taking a strict 

interpretation of the "median dates," a span of 17~4 to 1752 may be suggested 

fo r zone 5-bottom and 1752 to 1822 for zone 5. These dates are reasonable, 

but a bit too tight for comfort.) 

Zone 4, then, represents accumulation from circa 1830 to 1965, when the 

fil l from the restoration effectively sealed the zone. The fact that the mean 

ce ramic date of zone 4 is too early to represent the median of an 1830 to 1965 



occupation need pose no problem. South 1 s ( 1977) dating scheme is not designed 

to be accurate for late nineteenth or twentieth-century deposits. Since white

ware receives a median date of 1860, which is the most recent mean date included 

formula, 1860 is the latest date that can be produced by the calculation. 

A da te of 1847, then, indicates the clear preponderance of nineteenth- and 

twentieth-century ceramics lumped under the term 1'whiteware", and thus a sol idly 

deposit. 

As a parenthetical comparison, the data from the surface collection on 

Mite are presented in Table 10. A few items, notably the buckle stamped 

"IRSSON" and the four sherds of whiteware, are quite recent in origin, but most 

ray be associated with the colonial period. As at Bennett's Point, a lack of 

pearlware in the collection is interpreted as signifying a discontinuity of 

occupation in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. No cream

ware was recovered at Widow's Mite, either, supporting such an inference. This 

gap in the ceramics suggests that whiteware can be ignored for the purpose of 

calcu lating a ceramic date. In spite of the small size and haphazard nature 

of t he sample, the ceramic and pipestem dates fit very well within the historic 

heyd ay of the port. The pipestems yield a date of 1723.71, and the mean cera

mic date comes t o 1742.4. This small collection from Widow's Mite, then, pro

vi des a better archaeological indication of the spatial extent of the original 

town, and also suggests that colonial contexts may still be lurking among the 

suburban houselots now covering the Londontown peninsula. 

Also for the purposes. of comparison, artifact clasi profi l es have been 

cal culated following South's (1977) pattern recognition scheme (Table 11) . 

Most of the profiles fit within the "Frontier pattern" as defined by South. 

The "total" profile deliberately excluded recent constructi on fill, wh i ch would 

be expected to bias the profile toward a high Architecture group frequency. 

This profile is the least conformable to the Front ier pattern. It comes closest , 



Tab 1 e 11. London town, art if act category profiles. 

group Test I+II* Test I Test II z. 5b 
# % # % # % 

Kitchen 485 45.6 346 54.0 26 26.5 

A re h i t e ct u re 485 45.6 253 39.5 50 51.0 

Furniture 1 0 .1 0 0 0 0 

Arms 3 0.3 2 0.3 1 1.0 

Clothing 4 0.4 1 0 .15 0 0 

Persona 1 2 0.2 1 0 .16 0 0 

Tobacco 76 7.2 36 5.6 20 20.4 

Activities 6 0.6 2 0.3 1 1.0 
-- -- -- -- --

TOTALS 1062 100 .0 641 100 .02 98 99.9 

Bone 293 21.6 159 19.9 14 12.4 

* Excluding construction fill, test II zones 1-3. 

** Including shell over Feature 3. 

Test II z. 5** Test II z. 4 Test II z. 4-5b 
# O' 

/o # % # % 

73 37 .8 28 26.7 127 32.1 

98 50.8 73 69.5 221 55.8 

1 0.5 0 0 1 0.3 

0 0 0 0 1 0.3 

4 2.1 0 0 4 1.0 

0 0 1 1.0 1 0.3 

15 7 .8 3 3.9 38 9.6 

2 1.0 0 0 3 0.8 
-- - - -- -- -- --

193 100 .0 105 100 .1 396 100.2 

64 25.2 51 32. 7 130 24. 7 

. ... ~ 



in fact, to the "aberrant" profile of Fort Watson, South Carolina (South 1977: 

latter profile was explained as a result of a high Arms group fre

explanation clearly inapplicable here. 

A possible explanation for a high Architecture group frequency might be 

inclusion of restoration debris in the plowzone of test I . Such reasoning, 

howe ver, cannot be applied to the undisturbed deposits of zones 4, 5, and 5-

test II. These latter profiles match the Frontier pattern quite 

In contrast, the test I profile is the only one which fits the Caro

lina pattern. A caveat of "inadequate sample size" for the undisturbed deposits 

is not unreasonable, but the consistency among the profiles argues against such 

a simplistic dismissal. The Carolina pattern in test I, incidentally, suggests 

that the architectural materials are not primarily restoration detritus. 

Further discussion of the category profiles will be deferred to Chapter 6, 

comparisons among several Chesapeake sites may be attempted. For the mo

rrent, it will be sufficient to reiterate that unwary use bf "Frontier" or 11 Caro

lina 11 patterns as explanatory devices may be quite misleading. This would come 

as no surprise to South, who recognized from the outset that any patterns must 

be explained, not simply calculated (1977:160). 

Conclusions 

The most evident result of these brief tests is that, ASI 1 s (1978) firm 

conclusions notwithstanding, eighteenth-century contexts exist within the 

grounds of the Londontown Publ ik House and Gardens and are potentially very 

informative. In the south lawn of the Publik House, plowing has destroyed any 

undi sturbed midden that may have accumulated, but there is a good possibility 

that any disturbance of the soil that reached below 20 cm beneath the present 

surface, such as postholes, trash pits, or pri vy pits, will contain undisturbed 

depos its. On the east side of the Publik House, test II revealed three defin

able deposits in stratigraphic relationship, and suggested that deeper features 



11ay also be found below the top of the subsoil. Further study of all areas of 

the county historic site would be most worthwhile. 

~ chronological sequence of the depositional episodes revealed in test II 

postulated, based on artifact occurrences and supported by mean ceramic 

A layer of shell was placed on the east side of the Publik House, and 

probably all around it, when the building was constructed. An accumulation of 

the lower slope of the shell layer, and a new layer was spread to 

re place it (again, on the east s ide of the house). The second layer was pro

bably put down about 1760. This upper layer remained open as a working surface 

in to the nineteenth century, perhaps about 1830, when soil began to accumulate 

once more. The upper soil deposit, zone 4 in the excavation, rose slowly until 

1965, when the Pub l i k House was restored and the grade was raised by the impor

tation of construction fill. Excavation of larger areas on the east side of 

the Publik House should provide larger samples that will refine this scheme, 

and tests elsewhere around the building may demonstrate similar or substantially 

different (e.g., no second layer) sequences. 

These depositional episodes may be correlated roughly with historic per

iods in the history of the Publ ik House. Zone 5-bottom almost certainly in

cludes the time when the building operated as an inn, in the declining years 

of the port. The small sample from the test cannot demonstrate use of the 

building by a steady stream of guests, but it is possible that creative inter

pretation of an extensive sample from this context could distinguish this re

fu se assemblage from one left by a single family. 

Zon e 5 corresponds to the period between the decline of the town and the 

use of the house as an almshouse. The deposit probably overlaps the historic 

periods at both ends of the span, but corresponds in the main to the period of 

qui ck turnover of the house among a number of owners. It is not cl ear from 

Shomette's (1978:63) discussion, and probably not from the documentary record, 



how long after the death of the original owner the house might have operated 

For at least a decade around the turn of the nineteenth century, 

~e Publik House was owned by Colonel John Hoskins Stone. Stone was Governor 

of Maryland during part of that time, and evidently rented the house to several 

tenan ts at least during his incumbency. Whether or not most of the period re

~esented by zone 5 is the result of (serial) sin gle - family occupancy, then, 

is not certain. Such zone 5 artifacts as the marble, the embroidery scissors 

pins, and the thin metal hinge could have belonged as easily to 

to resident family members. 

Zone 4, having built up after circa 1830, belon gs entirely to the period 

of county ownership and use of the house as a county home. Here again the 

sample provides little hint as to the composition of the household. The 

number of sherds, less than half the quantity of zone 5 in spite of the 

fac t that zone 4 may have accumulated for twice as long, suggests more careful 

curation of ceramics and thus a poorer household, as might be expected in an 

almshouse. On the other hand, a change in habits of refuse disposal might also 

account for this difference, and the lack of coarse wares in the zone 4 sample 

does suggest some change in use of ceramics or of the east yard. 

Incidentally, it is not difficult to interpret the function of the shell 

layers. Oyster shell was often used as paving material in the Chesapeake re

gion, and still is used for farm roads in place of gravel in some areas. Ero

sion control and enhancement of runoff were probably the key purposes around a 

bu ilding such as the Publik House. A discussion in the Upper House during the 

Assembly of April-May, 1969, demonstrates that this use of oyster shell was 

accepted during the colonial period. While planning the construction of the 

court house in Annapolis, the Upper House directed "That the Court House be 

paved at least Six foot round that Good Store of oyste r she l ls be laid round 

the House especially at the lower end where it is most San dy and that the 



avement Corne upon that to be laid with a descent to Carry the water off every 

way ... " (Archives 19:286). 

No correlation of specific contexts with historical periods can be made 

The entire deposit has been disturbed, chiefly by plow action. It 

is, however, evident that the materials from this test represent a span of oc

~~tion from the construction of the Publik House to t he present day, and 

~rhaps even extending to pre-Publik House days of Londontown. Although ASI's 

(1978) data may not indicate spatial patterning in the south yard, further 

excavation in search of patterns would be worthwhile. Extensive removal of 

plowzone might al so reveal subsurface features or posthole patterns, and at 

least would provide a much larger sample of artifacts of which detailed analy

sis might shed light on the chronology and activities of this particular por

tion of the town. 

The small collection from Widow's Mite indicates that archaeological traces 

of t he town can be recovered from much of the peninsula. This particular site 

has not been traced through the documentary record, but may occupy part of Lot 

51 or 52 as reconstructed in the Londontown plan (see Figure 24). Some records 

are available concerning the original O'tmership of these lots (Shomette 1978: 

22), but whether the site may be associated with any particular owner is yet 

uncertain. Similar sites may well be waiting on the Londontown peninsula. 

In sum, extensive excavations in the Publ i k House and Gardens property 

cou ld yield valuable date. The refuse deposits in the vicin i ty of the Public 

Hou se should be studied for spatial patterning in the refuse (cf. Brunswick 

pattern [South 197!/ and probable changes during the nineteenth century), and 

for information about food preparation and consumption, based on the 1·arge 

quant ities of animal bone recovered from the tests . A comb ination of excavation 

in the Londontown peninsula, and survey and testing within All Hallows Parish, 

cou ld be designed to test many of the propos i tions contained i n Earle's (1975) 



is torical geography. Relationships of the dispersed parish settlement pat-

rn to the brief urbanization, of the varieties of site function through time, 

could be tested; perhaps, if feature data would provide deposits representing 

short time spans, the processes of increasing diversification among the plan

catrnns, of the dispersion of some specialized acti vities and vocations and 

~e centralization of others, might be traced in the archae ological record and 

the documentary data. The primary implication of these suggestions 

that a program of archaeological study in Londontown has tremendous 

potential for producing invaluable data, and the Londontown Publ ik House Com

missi on should be urged to continue planning for arc haeological investigation. 



Chapter 5. 

Surface collections 

As explained in the introductory chapter, the original aim of this survey 

pro ject was to identify and collect data from sites of towns that were estab

li shed in the Town Acts of the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries. 

The se data, it was hoped, would provide information on site complexity, func

tion, and duration, so that preliminary statements might be made concerning 

the relationships among urban centers (or would-be centers) in the developing 

sett lement system of the tidewater Chesapeake. Controlled surface collection 

was chosen as the most cost-effective method of revealing town patterning, with 

limited testing as necessary or possible. Accordingly, sites that might be 

con tained largely within areas now under cultivation were the prime targets 

of the survey effort. 

Some town sites, such as Londontown, already had been identified by 

archaeologists or historians, while remnants of other towns--surviving as modern 

hamlets--pinpointed their locations quite adequately. Still other towns could 

~ located only generally from historic sources, and would have to be found 

by archaeological survey. 

Efforts to find these vaguely known sites were unsuccessful. At the same 

time as the search for town sites was fa 11 i ng fl at, however, other, sma 11 er 

sites were turning up. Some of the latter were discovered by the survey, while 

others were pointed out by local informants who were interested in the history 

of their areas and of particular sites. Both to bolster the data base of the 

project, and to document these other sites for the Maryland site survey files, 

mate rials were collected from each site. All of the surface collections will be 

reported in this chapter. The final section of the chapter will, for the record, 

--



unsuccessful attempts to find certain other sites. 

The collected sites range from probable single-family dwellings to a con

area of at least one town, from the turn of the eighteenth century to 

half of the twentieth century. While no claim can be made for repre

~ntativeness of the sample, for instance as a cross-secti on of a tidewater 

settlement system. these sites do provide an initial perspective on historic 

site variability on the middle Chesapeake coast. 

The data were not gathered in such a way as to be useful for formal testing 

of specific hypotheses. Two general questions will be considered in the analysis, 

especially in the inter-site comparisons contained in the next chapter. The 

tied to the historical archaeology of the Chesapeake tidewater, and is, 

how these data may illustrate or be correlated with the historic pro

ces ses of the diversification of plantation economies and the development of a 

rural-urban settlement system. The second question might be considered a more 

general, disciplinary one: whether the pattern-recognition method suggested by 

South (1977) can be applied to surface collections, and what might be the re

lationships of category profiles between surface and excavated collections. 

Disc ussion of both questions will for the most part be deferred until after 

pre se~tation of the data, in the inter-site comparisons of chapter 6 and the 

overview in chapter 7. 

Survey methods were fairly standardized, and since the survey party usually 

cons isted of one person, were also fairly simple. For a controlled surface 

collection, a grid was established by marking grid nodes with wire survey flags . 

The grids were generally oriented along the plow lines, with a OR or OL base line 

foll owing a straight field edge or road where possible. The base lines and first 

perpendiculars were measured by metal tape, and the rest of the grid nodes were 

located by pace and eyeball. This method obviously is not as accurate as survey 



by transit and tape, but given the preliminary, town-plan level of pattern rec

ognition for which the method is designed, the inaccuracies are inconsiderable. 

Al so because the method was designed for patterning on a town scale, the grid 

interval was set at 15 meters. One of the smaller sites was collected in 10-

~ter squares, in search of finer spatial discrimination. 

General surface collections were made on sites that were too small in area 

sparse in materials for a gridded collection to be worthwhile. In several 

this decision was made after flagging surface artifacts in an initial 

On other sites, a preliminary inspection was sufficient to indicate 

the potential for spatial patterning. 

All materials from the surface collections were washed and catalogued by 

grid unit, and analyzed to the same extent as the excavated collections already 

described. The collections and catalogue sheets will be deposited with the 

Ma ryland Historical Trust, Annapolis. Small amounts of prehistoric materials 

we re included in several collections, and will be reported elsewhere. 

Lower Marlboro, 18Cv155 

Setting 

Lower Marlboro is situated on the bank of the Patuxent River, which in 

th is section forms the western boundary of Calvert County (Figure 38). The area 

under investigation lies above the 20-foot topographic contour, and there is a 

pronounced bluff along the shoreline of the Patuxent. Just north of the modern 

hamlet is a draw through which drains Graham Creek. Above and below the town 

land, and across the river, interior bends of the channel are low and swampy, 

un suitable for habitation. The river channel is now somewhat silted, but was 

eas ily navigable as far as Lower Marlboro in the eighteenth century. 



Historical background 

As with many of the early towns of the Chesapeake tidewater, no plat of the 

survey of Lower Marlboro survives (Reps 1972). It was one of the many 

towns, legally established during the second set of acts in the 1680 1 s 

(~ps 1972; Stein 1960). Simply to list the dates of the acts, however, dis

guises the much less decisive origins of this town. 

In the preliminary discussion of the Town Act bill of 1683 (Maryland Arch-

7:459ff) , the Upper House of Assembly included a site "in or near Coxes 

Creek in the freshes of Patuxent" among the nominations. The final version of 

(Maryland Archives 7:609-619) substituted John Bowling's land "near 

Gaunts" for the Cox property. In 1684, however, the supplementary act (Maryland 

13:111-120) changed the site to Coxes Creek, since John Bowling's 

land was not convenient and anyway had not been surveyed. 

A year later, though, the Governor's Council granted a petition to reverse 

the change, once more substituting Bowling's land for "Henry Cox's land" (Mary

land Archives 17 :409-410). After yet another year, in September of 1686 (Mary

land Archives 5:500-503), the Council attempted to encourage the development of 

the Town Act towns by appointing officers for each site--including "Coxes 

Town, 11 but none at Bowling's. Evidently the previous year's proclamation had 

been effectively ignored. In 1688, another spate of town creation re~.ulted in 

a further supplementary act (Maryland Archi ves 13:218-220), which provided for 

a new town at Bowling's Point, in the freshes of the Patuxent, to be called 

Bowlington . No attempt to disenfranchise Cox's Town is evident in this bill. 

The Town Act of 1706 (Maryland Archives 26:636-645) began the third round 

of t he towning of the Chesapeake. This act also provided for a town in the 

fre shes of the Patuxent, but on the plantation of George and Thomas Hardisty. 

Whe ther this is a new site, or signifies a change in ownership of one of the 



reviously named plantations, is not clear. Reps (1972) cites the supplementary 

act of 1707 (Maryland Archives 27:159-168) as establishing the official town at 

the Cox site, but neither it nor the 1708 supplement (Maryland Archives 27:346-

to Calvert County. By this time Coxtown had been renamed Lower 

honor of the Duke of Marlborough (Stein 1960:92). 

Especially given the seesaw rivalry between the Bowling and Cox sites, it 

is difficult to imagine that any significant town actually existed at Lower Marl

boro by the beginning of the eighteenth century. Brune (1979), in his study of 

tobacco marketing in the Patuxent valley, finds that the system was quite de

~ntralized before the passage of the Tobacco Inspection Act of 1747. After 1747, 

however, there were 12 designated inspection points on the Patuxent, including 

Lower Marlboro, and Brune suggests that the period from 1748 to circa 1830 saw 

the greatest centralization of marketing in the Patuxent region. 

Apparently there never was a town of any considerable size on the Patuxent, 

si nce the Potomac River and Bay shore centers were too close, and too competitive, 

to allow urban growth in between (Brune 1979). Accordingly, tobacco inspection 

regulation probably had the most influence on settlement systems, and centrali

zation, along the Patuxent. Unlike Londontown, for which the Inspection Act of 

1747 was the death blow, the same act probably afforded Lower Marlboro its major 

impetus for growth. Some further attraction would have been afforded by the 

Ma rlboro Academy, which was, according to Stein (1960:92), "the most important 

school of Calvert County in the Colonial period." Stein does not provide the 

dates of operation of the school. 

Unfortunately, most records of Calvert County were lost in the courthouse 

fire of 1882, so that further information about Coxtown/Lower Marlboro is scarce. 

As a working model, Brune's (1979) period of market centralization may be sug

gested as the heyday of the town, beginning with the Tobacco Inspection Act of 



1747 and waning as competition from Ba1timore grew after the 1790's. 

The three remaining structures in Lower Marlboro provide some support for 

lliis interpretation. The Grahame house (Figure 39), the Henman house and store, 

and the Mills house, are all dated to the mid-eighteenth century (Maryland His

torical Trust 1980). With no earlier above-ground evidence for a town, a circa 

1750 date of initial urban growth is quite reasonable. 

It is an interesting feature of modern Lower Marlboro that there are several 

buil ding of colonial origin clustered just north of the hamlet, on the other side 

of Graham Creek (see Figure 38). These houses are not original to their present 

sites. having been brought in by a developer and restored (Anonymous 1978). An 

unwary investigator, not knowing the history of the development, might mistake 

th is cluster of colonial homes for an original town. A close look at the set

tlement pattern. however, clearly reveals a modern subdivision rather than a 

town of the eighteenth-century gridded pattern (Reps 1972). The imported houses 

~ce in too many directions, and are irregularly arranged in lots of several 

acres (Figure 40), quite unlike a planned town site of the colonial period. The 

histor ic site of Lower· Marlboro obviously lies to the south of the creek, where 

houses of the middle 1700's still occupy their original sites. 

Survey and an a 1 ys is 

Potentially the most productive area of Lower Marlboro for surface collec

tion is the large plowed field just north of the T intersection of state road 

262 (Figure 38) . The field lies directly in front of the Grahame house (Figure 

39), and covers approximately 15 acres. Because of the high visibility of the 

surface, and its proximity to the Grahame house, this area was selected for in

vesti gation. 

The site wa s flagged on a 15-meter grid as described earlier, with the RO 

baseline running north along the road and parallel to the Patux.e_nt shore. The 



intent was to collect the entire field, but rain and time pressure interfered. 

along the north-south line were collected, and then a two-row-wide 

(30 meter) sample strip was collected toward the east, toward the Grahame house. 

~ortly before the project was to end, a dark soil stain wi th a surprising con 

cen tration of colonial materials was noticed in the strip of plowed field between 

llie road and the river. This area was gridded to encompass the major concentra

ti on of artifacts, and collected also. 

The materials are listed by grid unit in Tabl e 12, following the key in 

Tabl e 1. It is evident from a cursory inspection that materials dating from the 

c~onial to the modern periods are represented. Obvious road trash, such as 

and soda bottles, was not collected, but many sherds of glass especially 

al ong the road probably are modern 1 itter. The preponderance of earlier materials 

throughout the fiedl, however, is suggested by the patriotic date of 1776.16 that 

results from the mean ceramic formula. The pi pestem date is 1734.96, which may 

ind icate some activity on the site prior to the postulated heyday of the town. 

The spatial distribution of the total artifact assemblage (less coal, brick, 

and mortar) is plotted in Figure 41. (Note: the road and ditches measure approx

imate ly 9 m. in width, but are drawn at 15 m. fo r convenience.) Some slight 

wei ghting of the totals along the roadside, probably representing litter, is 

evident, but three artifact clusters stand out clearly . One center is at 75R75, 

and another at 105Rl65; neither cluster, unfo rtunat ely, is fully represented due 

to the strip-sample method employed in the eastern half of the field. By compar

ison ;the cluster on the west side of the road is huge, peaking at 165LO but 

nearly as high in frequency in the two squares directly south . The soil sta in, 

incidentally, was contained mostly in the peak square. 

Si nce the "total artifacts" distribution might be biased or obscured by 

modern trash, several artifact categories were plotted fo r compar ison, beginn ing 



with ceramics. The intent of the ceramic plots was to show that whiteware was 

scattered generally over the field, and so could be ignored. Figures 42 through 

4~ show that this expectation was not fulfilled. The distribution in Figure 42 

include s the fine ceramics that represent early to mid-eighteenth-century hori

zons . The peaks at 165LO and 105R165 are visible in this distribution, but the 

rise at 75R75 does not appear at all. The creamware plot, Figure 43, may be 

consi dered to represent a late third-quarter eighteenth-century horizon. There 

is still a peak at 105R165. The 75R75 cluster leaps out in th.e creamware, and 

even more interestingly, the peak west of the road shifts south two grid units, 

to 135LO. Evidently, the huge cluster in the 11 total II distribution was actually 

two clusters. 

The late eighteenth-early nineteenth-century horizon, represented by pearl

ware (Figure 44), and the post-1820 horizon, represented by whitewares (Figure 

45), reveal essentially the same pattern as the creamware. The clusters around 

75R75 and 105R165 continue, as does that around 135LO, although the latter is 

somewhat diffused in the whitewares. In fact, although the whitewares do cluster 

in the earlier pattern, they number relatively few in all clusters, which sug

gests that the occupations or activities indicated did not continue long past the 

circa 1820 introduction of whitewares. 

The distributions of other artifact categories tend to confirm the pattern

ing evident in the ceramics. Figure 46 displays the black glass distribution, 

which corresponds closely to the two clusters of the mid-eighteenth-century cer

amics (Figure 43). Architecural materials, window glass and nails, provide an 

interesting counterpoint (Figure 47). The window glass, highlighted by the con

tour lines, clusters in the later western peak, 135LO, and the easternmost peak, 

105R165 (slightly). The cluster at 75R75 does not show up. Nails are too sparse 

to be interpreted easily, but occur to some extent in similar clusters to the 

window glass. 



Yet another perspective is obtained by plotting ball clay ("kaolin") pipe 

fragments, as in Figure 48. The peak at 105Rl65 shows up, though just bare 1 y. 

Another peak appears in the square next north of 75R75. To the west of the road, 

pipe cluster rises 150LO--between the two clusters previously revealed. 

An initial interpretation, which assume s the four cl us ters re present dwellin q . -
structures, is as follows. Two buildings stood in the survey area circa 1750-

1760, those at 105Rl65 and 165LO. During the 1760's tv10 more structures were 

bu ilt, shown by distribution peaks at 75R75 and 135LO. The structure at 165LO 

disappeared not long afterwards; the dark soil stain, and a couple of discolored 

she rds. raise the possibility that it was burned. The pipestem peak between 

the houses at 135LO and 165LO implies a common social ground, and that there was 

some overlap in the use-spans of the houses. It is even possible that the houses 

represent two generations of the same family. Alternatively, the house at 135LO 

may have been built to replaced a destroyed house at 165LO, by the same occupants. 

All of the structures probably were gone or in ruins by the mid-1800's. 

The relative paucity of artifacts in the eastern two clusters, as opposed 

to t hose west of the road, may indicate a disparity in wealth and status. Wine-

glass stems and polychrome delftware sherds occur in the western area, which may 

support this suggestion. There may, however, be other factors involved than 

socioeconomic status. For instance, the dramatic peak in the creamware in the 

75 R75 cluster, tapering off quickly in the pearlware and whiteware horizons, may 

ind icate that a short occupation span is involved. The cluster of pipe fragments 

to the north of this square may reveal a yard of this house. The black glass 

peak at 105Rl65 is more dramatic than in any other artifact category. Other t han 

possibly representing a family of poor drunks, the significance of the black· glass 

is .not immediately apparent. 

The distributions of miscellaneous artifacts and animal bone reinforce the 

impressions gained from the other plots (Figure 49). (Note: miscellaneous arti -
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fac ts clearly of recent origin, such as plastic buttons and a plastic comb frag

included in Figure 49). Animal bone clusters decisively in 165LO, 

perhaps followin g Deetz•s (1977) contention that the discard of refuse was more 

lax earlier in the eighteenth century than later. With out the bone, the mis

cellaneous materials in Figure 49 reveal a clear overall peak only in 135LO; but 

then , neither of the eastern clusters contains two artifacts in the "hot square'1 

as does 165LO. On balance, then, the t'Wo western dwelling maintain their numeri

primacy in the miscellaneous as well as the other categories. 

Since four concentrations of artifacts, probably buildings, are distinguish

able within the greater site, it would make more sense to compute mean artifact 

dates for each, rather than for the entire assemblage. Table 13 presents the 

set of dates for the entire site and the clusters. In each cluster, artifacts 

from the squares immediately adjacent to the peak squares have been included, ex

cept that for dwellings A and B, centered at 165LO and 135LO, respectively, the 

squa res of the 150 row--which would be overlapped by materials from both houses-

are included with neither. Probably there is still some overlap, but the dates 

shou ld provide a basis for comparison. 

These dates show, in shorthand fashion, much the same sequence of occupati on 

suggested above. Structure A is clearly the earliest, with a mean date in the 

mid -eighteenth century, as implied by the spatial distributions of the ceramics 

hor izons (which are, of course, the basis for the ceramic dating formula). Struc 

tu re B's median date is the next earliest, antedating by two years that of struc

tu re D. Since structure D was discernable in the pre-creamware horizon, its 

slight l y later date may signify a longer time of occupation than in structure B. 

Alte rnative ly, if structure B replaced a destroyed structure A, the inhabitants 

of structure B may have had to replace the majority of their ceramics at one time, 

the disproporti onate investment in creamware in the 1760's (for example) effecti ve 

ly biasing the computation for structure B toward an earlier mean ceramic date . 



Table 13. Computed dates for Lower Marlboro. 

structure center squares included pi pestem ceramic 

A 165LO 180LO, 165Ll5, 180Ll5 1732.13 1756.7 

B 135LO 120LO, 120Ll5, 135Ll5 1719.89 1778.23 

c 75R75 60R75, 90R75, 
60-90R60 1740.55 1790.01 

D 105Rl65 105Rl50, 105Rl80, 
120Rl50-180 1740.55 1780.56 

total site 1734.36 1776.16 



Without fu rther investigation, this quest i on must remain unanswered. 

St ructu re C's ceramics produce the latest median date. The f act t ha t this 

cluste r was not discernable at all i n the pre-creamwa re hori zon, whereas at 

least struc tures A and D were, agrees we 11 with the late r mean ceramic date. 

It will be noted that the pipestem dates do not fo llow the sequence of t he 

ceramic date s, and that they are consistently earlier. Discussion of the latter 

point will be deferred to chapter 6. As to the former, the most troubl in g as

pect is the drastically early date for structure B. Perhaps even more odd, the 

pipes tem date for 150LO, the discounted 11 between 11 square, is 1750 .1 , wh i ch is the 

latest of all the pipestem dates. It is poss i ble t hat 150LO represent s the 

social are in which most of structure B11 s pipe smoki ng took place, and that some 

earli er context was intruded and thus protected by the structure ( or 1 ies just 

south of it ), but such an explanation cannot be substantiated at th i s poin t. 

Preliminary conclusions 

From both the distribution patterns in the ceramic horizons, and the mean 

ceramic dates based on the same horizons , a hypothetical recon struction of the 

change in t he occupation of this pa rt of Lower Marlboro may be offered. Struc t ure 

A probabl y stood not far from the Pat uxent bluff in the 1750 1 s, perhaps housing 

neighbors to the occupants of the Graham, Mills, and Henman house s. Structure A 

burned , perhaps in the early 1760's. St ructure B either replaced it shortly 

thereafte r, or had been built not l ong before. The peak in the pipestem dis

tribution between the two structures may indicate a corrmon social -area for ne igh

bors, or a con t i nued use of the same are a by persons wh o were habituated to t hi s 

parti cular ya rd . Whether there was one househol d that split an d t hen merged 

agai n, as two generations of a fami l y, or on e household that reestablished it 

self on the same or next lot, or two hou sehold s with either overlapping tenanc ies 

or even no re l ationship at all, cann ot be ascertained . 



Structure D may have been erected and inhabited in the third quarter of 

the eighteenth century, followed by structure C perhaps in the 1770's. These 

buildings may have been occupied by families of lesser means, or perhaps house

holds containing considerably fewer persons. Structures B, C, and D persisted 

into the .nineteenth century, but not very long past circa 1820, as indicated by 

the small amounts of whiteware associated with each cluster. 

These dates fit extremely well with Brune's (1979) suggestion that the 

period 1748 to 1830 saw the greatest centralization within the Patuxent drain

age. One building, structure A, may have stood at the beginning of the period, 

and three more appeared and disappeared during the next four decades. If busi

ness in Lower Marlboro was falling off after circa 1790, as Brune suggests, 

it is quite likely that buildings in the town would have been abandoned gradually 

over the next quarter century or so, as structures B, C, and D may well have been. 

Further investigation of this site would be quite valuable. A controlled 

surface collection of the entire field, perhaps on a smaller grid, might well 

reveal still other artifact clusters. Other areas surrounding the main inter

sect ion of Lower Marlboro also may reveal building sites, affording a more com

plete picture of the spatial extent and perhaps the plan of the town. A long

term research plan should include excavation, in search of probable diversity 

of function among structures or sections of the town. Whether Lower Marlboro 

was entirely a tobacco-trading hamlet, or to what extent it might have attracted 

othe r specialization, is a matter which would cast greater light on the import

ance of these centers in the eighteenth-century Chesapeake. The section of Lower 

Marlboro investigated by this survey illustrates the rise and fall of the ephem

eral tobacco ports that served as towns in the tidewater, but the information 

contai ned in this town-site has only barely been tapped. 



Doncaster, 18Ta30 

Setting 

The site of Doncaster is in Talbot County, on the low-lying shore at the 

mouth of Wye River (Figure 50). It is, in fact, directly across the river from 

the tip of Bennett•s Point, and within sight of Icehouse Point, discussed in 

chapter 3. North of the Doncaster site· is a peninsula called Bruff 1 s Island, 

jutting north between Wye River and Shaw Bay. Bruff's originally was an island, 

and the channel between it and the mainland at Doncaster has silted in only 

since the bridge was built, circa 1930. 

Though the land is generally low, the shoreline drops abruptly some 10 or 

a dozen feet to the water. Along the Wye River frontage the low bluff is now 

rip-rapped, which undoubtedly is a factor in the steepness of the shoreline. 

Along Shaw Bay the slope is more gentle, but rises in a defi nite kno11 before 

droppin g once more to the first creek to the east. The land surface is thus 

slightl y rolling, at least by comparison to Bennett•s Point, and is well 

drained. 

Historical background 

Like Londontown and Lower Marlboro, Doncaster was a Town Act town, owing 

its legal existence to the civilizing efforts of the provinci al gove rnment. 

Its legislative history is more straightforward than was Lower Marlboro•s, since 

there does not seem to have been any rivalry evident between this and another 

nominated site. 

The town was first established in the supplementary act of 1671 (Maryland 

Archives 5 :92-94), which pl aced a town in Talbot County "at the Land of Iona than 

Syberry at the Mouth of Wye River on the Easte rn Side thereof." At this time, 

the site was known as Wye Town (Reps 1972). In each of the two subsequent sets 

of town bills, Wye Town was included from the first. Nominations for the sites 



to be established in 1683 (Maryland Archives 7 :459-461) included a site 11 at or 

near Adjacent to the Town Point at Wye River Mouth," and the final form of the 

act (Ma ryland Archives 7:609-619) stipulated the town land at Wye River. Again 

in 1706 , the Town Act (Maryland Archives 26 :636 -645) spec ified the Wye River 

site, this time under the name of Doncaster. 

Tilghman (1967) provides a number of details about Doncaster and Bruff's 

Island , although occasionally his dates are confusing. Accordin9 to Tilghman 

(1967 v. 2:540ff). Bruff's Island originally belonged to one William Crouch, who 

owned both the is 1 and and a tract ca 11 ed Crouch' s Choyce at the mouth of Wye 

"The town of Doncaster was located on this tract cal led Crouch 's Choyce 11 

(Til ghman 1967 v. 2 :541). Crouch willed his Choyce to his son Josias in 1676 

(Til ghman 1967 v. 2 :540). He had already sold the island to Peter Sayer; Sayer 

sold it to Thomas Bruff . Tilghman (1967 v . 1:106fn) has the date of this trans

action as 176~, which makes more sense if read as a typographical error for 

1672. 

Thomas Bruff, a silversmith, came to Maryland about 1665, and died in 1702. 

"He devi sed to son Richard, dwelling plantation at Doncaster ... and one-half of 

Crouch 1s Island, and to son Thomas, residue of island.' ' Of the former son, Tilgh

man says, "Richard Bruff, son of Thomas, born 1670, was an Inn-keeper at the town 

of Doncaste r, and owned a large tobacco warehouse, fronting on a narrow strait 

of water which then separated Bruff's Island from the mainland on which the town 

of Donca ster stood" (Tilghman 1967 v. 2:540-541). Here again Tilghman•s dates 

are confusi ng: he says that there is a record of son Richard's warehouse in 1780 

(i bid.) , and that Thomas Bruff was keeping a ferry at Bruff's landing in 1760 

(1967 v. 2: 11). Whether these dates are accurate, referring to a 1 ong-1 i ved 

warehouse and another generation of Thomases, is unclear. 

Two more references by Tilghman help establish that a town did exist at 

Doncaster , Tilghman notes that a courthouse was built at Doncaster (1967 v. 2: 



38), and that in 1700 Thomas Bruff (one of them!) was directed "to set up a pair 

of stocks and whipping post, at the town of Doncaster" (1967 v. 2:215). These 

structures, Bruff's "dwelling plantation at Doncaster," and Richard Bruff's 

warehou se, must have been a nucleus of a town, but whether there was much more 

to the pl ace is quest i onab 1 e. 

Reps (1972) mentions that a 1707 plan of the town survives, on which five 

lots were noted as "improved formerly." Tilghman (1967 v. 2:542) admits that 

there probably never were more than a dozen houses at Doncaster. The wording 

of the nomination of 1683, "at or near Ajacent, 11 suggests that by that time 

the town was not firmly fixed on the ground. The general picture created by 

the references is one of an ephemeral hamlet, rather optimistically --if not 

euphemistically- -given the legal status of a town. 

Father Edward Carley of Centerville has very generjously donated a copy of 

a survey plat, as an aid to this project (Figure 51). (The original is pri

vately owned.) The plat was drawn, according to the legend at the bottom, for 

Mrs. Henrietta Maria Lloyd in 1695. It clearly shows Crouch's Choyce and Bruff 1s 

Isl and, as well as the "Town Point" below the narrows .between the mainland and 

the island. Father Carley (personal communication) suggests that the structure 

sketched beside the narrows is Thomas Bruff 1 s house. It may also be a symbol · 

for the town, since only one other structure is drawn on the plot. The latter 

is evidentl y the chapel to which Frances Sayer referred in her will as the other 

chapel at Doncaster (chapter 3). Colonel Sayer's land in the upper left of the 

plat is, of course, Bennett's Point. (The circle around the chapel is a recent 

addit ion to the plat.) 

In sum, the evidence suggests that, at best, the town of Doncaster was 

littl e more than a waterside hamlet of the turn of the eighteenth century. Fur

the r research is needed even to gauge how long the hamlet might have existed. 

If Tilghman's later eighteenth-century dates for the ferry and warehouse are not 



errors, some activity may have continued for quite a while. One incentive for 

an archaeological survey, then, is to gain another perspective on the 1 ife-span 

and activities of the town. 

Survey and analysis 

The site of Doncaster had been identified before this project began, and 

had been assigned the number 18Ta30. A preliminary National Register nomina

tion form was begun for the site, and notes are st i 11 on fi 1 e with the Maryl and 

Historical Trust. Unfortunately the notes were filed in pencil draft, and now 

are nearly illegible. Evidently the investigator of record (Wayne Clark) noted 

a su fficient quantity of historic materials in the field to suggest that the 

town of Doncaster was indeed on the point below Bruff's Island, as the histori

cal sources indicate. 

On the first day of the survey, the property owner lofaned the surveyor a 

coll ection of pipestems recovered from the site before the last plowing. The 

bore diameters of the 25 stems were measured that evening, resulting in a mean 

bore diameter of 5.96 (64ths inch) and a computed date of 1703.82. This date 

was quite consistent with the few records of activity in the town. 

The field at the town point was plowed to the edge of the Wye River, but 

only to the beginning of the slope down to the forme r channel between the island 

and the mainland (Figures 52, 53). At the northern edge of the field, closest 

to the island, a scatter of brick was noticeable. 

A 15-meter grid was flagqed with OLO at the northern corner of the field. 

The LO base line followed the edge of the field rouahly southwest .. A rectangle 

the width of the field--11~ grid units northwest to southeast--and six grid units 

deep along the base line was collected systematically. After the sixth row, 

mat erials were so sparse that continuation of the controlled surface collection 

would have been highly inefficient, and the rest of the field was inspected by 



plow row without reference to the grid. 

Artifacts were flagged where spotted, and left until the entire field had 

Two dubious concentrations, designated A and B, were defined 

collected separately. They were roughly plotted by line of sight 

the original grid. Cluster A fell between the L90 and L105 lines, 

22 to 30 meters from the edge of the grid, and B between the L75 

about 34-40 meters further southwest. Both clusters are plotted 

in Figure 32. No brick was noted in either cluster. The remainder of the ma

~rials from the south part of the field were bagged as a general surface col

lect ion. 

The data from all the provenience groups are presented in Table 14. A 

~ neral impression of the assemblage tends to support the early eighteenth-cen

tury date suggested by the historic data and the loaned pipestems. Only three 

she rds of whiteware are present, all from cluster B. No pearlware was found, 

and only one sherd of creamware. In fact, even the creamware may be out of 

place, since Chinese porcelain and white saltglazed stoneware both are lacking. 

Perhaps significantly, the creamware sherd belongs to cluster A. The heavy pre

dominance of black glass, including a number of case bottle fragments, and of 

coarse ceramics, also is consistent with an early eighteenth-century occupation, 

be fore finer tablewares were made in such quantities that many Chesapeake plant

ers could afford them. 

The computed dates support this interpretation quite nicely (Table 15). 

The pipestem date comes to 1703.4, astonishingly close,. given sample sizes, to 

that 0f the loaned collection. The ceramic date was computed using a delftware 

med ian of 1700, as at aennett's Point. Without whiteware, but with the creamware 

sherd, the mean ceramic date is 1730.11, a suitably early date. Since the cream

wa re sherd does not really seem to belong to the main site area, it might be 

mo re reasonable to delete it from the compuation, and the revised date comes to 



Table 15. Computed dates from Doncaster. 

loaned pipestems 1703.82 sample 25 

pipestems from survey 1703.4 35 

me an ceramic date 1730 .11 27 

11 11 11
, less creamware 1728 .54 26 

structure, ceramics* 1733.45 11 

structure, pipe stems* 1704.85 15 

* Squares 0-30Ll5 , 0- 30L30, 0-30L45. 



1728.54. The median date employed for the ware of highest frequency, Rhenish 

grey stoneware, would tend to bias the mean toward a later date, since several 

sherds in this 11 lump 11 category are assignable to earlier types. Initial findin gs, 

then, indicate an occupation during the f,lltst part of the eighteenth century, 

perhaps beginni ng before the turn of the century, when Thomas Bruff and sons were 

active in Doncaster. 

Few other artifacts were recovered that would aid in dating the site. The 

most interesting specimens are shown in Figure 54. The wineglass stem is of the 

11 air twist 11 form, which Noel Hurne (1969:193) does not consider to have been in

troduced before 1725 at the earliest. No information is available to help date 

the other pieces with any accuracy. 

The spatial distribution of all artifacts assignable to the colonial period, 

coll ected within the grid, is shown in Figure 55. Only one cluster is obvious, 

near the north, or OLO, corner of the survey area. Due in part to the 15-rneter 

grid scale, and in part to the generally small quantity of artifacts, no 11 fine 

tunin g11 of the spatial patterns is evident. Two small rises in frequencies, at 

15L90 and 45L135, are due to high counts in single squares, and may not have any 

part icular significance. The main concentration, with its center at 15L30, cor

res ponds to the concentration of brick rubble, which was noted in the field but 

not co 11 ected. 

Several artifact categories were plotted in search of possible variations 

in the distributions. Small sample sizes make interpretations somewhat tenta

tive , but certain suggestions are possible . The ceramics (Figure 56) clearly 

are the major component of the "total II distribution, except that the high count 

in 45Ll35 is not due to ceramics. That high, as it happens, is due chiefly to 

black glass (Figure 57). In fact, the 45L135 unit holds the highest frequency 

of bottle glass in the entire grid. At least two vessels are represented, since 

a round basal kick and a flat case bottle fragment are included. The sample of 



pipe fragments (Figure 58 ) in this area is too small to interpret with confidence. 

The sampl e of architecu)fral materials (Figure 59) is also very small, but half 

of the specimens are in the area of grid unit 45L135, while the other half are 

It is possible that an outbuilding stood in this area. 

Counts in the possible "peak" at 15L90 are equally small, especially since 

enough to the main concentration to contain some scatter. A 

~~ce at Table 14, though, shows that coarse ceramics ma~e up the major part of 

this high count, and that at least three vessel s--a North Devon gravel-tempered, 

a black-glazed and a brown-glazed red earthenware vessel -- are re presented. The 

center of this square is 40 meters from the peak of the main concentration, a 

goodl y distance for a turn-of-the-eighteenth-century building (especially recalling 

that the requirement for lot owners in towns was a building 20 by 20 feet square 

[e.g. , Maryland Archives 27:16p, "besides Shedds"). It seems unlikely that any 

15L90 would be from a deposit at the door of a structure at 15L30. 

Although the sherds are not large enough to extrapolate vessel shape with any 

confi dence, Deetz ( 1977 :53-55) notes that a large percentage of seventeenth and 

early eighteenth-century ceramics, part icul arl y of lead-glazed coarse wares, 

served household dairying need s . Again very tentatively, it may be suggested 

that this small peak represents an outbuilding connected to dairying. It is in

terest ing that the distribution of "miscellaneous" materials (Figure 60) shows 

that 15L105 is one of only two squares with more than a single object of this 

category. One of these specimens is an oddly shaped piece of band iron, which 

could be part of a door latch, possibly from the postulated outbuilding. 

The main concentration is evidently the most important, assuming not the 

only , structure represented in the collection. As noted above, the ceramics are 

the main component of this cluster. The distribution of bottle glass contrasts 

markedly, but .the pipestems, though somewhat scattered, fall chiefly within the 

area. Only a chip of a gunflint, among either the architectural or the miscel-
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laneous materials, also falls within the peak square, but an animal bone, a 

chunk of mortar (one of only two recovered), a wineglass stem (Figure 57). and 

~veral sherds of bottle glass occur within the more general scatter associated 

with the peak square. 

These data, plus tse cluster of brick in the same area, indicate that a 

structure stood in the vicinity of unit 15L30, and it is not difficult to in

terpret as a dwelling. The relatively small quantity of artifacts is consistent 

with a house of the turn of the eighteenth century, but the diversity among so 

smal l a sample clearly suggests a domestic structure. 

The data do not, however, indicate a town site. Only one structure of any 

importance, with two possible outbuildings, is discernable. The collection sug

gests the manor house of a middling plantation more than a town. 

At the time of the original recording of the site, the plowed area was 

large r than it was when inspected for this project, extending northward and much 

closer to the shore of Shaw Bay and the silted channe 1 . The ma in concentration 

of artifacts, which served to identify the site, may actually have been within 

the formerly plowed area now covered with grass (Wayne Clark, personal communi

cati on). It is. thus possible that the main portion of the town of Doncaster is 

within the uncollected grassy area. This would include the area of Richard 

Bruff's warehouse, according to Tilghman (1967). 

The grassy area could hardly contain a town of any considerable size, how

eve r. This fact recalls the small number of names associated with the history 

of the town: Crouch, Bruff, and Sayer. Tilghman (1967 v. 1:66) refers to Sayer 

as a resident of Doncaster, and both the Sayer inventory and Frances Sayer's 

will (chapter 3) make it clear that Sayer owned land at Doncaster. Evidence has 

already been presented that suggests that Sayer's residence was across the Wye, 

on Bennett's Point. At the same time, only a few buildings can be placed at the 

town site from the historical records, as well as by archaeology. 



Preli minary conclusions 

The overall impression of this investigator is t hat Don caster was essential

ly a Bruff 11 company town," and comprised 1 ittle more than t he Bruff plantation . 

The name "Doncaster" may have referred to a loose enough area that Sayer I s pl an

tati on at Bennett•s Point could be considered part of the town, for the legal 

purposes of bringing trade "only to those Ports or Towns" specified in the Town 

Acts (Maryland Archives 27:163). The plantation of so wealthy a man as Sayer 

woul d have competed effectively as a wharf with the erstwhile Bruff town, stunt

ing t he growth of the latter and thus the hoped-for profits would would accrue 

to i ts proprietors in land sales, warehouse and inn fees. The Bruffs, in sum, 

may have been a very frustrated family. 

Much further research, both documentary and archaeological, must be com

ple ted before such an interpretation can be substantiated. Historical informa

tion is needed to create a more complete understanding of the functions and im

portance of the town. Intensive archaeological investigation, perhaps including 

test excavation, would add valuable data. It is possible, for instance, that 

the town was more extensive than was indicated by this survey, with improved 

lots to the east on Shaw Bay or to the west where erosion might have destroyed 

the sites. Comparison of the modern land outline (Figure 50) and the 1695 plat 

(Figure 51). though, suggests that the major impact of erosion has taken place 

at the point below Chapel Cove, rather than farther up toward the town point. 

Local resident s rerrember a brick foundation, thought to have been that of the 

cha pel, that has been lost into the waters of Eastern Bay (Father Edward Carley, 

personal communication). 

At present, the artifactual material and its limi t ed spati al extent indi 

cate a plantation or small hamlet of the turn of the eighteenth century, probably 

occupied until about 1730 or shortly thereafter. These data support an ident i

fica tion of the site as the town of Doncaster, and of t he t own of Doncaster as a 



center of very limited activity. 

Carvel site, 18Qu206 

Sett ing 

The Carvel site is on the eastern side of Kent Island , a low , fla t penin-

sula cut off from the mainland of the Delmarva by a narrow channel bordered by 

ma rshes . The site is near the south end of the island (Figure 61), in a fi eld 

next to Eastern Bay and an unnamed, silted inlet, now a marshy pond. The en t ire 

southe rn part of the island lies below the 20-foot contour, although much of the 

heavily eroded shoreline drops sharply as far as 10 fe et to the level of the 

water. Local variations in relief are slight, but the Carvel site is on a 

swa le and is thus in one of the best drained locati ons in its immediate area. 

His tor ica 1 background 

A discussion of the earliest settlement of Kent Is land will be included in 

a later section of this chapter. As will be seen , the artifact dates from this 

si te make it unlikely to belong to the fi r st wave of settl ement, circa 1630 an d 

thereafter. Since the site appears to be locat ed well away from any center of 

activi ty, no secondary sources refer to its local ity . Onl y a deed search of the 

property will provide information that mi ght identify the occupant s, a proj ect 

that has not been attempted. 

Survey and analysis 

This site was located during a reconn aissance of lower Ken t Island sponsored 

by the Kent Island Her i tage Association . During surface inspection of the field, 

the surveyors noticed a concentration of br i ck and oyster shell in the northwest 

corner of the plowed field, directly south of the silted inlet (Figure 61). A 

small collect i on of artifacts was recove red, but surface vi si bility was poor due 



to weed and corn stubb 1 e. 

The survey party returned after the site was plowed, and conducted a con

trolled surface collection over the area of the concent ration. An arbitrary ORO 

poi nt was established in what appeared to be the southwest fringe of the cluster. 

The RO base line ran roughly southwest to northeast, following the plow rows 

(Figures 62, 63). This site was the last to be surveyed by controlled provenience, 

and in an effort to improve the resolution of potential spatial patterning, the 

unit was reduced to 10 meters. An initial grid was established in a rectangle 

of eight units along the OR 1 ine and six units wide, after which two more rows 

were added to the west. Brick and shell were not collected due to their quantity . 

. Table 16 lists the materials recovered from the site. A quick overview re

veal s a striking paucity of artifacts, even compared to the site at Doncaster. 

Yet , to judge by the frequency of creamware and the presence of white saltgl aze, 

this site was occupied during the third quarter of the eighteenth century, con

side rably later than the dwelling at Doncaster. 

Only one sherd of pearlware and four sherds of whiteware are included in 

the assemb lage. The relative lack of pearlware suggests that the major occupa

tion ended by the end of the eighteenth century, and that the whiteware is in

trus ive into the collection. For this reason (and also spatial indications, 

below), whiteware was not included in the computation of the mean ceramic date 

(Table 17). which comes to 1751.63. The pipestem date, however, is considerably 

earlier at 1705.02. The only wine bottle base that was complete enough to meas

ure had a very shallow kick, and resembles most closely several illustrated by 

Noel Hume (1969:65) and attributed to the 1730's. A second- and third-quarter 

eighteenth-century occupation may be assigned to this site, with the pipestem 

date remaining an anomaly. 

Figure 64 displays the spatial distribution of the artifacts recovered by 

the controlled survey (except for the few pieces of brick and the slag). A peak 

-



Table 17. Computed dates for the Carvel site. 

Total surface, ceramics* 

Total surface, pipestems 

Structure, ceramics 

Structure, pipestems 

* less whiteware. 

1751.63 

1705.02 

1755. 77 

1702.29 

sample 49 

14 

22 

3 

l 



in frequency is quite evident in unit 20LO. This area was noticed in the field 

as containing a higher proportion of tablewares --creamware, porcelain, white salt

glaze-- than the rest of the grid, but the relative concentration of materials was 

not fully appreciated until the analysis. 

An irregular area of relative artifact frequency occurs just east of the main 

cluster, extending off to the northeast. A concentration of bricks at the edge of 

the field to the northeast of the grid was noted during the survey, but as no ma

terials other than brick were found, it was not tied into the grid. Possibly the 

extension of the secondary concentration within the grid points to the outlying 

brick patch, indicating a well-used pathway toward an outbuilding. 

Several artifact categories were plotted separately: ceramics (Figure 65), 

bottle glass (Figure 66), pi pestems ancj window glass (Figure 67) , and mi see 11 aneous 

(Figure 68), which latter group includes only one nail, three gunfl ints or frag

rrent s (one). and four pieces of animal bone. The ceramics concentrate to some ex

tent in the 20LO area, with a small local peak at lORlO. The assemblage from the 

latter unit includes at least three vessels, but no other materials, leaving the 

sign ificance of this "peak" rather enigmatic. Whiteware is not included in the 

frequency counts in Figure 65, but is marked by x's. The whiteware sherds do not 

concentrate near the 20LO 11 hot spot, 11 which is the second reason why it was not 

incl uded in the mean ceramic date. 

Bottle glass (Figure 66) also shows a primary concentration in 20LO, with a 

secondary peak in the "pathway" area. Pipestems (Figure 67) tend to scatter more 

along the 11 pathway 11 than to cluster around 20LO. Window glass, though not tightly 

clus tered, does fall mainly in the area of the primary concentration, indicating that 

the peak does represent a structure. The single nail (Figure 68) also occurs in the 

peak square, which is a nice correlation. Animal bone and gunflints, however, fall 

more to the northeast. It would be difficult to argue for a direct connection be

tween guns and bones, but the tendency of these two groups plus pipestems and, to 
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some extent, bottle glass to occur in the northeast sector does suggest some kind 

of yard activity distinct from that of the primary concentration at 20LO. 

Preliminary conclusions 

With the concentration of ceramics, architectural materials, and, slightly, 

bottle glass at 20LO, this area can be interpreted as a dwelling. The assemblage 

ind icates a second-to-third quarter eighteenth-century occupation. By the sma 11 

quantity of artifacts, a fairly low level of wealth can be inferred. This probably 

is the home of a planter of the poorer sort or, possibly, a tenant farmer, of 

about 1750. 

A lower density, but greater diversity, of materials toward the northeast 

quadrant of the survey grid suggests that this area was a yard, the scene of social 

(at least smoking) and practical outdoor activities. There may have been one or 

mo re small, ephemeral outbuildings in this area, but no cluster of materials sup

ports the possibility. It is also possible that the area was conveniently situa

ted between the house and the buildings indicated by the brick rubble to the north

east , which should in retrospect have been plotted into the grid. No artifacts 

from the 1 atter area are present to confirm a postulated contemporaneity, however. 

More extensive surface collection and a title search probably would produce 

information that would add to this interpretation. Present data, unfortunately, 

are too sparse to provide a more detailed reconstruction of activities at the site. 

Greenwood Creek I, 18Qu207 

Setting 

The Greenwood Creek I site, in Queen Anne's County, is on the mainland west of 

Wye River, at the top of the Bennett's Point peninsula. The Eastern Bay shoreline 

of Bennett's Point merges imperceptibly into the Greenwood Creek shoreline, and the 

creek can be followed north to a fork. The Greenwood Creek I site lies on the west 

side of the easterly branch, near the headwaters, far enough upstream that it is 



unli kely that any vessel larger than a canoe could ever have navigated so far inland. 

Tne gentl y rolling field in which the site is located contains one of the few small 

of the Wye River that rises higher than 20 feet above sea level, although 

the site is located slightly below the 20-foot contour. The area is well drained. 

Historica 1 background 

The Greenwood Creek I site, first recorded by this survey, was investigated as 

of the interest of local historians. The house was removed from this site 

circa 1940, and pl aced in nearby Queenstown, Maryl and (Figure 71). The agreement 

to move the house included removal of the brick foundation to a depth of 24 inches, 

which undoubtedly disturbed some archaeological deposits. The house originally faced 

the road just to the south, and barns and a dairy once stood to the west (William 

Willi s, personal communication). 

The property on which the house was built was part of a tract called Sayer~s 

Forest, owned by the same Peter Sayer who has been mentioned previously. The struc

ture was thought to have been built by Sayer as a wedding gift to his nephew, Charles 

~lake , when the property was deeded to the latter circa 1699 (Father Edward Carley, 

personal communication). The site thus held the potential for comparative data in 

the same time range as other sites considered by this project. 

A residence is marked on this site in the 1877 Atlas of the Eastern Shore ( "·~) ,' 

labe lled "R. S. Bryan Res." The Bryan cemetery occupies a smal 1 wooded area directly 

across the road from the site . 

Survey and analysis 

The site was easily located in the field due to a dark stain in the plowzone, 

pictu red in Figure 72. A heavy concentration of historic artifacts, particularly 

brick, coincided with the stain. A 15-meter grid was established with th ORO datum 

in the southwest corner of the field, and the RO baseline ran west along the road-



side edge of the field , parallel to the plow rows. The grid extended eight squares 

to the west and seven to the north, to capture and center the soil stain. A walk"'.' . 

over of the res t of the field after the grid was collected revealed no further stains 

or quan tities of artifacts, and the survey was then t e rmi nated . Because of the tre

irendous quantities involved, brick and oyster shell were not collected. 

The materials recovered from Greenwood Creek I are reported in Table 18. The 

total number of artifacts , in comparison even to the excavated Bennett's Point col

lect ion, is staggering, and reve als the increase of material goods associated with 

hou ses of the ni neteenth and t wentieth centuries. The relative cheapness, due to 

mass production, of glass and ceramics is quite evident in the high frequency of 

whi teware and bottle glass. Architecu.itral materials, particularly window glass, 

are also well represented . 

The small numbers of pipestems, black glass sherds, and especially pre-white

~re ceramics, including pearlware, indicate a predominantly post-1820 occupation. 

The lack of pipestems, in particular, argues against a construction date in the 

1690's. The mean ceramic date of 1852.9 only reiterates the predominance of white

ware in the assemblage. (This date, by habit, employs the 1771 median for creamware. 

The more general creamware medi an , 1791, results in a mean date of 1853.64.) 

The pipestem date , however, is 1731.72. Whether so few pipestems indicate an 

early eighteenth-century occupation of short duration, or simply general scatter 

from o.ccasional land use by Blake's field hands (for instance), is not immediately 

apparent . A closer look at the ceramic counts does not indicate an early occupation. 

In spite of the fact that 1two sherds of early slipware, interpreted as North Devon 

sgraffito (Noel Hume 1969 :104). only three sherds of white saltglazed stoneware--

one a dipped white sal tgl aze over a grey body-- suggest any early ·to mid-eighteenth

century activity. The lack of the storage wares which made up significant portions 

of the early eighteenth-century assemblages, including Rhenish grey stoneware, Eng 

lish b9rwn stonewares, and North Devon gravel-tempered ea r thenwa re, also argues 



agai nst an early date for the site. 

Spatial data, however, raise the question once again. Figure 72 displays the 

distr ibution of the artifact totals, less the few bricks that happened to be col

lected (note: squares OR30-90 disappear due to the contou r of t he edge of the field). 

The massive concentration of artifacts has its center in 60R45, and coincides with 

the soil stain. Whitewares (Figure 73) quite evidently are the main component of 

this pattern. Pre-whiteware fine ceramics, however, including pearlware, are dis

tributed in a markedly different pattern ( Figure 74). Approximately equal peaks at 

45R15 and at 45R60, and a noticeable decline in the peak whiteware square, show a 

defin ite disparity with the whiteware and total artifact distributions. Black glass 

and ball clay pipestems, however, agree more with the total and whiteware charts 

(Figu re 75). 

Referring back to Table 18, the major component of the peak at 45Rl5 is cream

ware , and the same is true of 45R60. Pearlware evidently does not show the same con

cent rations, nor do the other eighteenth-century wares co-occur. The distribution 

of creamware is an anomaly, which may represent a happenstance of grid placement, a 

random occurrence, or even a pair of late-1760's picnics. It does not seem to in

dicate a substantial occupation previous to circa 1800. 

A few more distributions, those of coarse ceramics (Figure 76), non-black bottle 

glas s (Figure 77), window glass (Figure 78). and nails and spikes (Figure 79), merely 

reite rate the primary pattern of concentration. Figure 80 is a somewhat confusing 

attempt at a different method of display, intended to distinguish among a few broad 

varieties of ''miscellaneous." The general elongation of the central concentration, 

full owing the directions of plowing and downward slope as well as the length of the 

house , show up clearly. The front yeard (the central R30 row) also seems to be char

acte rized by a high frequency of miscellaneous artifacts_, compared to the rest of 

the grid. The distribution of horseshoes, sparse as it is, suggests at most that 

horse s were not allowed in the house. A few of these "miscellaneous" specimens are 
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shown in Figure 81 . 

Ceramics will be discussed further in inter-site comparisons, chapter 6, but 

~veral marks should be noted here. Two manufacturer's marks can be identified with 

some confidence by reference to the Kovels' (1953) Dicti onary. Both are somewhat 

fragirentary. The more clearly identifiable is the D. F. Haynes and Company, white 

granite, Baltimore, with an eagle inside a circle. The Kovels (1953:168) state that 

this company was established in 1879. The Greenwood Creek specimen was found in unit 

75R45. Less certainly identified is a corner of a crown inside a wreath, which re

sembles the Bennett Pottery Company mark (Kovel 1953:205). This Balt;more company 

was established in 1840, according to the Kovels (1953:205), or 1856, according to 

Rams ay (1947), continuing in operation until 1900. The base of the crown on the 

Greenwood Creek specimen, however, bears a horizontal line rather than the initials 

in the Kovels' example, which casts some doubt on the identification. 

In this connection, it is interesting to note two more artifacts whose origins 

are evidently in Baltimore. A sherd of black interior, buff exterior, very fine-

paste stoneware carries the stenciled letters 11 LTIM0 11 (Figure 82). A clear, slightly 

curved sherd of glass has the molded letters ''MICK &11 over 11 IMORE, 11 probably McCor

mic k & Company, Baltimore. Still another sherd of glass, this one amber, bears the 

molded letters 11 MD, 11 presumably Maryland. 

Several other ceramic marks may be identified, one positively, the other by 

info rmed guess. An "IRONSTONE CHINA" mark over paired li ons belongs to the Crown 

Pottery of Evansville, Indiana, established in 1891 (Thorn 1947). Another mark, 11 DRE 11 

ins ide a globe, may identify a product of the Dresden Pottery, · 1875-1892, or the 

succeeding Potters Co-operative Company, 1892-1900, or Ea.st Liverpool, Ohio (Thorn 

1947 ; Rams ay 1947). but no identical mark is listed in any available source. 

There is al so a sherd with about half a mark, which includes 11 ROYAL IRONS" over 

a crowned lion and circle, over 11 0HNS 11 and 11 ENG 11 (?). This may belong to the Johnson 

Brothers pottery at Hanley and Tunstall, England, established 1891 (Mankowitz and 



Hagga r 1957:118-119). Again, no listed mark quite matches. There is, however, a 

ma rk of the Alfred Meakin pottery of Tunstall which is identical to the Greenwood 

Creek I specimen except that it bears the nan-e "ALFRED MEAKIN II where "JOHNSON II is 

inte rpreted . (Thorn 1947). Finally, there is a mark of "CARROLLTON CH INA," whi ch 

certai nly sounds as though it should be a Maryland product, but no n-ention of such 

a mark has been found. It is evident that by the turn of the twentieth century 

ce rami cs, at least, were obtained from both local and widely-spread commercial net-

Preli minary conclusions 

This site is almost certainly the R. S. Bryan residence marked on the 1877 

atlas . Bryans apparently still owned the site as of the time when the house was 

1940, but did not live there (William Willis, personal communication). 

The exact chain of title and of occupancy remains to be reconstructed. 

A tentative construction date of the house can be suggested. It is clear that 

~e house was not built circa 1690-1700, as county historians had hoped. The small 

quant ities of mid-eighteenth-century wares do not indicate any early occupation, 

whi le the anomalous distribution of creamware does not encourage an argument for a 

th ird-quarter eighteenth-century house construction. Pearlware is present, but in 

small numbers, equal to less than 4% of the .,.,hiteware total. An initial date of 

1810, probably conservatively early, can be interpreted for the occupation, and t hus 

the construction, of the house. The circa 1940 date of removal is nicely support ed 

by a 1930 Lincoln head penny from 45R30. 

In sum, Greenwood Creek I appears to represent the dwelling of a middle class , 

probably farming, family or series of families of the nineteenth and early twenti eth 

centur ies. Few specific patterns of behavior can be deta i led from such a surface 

coll ection, although such artifacts as toys (marb l es, a doll' s ea r and teacup) , a 

stub-stemmed pipe, a glass bead, two Lincoln head penn ies , ho rses hoes and a probable 



harness buckle (90R30). indicate a number of domestic activities that need little 

deta iled comment. Marked pieces of glass and ceramics, in particular, are potent i al

ly in formative in terms of economics--marketing as well as household consumpti on--

but wil l require further study. Spatial distr i butions, in part because of the 15 -

~ter grid, are not very informative within the site, though the secondary concen

tration of miscellaneous artifacts in front of the house indicates a preference for 

use of the front yard. 

Several more general comments on patterning in the, particularly in comparison 

to eighteenth-century sites, wil 1 be included in chapter 6. 

Tanyard Creek site, 18Qu209 

Sett ing 

This site is located in Queen Anne's County, and is the northernmost site on 

the Eastern Shore to be investigated by the project. The Tanya rd Branch of Reed 

Creek, a tributary of Chester River, flows northeasterly beside the site (Figure 

33) . An eastward finger of a plowed field (Figure 84), the sides of which are nearly 

steep enough to make it a promontory over the creek, contains the site. The lo

cali ty is just above the 20-foot contour line, and except for the relatively incised 

stream valleys, the area shows only gentle relief. It seems unlikely that Tanyard 

Branch was ever navigable to this point. 

Historical background 

This site was investigated as a candidate for the first Free School of Queen 

Anne 's County. Although it was first recorded in the Maryland site survey files as 

a result of this project, local historians had known of it for some time, and had 

recognited its potential for representing an early colonial occupation. 

Queen Anne's County was erected in 1706, from Kent an d Talbot Counties (Emory 

1950). The county government moved to establish a school i n l e ss th an t wenty years, 



and by 1724 had constructed a building to house it. The land set aside for the 

schoolhouse and the support of the schoolmaster comprised 100 acres ''situate on 

the south side of the main road that leads from Queenstown to Chester Mills" 

(in Brown 1911 : 2) . 

The first schoolmaster was one David Davis, who was appointed January 16, 

1724. For his support, he would receive tuition and the produce of the land, so 

lon g as he did not grow tobacco, as well as a salary of 20 pounds current money. 

The last master was appointed in 1787, and after his tenure, the school was 

~med over to the Alms House (Brown 1911). 

At least by the 1760' s , there was evidently a dwelling house for the school

maste r that was separate from the school proper (Brown 1911 :9). How much of a 

dis tance might have separated the two structures is unknown. Archaeo 1 ogica 11 y, 

then , the question of identifying the school site is tricky, since even though 
v 

the school house was used from the 1720 • s to nearly the last decade of the centry, ,, 

it is not clear how long a domestic occupation should be represented. 

Survey and analysis 

The first visit to the site took place before the stubble of the previous 

crop had been plowed under. Only a few artifacts were visible on the surface. 

These materials were collected, and work was postponed until cultivation activi-

ties would improve collecting conditions. 

The second visit to the site occurred in June, when, again, very few arti-

fac ts were visible on the surface. The area was inspected by walking every third 

plow row, and artifacts were marked by wire survey flags. Materials were still 

too sparse over the 1-2 acre corner of the field to offer much potential for 

spatial patterning. No materials were noted in the field to thewest or south of 

the site. Flagged artifacts were collected and bagged as a general surface as-

semblage, and have been merged with the original collection for analysis. 



The data from Qu209 are presented in Table 19. The sparseness of the col

lection, 36 historic artifacts over an area of more than an acre, and from two 

collections, is quite apparent. Five brick fragments were noted in the field 

duri ng the second collection, indicating some probability that there was a stru~ 

ture associated with the site, a probability further supported by a piece of 

window glass. 

As before, the lack of creamware and pearlware, and even white saltglaze, 

implies that the single whiteware sherd is intrusive into the collection. The 

same lack suggests an early eighteenth-century date for the occupation. Mean 

artifact dates agree with this interpretation, though any specific year-result 

mu st be considered in light of the small sample sizes. The pipestems yield a 

med ian date of 1699.34, or just at the turn of the eighteenth century. Applying 

the usual formula to the ceramics, and taking delftware at a 1700 median date as 

ind icated by the pipestems, produces a date of 1721.4, which is suitably early. 

The two sherds of Rhenish grey stoneware, one bearing part of an elaborately ~ 

combed medallion with cobalt blue highlighting, might better be referred to the 

11 spr ig molded, combed lines 11 etc. category to which South assigns a median date 

of 1668 (1977:210). Entering this median into the mean ceramic date formula yields 

a considerably earlier result, 1707.4. The latter date agrees much better with 

the pi pestem date. 

Prel iminary conclusions 

Both computed dates indicate a median occupation before the schoolhouse was 

bu ilt. These preliminary data would argue against an identification of the Tan 

yard Creek site as the Free School site, even assuming the school hou sed the 

maste r for only two decades after its construction. An occupat i on of the l at t er 

per iod would be expected to produce some trace of white saltgl aze , and a later 

pi pe stem date. 



It is more likely that this site represents the home of a small planter of 

the turn of the eighteenth century. The resident (or family) probably was part 

of the population whose growth persuaded the General Assembly to establish a new 

county below the Chester River. The sma 11 assemblage , consisting of a few frag 

ments of ceramics, black glass, pipestems, and uncollected brick, and one speci

men each of window glass and scrap iron, does not allow much insight into pat

terns of behavior. The small quantity of material possessions is, however, con

sistent with an occupation by a small planter of this period, perhaps one of the 

pioneers of the Queen Anne I s County interior. 

Greenwood Creek II, 18Qu208 

Se tting 

The Greenwood Creek II site is south of Greenwood Creek I, on the same (west) 

side of the easterly branch of Greenwood Creek (Figure 85). The site is in a 

pl owed field that lies between the two forks of the creek, and is far enough down

stream that the channel has widened out into marsh-bounded estuary. The surface 

of the field is fairly irregul ar, and the site is on top of a local swale or 

ridge, though still lying less than 20 feet above sea level. Between the effects 

of silting and water level rise, it is difficult to guess how deep the creek at 

this point might have been during the colonial period. 

Survey and analysis 

This site was located after completion of the surface collection at Green

wood Creek I. The investigator finished walking the field around the latter with 

about two hours reamianing in the work day. Faced with a choice between returning 

home and taking a nap, and making a quick inspection of the field to the south, 

out of sheer dedication to the cause of archaeology he chose the latter course. 

The new ~ite , 18Qu 208 , was visible as a dense patch of oyster shell at the 



surface of the plowed field, on a low rise near the widening of the creek. The 

shell scatter was very small, about 15 by 20 meters in area, elongated in the 

direct ion of plowing. Two fragments of brick were noted. Due to the localized 

nature of the scatter, no grid was established, and the materials were bagged as 

a general surf ace co 11 ect ion . 

Besides the small quantity, the notable aspect about the collection is the 

lack of fine ceramics such as white saltglaze, delftware, or creamware. (On_e 

fine earthenware sherd is unidentifiable due to the lack of glaze.) The sherds 

are primarily stonewares and coarse earthenwares, the latter being of the North 

Devon gravel-tempered type . As usual among the sites discussed in this work, 

small sample sizes cast some uncertainty into the computed dates, but the results 

are reasonably consistent: the pipestem date comes to 1750.115, and the mean cer

amic date to 1727 .375. This is one of the few instances, in this report, where 

the mean ceramic result has predated that of the pipestems, a point which will 

be discussed further in chapter 6. 

The probable manufacture dates of two specimens support a second-quarter or 

mid-century date for the assemb 1 age. One of the grey stoneware sherds bears the 

lower portion of a GR cipher, attributab .le to the reigns of the Georges of England 

between 1714 and 1760 (Noel Hume 1969:282). One of the· black glass fragments 

comprises the major portion of a bottle base in the shape of an elongated octa

gon, much like one pictured by Noel Hume (1969:66) and attributed to circa 1740. 

A mid-eighteenth-century deposition for the assemblage is a reasonable estimate. 

Preliminary conclusions 

The small spatial extent of the shell and artifacts suggests that Qu208 

represents a truncated trash pit, much like that reported by Alexander (1979) in 

Kent County. No contemporaneous house site was found along the east side of . 

Greenwood Creek that might be associated with this trash pit. The lack of fine 

l 



ce ramics, of which white saltglazed stoneware would be expected from this time, 

further suggests that the assemblage may not represent household debris. 

Perhaps the heavy inclusion of oyster shell indicates the nature of this site: 

an oystering station, used repeatedly for a few yea rs or heav ily at one time by 

workers who brought Jaily provisions. It is also possible that an ephemeral, 
r. 

poor tenant's or slave's quater stood nearby and does not show up on the surface. 
,I 

The couple of brick fragments may support the latter interpretation. The few 

materials from the surface are a primarily utilitarian assemblage, whether from 

specialized activities or slim means, of circa 1750. 

Donaldson site, 18Qu201, and unnamed 18Qu205 

These two sites were recorded during the Kent Island Heritage Association 

su rvey of lower Kent Island, and are discussed together because of the paucity 

of materials from either. These sites merely will be reported, and not discussed 

after this section. The map, Figure 86, shows the locations of the sites. 

The Donaldson site, 18Qu201, is located on the heavily eroded western shore 

of Kent Island, below the silted mouth of Carter Creek. The area is now part of 

a housing development . . The few materials available from Qu201 were recovered by 
y 

the site owner from a shovel pit in the shru,ef garden behind her house. The owner 

was understand ab i; reluctant to have any major in vest i gat ion in .ihe--;T newly-es

tabl i shed lawn, but graciously allowed an inspection of the materials recovered. 

These artifacts are listed in Table 21 . The five sherds of delftware can be 

mended, and form the base of a single vessel, similar to an ointment pot. The 

sherd attributed to North Devon gravel-tempered ware is unusually thin and has 

very fine paste, but the temper and glaze are much like the typical, ·coarse North 

Devon wares. Pointless as ·it seems to compute dates for so small and haphazard 

a collection, the dates are fairly close: 1673.6 for the four pipestems, and 



1663.26 for the ceramics (delft = 1650), excluding whiteware. 

One of the pipe fragments, however, retains much of the spurless bowl, which 

is most comparable to a shape that Noel Hume (1969:303, #18) attributes to the 

period 1720-1820. As this is the stem whose bore diameter is 5/64ths, the latest 

according to the Harrington-Binford scheme, it could indicate an early eighteenth

century assemblage, an early eighteenth-century deposition of an assemblage dating 

back to the late seventeenth century, or a couple of mixed colonial contexts. 

Based on present information, it is difficult to say more than that an early 

colonial deposit may exist at the Donaldson site. Without intensive investiga

tion in both field and archives, the significance of the finds remains enigmatic. 

Site 18Qu205 was recorded during an inspection of the cultivated field on 

the west side of the mouth of Tanner's Creek. The surface at the time was par-

tially obscured by crop stubble, and visibility was only fair. A light scatter 

of materials was noted on the surface of the plowed field next to the creek, and 

bagged as a general surface collection. 

Only a few artifacts were recovered, as listed in Table 22. They were scat-

te red quite sparsely, over an area of about an acre, and it is not certain that 

they represent a single, coherent site. The lack of any materials elsewhere in 

the field and in the field next west, however, argued for recording the locati on 

as a site. 

A few pearlware and whiteware sherds and a smattering of other wares consti-

tu te almost the entire assemblage. Of the pearlware, one had blue feather-edge 

and one annular decoration. The creamware sherd, a small rim section, belongs 

to the "New Feather Edge" pattern that Wedgwood developed in 1773 and that Noel 

Hurne (1973:238) states is "extremely rare from archaeological sites. 11 The white 
"-

sa l tgl aze sherd exhibits cobalt blue bands, probably from a ''debased scrath blue" ,, 

vessel of ·the late eighteenth century (Noel Hume 1969:117-118). The ceramics thus 

fall fairly consistently into a late eighteenth to early nineteenth-century time 



frame, and the mean ceramic date of the small sample, 1806.56, is quite reason

able. 

Like the Donaldson site, however, it is difficult t o do more than note that 

Qu205 is present. Again, documentary and archaeolog ical work wou l d re veal more 

about the property and site. The small assemblage indicates little about the 

activities or nature of the site, possibly a small planter's or tenant's site of 

the turn of the nineteenth century. 

Mount Ivey, 44Sy135 

Mount Ivey is the only site reported in this work that is not in Maryland, 

and is included primarily because it has a nineteenth-century component and is 

thus somewh~ more comparable to the Greenwood Creek I site than the rest of the 

Ma ryland sample. The field work at Mount Ivey was conducted during the summer 

of 1974, and reported in an unpublished honors thesis (Wesler 1975). The fol

lowing discussion of the artifacts should supersede that of the previous work, 

but the major conclusions will not be affected substantially. 

Se tting 

Mount Ivey is in Surry County, Virginia, on the south side of the James 

River. The cultivated area of what was, in 1974, a work ing farm took up approx

imately half of the property's 365 acres. Two swampy creeks border the farm, 

Cedar Field Creek to the northwest and Blizzards Creek to the southeast (Figure 

87). 

The site is located in the northern corner of a plowed field, known as the 

River Field, just north of Blizzards Creek. The field fronts on the James River 

along a 50 - foot bluff that drops down to a narrow, shell-laden beach. Just no rth ~ 

east of the site is a ravine or erosion cut through which a small railroad line 



used to run to a wharf on the river shore. Until well into this century, much 

of the business of Mount Ivey was conducted directly from this wharf, now in 

rui ns. 

His tori cal background 

The farm at Mount Ivey was in the possession of this author's (distant) fam

il y until shortly after the field work in 1974, and had been, it is thought, 

si nce the first settlement of the James. The Surry side of the river has a his

to ry as long as that of Jamestown, and, according to family legend, one of the 

earliest of Jamestown's settlers was the original owner of the plantation. Al

legedly John Proctor, arriving in the Sea Venture in 1610, chose to build his 

home on the side of the river that had high, breezy bluffs, rather than on the 

swampy, mosquito-ridden island of Jamestown. Allis Proctor, his wife, is· sup

posed to have been ready to defend her house on Mount Ivey by herself during the 

mas sacre of 1622, refusing to evacuate until the 11 rescue 11 party threatened to 

burn her out. 

It is difficult to confirm this tradition, since the earliest records of 

Surry County were lost in a courthouse fire. Records are preserved only since 

1652 (Bohannan 1957:43). Kornwolf (1977) has published an extensive study of 

Su rry County land records, pieced together from numerous sources. The present 

Mount Ivey was part of a tract originally owned by William Ewens. Ewens patented 

Cedar Fields farm, next east of Mount Ivey, in 1619, and in 1621 expanded his 

hol dings to encompass over 1000 acres, which included Mount Ivey. Seven years 

later he sold the property to William Edwards, and Mount Ivey remained in the 

Edwa rds family until after the Civil War (Kornwolf 1977:35, 81, 86). 

The property went through several changes of ownership from the 1870 1 s un til 

1906, when Benjamin C. Berryman purchased the 365 acres of the present Mount Ivey. 

Berryman passed away in 1959, leaving the farm to Miss Mary Faison, by whose per-



mis sion and hospitality the field work was accomplished. 

One incident in the history of Mount Ivey is related by the county his

tor ians (Bohannan 19S7:39-40). During the Civil War, a unit of Union soldiers 

landed on the farm. They were met by four grey-clad heroes of the Confederacy, 

who chased off the dastardly Yankee marauders in short order. It is unlikely 

that the incident had any major impact upon the archaeological record. 

Su rvey and analysis 

The emphasis of the field work in 1974 was an apparent prehistoric site in 

the same plowed field, to the east of the historic site. Test excavations were 

conducted in the area of the p3'rhistoric materials, which revealed an untyped 

Archaic period scatter of lithics contained entirely within the plowzone (Wesler 

1975). The historic site was surface-collected chiefly for something to do while 

the test units dried out after rain. The materials thus represent a general 

su rface collection recovered during several walkovers. There was no attempt to 

control for spatial distribution at any point during the collections. 

The materials from Mount Ivey were re-studied briefly during this analysis, 

~ d this collection is the only one reported here that remains in the possession 

of the author. The artifact counts are presented in Table 23. Perhaps two as

pects of the collection are most immediately noticeable: first, the small quan

ti ty of pipe fragments, and second, the low frequencies of creamware and pearl

wa re. These two fine earthenwares together are fewer than the white saltglaze 

she rds. Whiteware , though, is also heavily represented. In other words, there 

is a constriction in the frequency curve durin g the late eighteenth and early 

nineteenth centuries. 

There are several possible explanations for this situation. There may ac

tually have been two houses on the site, with a short gap in occupation for a 

cou ple of decades around the turn of the eighteenth century . (Min or pothuntin~ 



in the mid-1960's established the presence of a brick foundation, but did not 

open any considerable area of the site.) Alternatively, more formal methods 

of refuse disposal in the late eighteenth century (cf. Deetz 1977) may have re

duced the representation of creamware and pearlware in the immediate vicinity of 

the house, while a nineteenth-century destruction of the house may have rela

tivel y over-represented the ceramics in current use--i .e., whiteware--on the 

site. It is also possible that changes in family structure, resulting in smaller 

fami lies living in the house around the turn of the nineteenth century, would 

have reduced the quantities of ceramics in use, but this would be extremely 

difficult to demonstrate even by intensive documentary and archaeological in

vestigation . 

Black glass, well represented in the assemblage, includes both blown and 

molded specimens, a collection that would as easily result from smooth transi

tion rather than a gap between the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. A plate 

stock -lock of eighteenth century style (Noel Hume 1969: Figure 77b #2) indicates 

a building constructed in the eighteenth century, but no comparable architectural 

item was found from the nineteenth century. Further, several sherds of burnt 

whiteware, but none of earlier wares, were noted in the collection. Based on 

these slim bits of evidence, it will be assumed in this analysis that the site 

was occupied continuously from the eighteenth to the nineteenth centuries. 

A few sherds suggest an initial occupation date towards the beginning of the 

former century. Most notably, several sherds of Rhenish stoneware (Figure 88) 

are referable to the embellished grey Hohr types and equally early blue and 

manganese decorated wares (Noel Hume 1969:280-281, 284). They are well out-num

bered, however, by long-lived or mid-eighteenth-century wares, as white saltglaze, 

Nottingham stoneware, "Jackfield" (Figure 89). delftware (including a teacup base, 

cf. Noel Hume 1969:111). and underglaze blue decorated Chinese porcelain. No 

iforth Devon gravel-tempered ware, or sgrafitto wares, were found, which also •• 



argues against an early eighteenth-century dwelling. An initial date for the oc-

cupation, then, might be estimated at about mid-century. One other eighteenth-

century artifact should be mentioned here, a miniature brass-cased padlock of 

the type il"lustrated by Noel Hume (1969: Fi gure 79, r ight). 

Unlike the Gre~nwood Creek I site, where the whiteware was decorated with 

t ranser prints in blue, red, brown, black, green and polychrome, all of the Mount 

Ivey transfer prints are blue. According to Godden (1963:113), blue was the 

predominant color in transfer printing until the 1820's, by the end of which 

decade other colors, as red, green, and brown, were manufactured. Blue was so 

common by then that these new colors were preferred in the "genteel" circles, which 
.:, . 

perhaps implies a slight price difference. ~Miller {198Q7, however, notes no 

differences in price due to color.) Multi-colored transfer prints did not come 

onto the market until the late 1840 1 s (Godden 1963:113). 

The lack of colors other than blue at Mount Ivey suggests a terminal occupa

tion date in the first half of the nineteenth century. There are few other arti-

facts that would help pinpoint the date. Two sherds of buff-bodied, highly fired 

stoneware were recovered, apparently from one or two ale bottles of the type des-

cribed by Switzer (1974:9ff) from the steamboat Bertrand, sunk in 1865. Noel 

Hume (1969:80) is able to say only that such bottles were made in the mid-nineteenth 

century and later. 

One sherd of unknown type is worthy of special mention. It is a finely turned, 

thin, lead-glazed red stoneware with a white interior, and dark green exterior and 

a black rim (Figure 89, center). The rim is beaded, much like a Staffordshire 

pattern (cf. Miller and Stone 1974:Figure 20e), and has a diameter of approximately 

2~ inches. Stanley South (personal communication) raised the possibility that it 

might be a product of the Moravians of North Carolina, but after inspection by a 

number of scholars of the East Coast, this sherd remains unidentified. 

Tentatively_, a mid-eighteenth to mid-nineteenth-century occupation can be 



assigned to the house site at Mount Ivey. The mean ceramic date for the collec

ti on is 1821.16. This date falls slightly later than a 1750 to 1850 median. If 

the destruction of the house circa 1850 resulted in a disproportionate represen

tation of the whitewares in use in the house , a late bi as for the mean ceramic 

date is understandab 1 e. 

For comparison, the mean ceramic date was also computed employing a more 

thorough breakdown of ceramic types, more in line with South's (1977) scheme. 

\~hite saltglazed stoneware included two sherds of "debased'' scratch blue and 

one of dipped ware, while Rhenish grey stoneware included sprig-molded grey Hohr 

(two sherds) and decorated manganese and cobalt (at least four sherds), each of 

which is assigned its own type median. In addition, creamware was computed at 

its general date of 1791, rather than the 1771 date previously used, though a 

half-and-half split of earlier, deeper yellow and later, pale yellow might be 

nearer the mark. The resulting date, after incorporating these changes, is 1821.23, 

l ittle different from the first computation. 

A note should also be included about the coarse, probably locally-made 

stonewares from Mount Ivey, most of which may belong to the nineteenth century. 

The variety of these sherds is not matched in all of the Maryland sites put to

gether. There are sherds with underfired-looking red paste, grey saltglazed 

exteriors and unglazed interiors; pinkish paste, grey interiors, and brown 

salt-glazed exteriors; grey paste, brown interiors and exteriors, the exteriors 

bearing dark floral designs as though of overfied cobalt; pink/buff underfired 

stoneware or hard earthenware with black interiors and grey saltglazed exteriors; 

and brown-red paste with brown exteriors be arin g bl ack f1oral designs; plus a 

few odds and ends. The brown-red sherds resemb le Pogue's (1981:1_30) description 

of the underfired wasters from the Trees Point pottery, farther up the James 

River, which operated during the 1850's and possibly later. Whether the inhabi

tants of Mount Ivey were buying seconds from local potters, or there was simply 



so much variation among tne local wa,res, i s not evident. 

Preli minary conclusions 

Tne house site at Mount Ivey appea rs to oe a planter ~s dwell i ng of the mid

eighteen t h to t he mi d-nineteenth centuries. Neither date ,s particularly well 

specified . Mr. ~enjamin Berryman, before his death at an advanced age in 1~59 , 

recalled seeing the ruins of the house when he was a small Doy, which would 

probably have been in tne lt$70·s (Ann N. Wes l er, persona l communication). How 

long the house mignt have stood in ruins De f ore t hat time is not directly kn own. 

lhe occupants of tne house do not seem to nave been wealthy. No sherds of 

tne expensive enamelled white saltglaze, or of nineteenth century porcelains, 

we re identified in the collection. The inhabitan t s would have Deen Virginia 

pl anters of the middle sort, Decoming m1dd1e-c la ss farmers of the nineteenth 

century. 

" . id ) 



Chapter 6. 

lnter-site comparisons 

Detailed site analyses, specifically in terms of artifact identifications, 

have been forborne in favor of a more general approacn, in searcn of Droad pat

terns among the assemblages. Recurring patterns, of course, cannot be aefinect 

in a single site. This chapter will consider several aspects of site pattern

ing by comparison among the sites reported in the foregoing chapters. Four 

categories of patterning will be considered: dating schemes based on artifact 

frequency and medain manufacture date; spatial distribution; artifact category 

profiles, a la South (1977); and socioeconomic status. 

Dating by artifact frequency formulas 

The discussion of each site in the three preceding chapters has reflected 

the two dating schemes most prevalent in historical archaeology, formulas based 

on the frequencies of certain categories of pipestems and ceramics. Each cat

egory is assigned a median date of manufacture, derived chiefly from historical 

sources in the case of ceramics (South 1977; Noel Hume 1969). and from observed 

changes in bore diameters of ball clay pipestems (Harrington 1954; Binford 1962). 

The aim in each case is to compute a weighted mean manufacture date that is 

equivalent to the median date of occupation represented by the assemblage. 

The question of 11 accuracy 11 of the formulas has received some discussion, 

occasionally acrimonious. Pipestem dating was proposed first, and thus attacked 

first; after early 11 proof 11 that the formula required a nearly prohibitive sample 

size (A . Noel Hume 1963), Ivor Noel Hume (1969:300) finally pointed out that 

even a fairly small sample produced a useful ball-park figure. 

It may be that South 1 s mean ceramic formula will be regarded in similar 

light. Several authors (especially Salwen and Bridges 1977) have already argued 



that cultural and other factors in the deposition may bias the artifact fre

quencies to greater or lesser extents, thu s biasing the de r i ved med i an date. An 

extreme example might be a site occupied 1770 t o 1780 and again 1869 to 1900, 

which could give a very misleading mean ce ramic date of 1840 or so, when the 

site was abandoned. South, of course, neve r argued for so uncr it ical an ap

plication of the formula, and demanded interpretation of absent ceramics and of 

othe r data .in any analysis. 

But the question, 11 how accurate is accurate, 11 has not been considered to 

great extent. South (1972), at one point, su ggested subtract ing one year from 

the computed date 11 for the maximum statistical co r re l ation between the ceramic 

date and predicted median occupation date " (1977 :236). It is difficult to see 

how the difference between an occupation of 1710 to 1720, and one of 1712 and 

1722 , will affect any but the most historically par t iculari st i c analysis, sti ll 

les s for occupations of longer periods. 

Fo r many pu r poses, particularly for comparati ve or systemic pattern recog

nition, a rule-of-thumb figure (presumab ly accepted after j ud icious considera

tion of all available data) may be quite use ful . A maj or consideration then 

would be consistency in the applicat ion of the formula as appl ied to sites in 

the sample. Especially in the case of a surface-collec t ed site with little or 

no documentation, or a site with a small or du biousl y re presentative sample, 

ass ignment of a median occupation date to a decade can allow meanin gful com

parison and synthesis. 

This project has employed just such an approach , in which· the pipestem and 

mean ceramic formulas. have been viewed essentiall y as shorthand seriation de

vices. The mean ceramic formula, in partic ul ar, had been modified in the di

recti on of generalized type categories and med ian dates, for convenience of 

recordi ng, computation, and spatial ana lysis . The modifications were dis

cussed in chapter 2, and occasionally explicitly revised in the analysi s of 



certain s ites . One modification t hat may be of general significance wa s t he 

use of a median date of 1700 fo r delftware in sites whose occupations spanned 

the tu rn of the eighteenth centu ry . 

The pipes tem and ceramic .dates matched closely only infrequently, but the 

discuss i ons did not concentrate on the di sparities. Vagaries of sample re pre

sentat ion and size were noted where appro pri ate . Small samples, however, did 

not deter the use of the formulas. The as sumpt i on t hat a small sample i s more 

informative than no sample, and thus shoul d be uti l ized , im pl icitly guided the 

anal ysis. 

Table 24 lists the ceramic and pipestem dates for each site or major com

ponent already reported, ranked in order by ceramic da t es . Several interesting 

patterns emerge. First, it is notable t hat the two negative differences, where 

the pipestem date is later than the ceramic date, are both f rom trash depos i ts, 

probably secondary refuse. The Icehouse Point trash pit (I ICD) is an exca vated 

sample , while the Greenwood Creek II assemb lage is a surface col lection. The 

Greenwood Creek II situation might be explai ned by the lack of fine tablewares, 

which tend to be more temporally disc r iminatory and thus more accurate da tin g 

tools. Any explan ation for t he Iceh ouse Point IICD dates i s less evi dent, as for 

the coincidence of the secondary refuse con t ext s. 

The smallest difference among the pos itive group (ceramic date later than 

pipestem date) is at Tanyard Creek . The ceramic formula was modified deliber

atel y to include an earlier type of Rhenish grey stoneware, however, and is 

thus not entirely comparable t o the other dates. The uncorrected ceramic date 

was 22.06 later than t he pi pe stem date, comparable to the difference at Doncaster. 

Aside from Tanya rd Cree k, the smallest positive differences are in the 

London t own zone 5-bottom an d the Widow's Mite dates. This fact is surprising, 

in view of t he small samples i~ both assemblages and the relatively haphazard 

(bulldozed) natu re of the Widow's Mite collection. The assemblages belong to· 



Table 24. Comparison of ceramic and pipestem dates. 

Site/component ceramic pi pestem difference 

1. Tanyard Creek 1707 .4 1699.34 8.06 

2. Icehouse Point, IICD 1711.27 1724.62 -13 .35 

3. Greenwood Creek II 1727. 375 1750.115 -22 .74 

4. Doncaster 1728.54 1703.4 25.14 

5. Icehouse Point, foundation 1736.26 1694.5 41.76 

6. Widow's Mite 1742.4 1723.72 18.68 

7. Londontown z. 5-bottom 1748 .13 1733.80 14.33 

8. Carvel site 1751.63 1705.02 46.61 

9. Lower Marlboro, structure A 1756.7 1732.13 24.57 

10. Lower Marlboro, II B 1778.23 1719 .89 58.34 

11. Lower Marlboro, II D 1780.56 1734.36 46.2 

12. Londontown z. 5 1787.43 1743.99 43.44 

13. Lower Marlboro, structure C 1790.01 1740.55 49.46 

14. Mount Ivey 1821.16 -------

15. Londontown z. 4 1848.2 -------

16. Greenwood Creek I 1852 .9 * * 

* Pipestems not representative of entire occupation. 



the same town site, and both pairs of dates are in line with the historic date 

range for the heyday of the port, though whether any of the four represents an 

historic 11 median 11 date for its site or component is impossible to say. 

The largest differences are in the Lower Marlboro structure B and C sites , 

with Lower Marlboro O and the Carvel site tied for third. The Lower Marlboro B 

site dates are particularly out of line, a problem that was mentioned in the 

analysis for that site. Barring a no-smoking drive in Lower Marlboro in the 

later eighteenth century, the relatively great disparity in the Patuxent port 

dates is not immediately explicable. 

It is interesting to compare a similar set of dates from South's (1977: 

227) test sites (Table 25). The average difference between his pairs of dates 

is only 7.8 years, roughly one-quarter the average difference of the Maryland 

sites. Two factors are probably most responsible for the higher differences 

in the Maryland sample. 

First, South's ceramic dates are computed on a more detailed set of identi

fications than are the Maryland dates. They should, ceterus parabus, be more 

representative of the ceramic horizons characteristic of the occupation, and 

so more closely reflect the span of occupation. Two dates in the present sample 

were re-computed after more thorough identification of sherds. The Tanyard 

Creek ceramic date was substantially modified, earlier by some 22 years, while 

the Mount Ivey date was effectively unchanged. It is not surprising that a 

small sample should be more affected by revisions of ware dates, since each 

sherd has greater importance in the mean. 

Second, South's samples are drawn primarily from excavated sites, while 

most of the present samples are surface collections. Indeed, of the three excav

ated samples from the Maryland sites (barring the Icehouse Point plowzone), Lon

dontown zone 5-bottom, Londontown zone 5, and Icehouse Po int IICD, the 5-bottom 

and IICO samples yield the least differences. As in most archaeological analy-



Table 25. Dates for South (1977:227) test sites. 

Site/component ceramic pi pestem difference 

1. 38CH1 1654 1667 -13 

2. 38AK4-15 1726 1731 -5 

3. 38AK5-A 1742 1744 -2 

4. 515 1746 1748 -2 

5. 52 1749 1748 1 

6. 38PN4 1750 1756 -6 

7. 57 1755 1756 -1 

8. 38PN1 1763 1750 13 

9. Pac a (Maryland) 1763 1753 10 

10. 518 1776 1751 25 



ses , an undisturbed context may be expected to produce more representative data 

th an a disturbed one. 

The combination of these two factors probably explains much of the magni

tude of ceramic-pipestem differences in the Maryl an d samples. Anot her patte rn 

emerges, however, that cross-cuts the above explanators. In the Maryland sam

pl e, the average difference between the ceramic and pipestem dates is 31.74. 

The average difference of the sites that, by ceramic formula, date before 1750 

is 20.58, while in the post-1750 sites the average difference is 44.77 years. 

In South's sample, three of the four largest differences occur in sites that 

post-date 1750. The average of these differences is clearly larger than the 

average of the pre-1750 ceramic-dated sites. The fourth of South's largest 

differences is found in his earliest site, which pre-dates any of the Maryland 

sites. Actually, this pattern should not be much of a s urprise, given that 

the recognized period of accuracy of the pipestem dating formula is circa 

1680 to 1760 (Noel Hurne 1969:300). 

It may be worthwhile to return briefly to consideration of the Icehouse 

Po int dates (see Table 6). In the foregoing paragraphs, the ceramic dates ac

cepted for Bennett's Point are based on a delftware median of 1700, which pro

duced dates more in line with the median of the interpreted circa 1665 to 1765 

occupation. These dates resulted in a negative ceramic-pipestem difference 

fo r the trash deposit, and a large difference for the foundation, by far the 

la rgest of the pre-1750 ceramic median sites. The disturbed nature of the 

latter context may be part of the explanation for so la rge a difference. 

It is evident from the ceramic totals , howeve r , and from other studies 

(e. g., Deetz 1972, 1977), that the quantit ies of ce rami cs in use at equivalent 

sites increased markedly through the co lonial and into t he national periods. 

In a site occupied for a long period of t ime, as in the century- l ong occupation 

of the Icehouse Point site, a weighted mean ceramic date should be expected to 



reveal a bias toward the later end of the occupation. From this point of view, 

the ceramic dates with delftware at 1750 might be preferable. This change in 

the formula results in a ceramic date 20 years later than the pipestem date for 

the trash deposit, and raises the difference between the computed foundation 

dates to 44.58 years. 

The question, in effect, returns to what is meant by 11 accuracy . 11 If the 

historic median occupation date, as South intends, is the goal of the mean cer

amic formula, then use of a delftware median of 1700 produces the preferable 

dates for the Icehouse Point site. If the result should reflect higher use of 

ceramics with time, as Salwen and Bridges (1977) might argue, then the original 

South suggestion of a 1750 median for delftware (justifiable by the majority 

of the occupation having been in the eighteenth century) is the better choice. 

How this question is to be resolved, or whether the dilemma at Icehouse Point 

is unique to that site, remains to be seen. It is evident, though, that care

ful thought must precede any conclusion based on a mean artifact frequency date-

a position that is unlikely to be contradicted by any of the authorities cited 

in this discussion. 

In the remainder of this work, it will be assumed that the mean ceramic 

dates are sufficiently useful to produce a site series accurate within the 

quarter-century ; that is, that grouping the sites into quarter-century units on 

the basis of the mean ceramic dates will not do great violence to the histor'ical 

sequence in which the sites were occupied. The single exception to this rule 

will be the Icehouse Point trash pit, which will be assigned to the quarter-cen

tury following that indicated by the date in Table 24. 

Spatial distributions 

Distribution plots of several artifact categories were discussed for each 

site from which materials were collected by areal provenience ·units. For the 



most part, little detail was visible in the distributions by which activity areas 

or clusters could be interpreted. The large grid size employed in the controlled 

surface collections was designed to reveal patterning on the town-site level, 

rather than within the homelot. The results from Lower Marlboro were fairly 

~od, although not enough area was surveyed to allow an accurate reconstruction 

of the town plan. Four structures were discerned in the analysis, and temporal 

di scrimination was sufficient to suggest a sequence of building as well as to 

assign all four to the predicted period of concentration in the tobacco marketing 

system, circa 1750 to 1830 . The analysis thus afforded some preliminary insight 

into the dynamics and the spa ti al extent of the port of Lower Marlboro. 

The other sites, each containing one structu~e, produced fewer spatially 

significant data. The Greenwood Creek I site contained a dramatic concentration 

of artifacts, and a detailed chart of "miscellaneous" materials (Figure 80) re

vealed a minor concentration to one side of the structure. Eyewitness accounts 

of the house had described it as facing the road, so that the secondary concen

tration area could be identified as the front yeard. The late date of this site, 

ci rca 1810 to 1940, provided a graphic illustration of the general increase of 

household material culture--and refuse production--through time. 

One structure was identified at Doncaster, with two possible outbuildings. 

From historical accounts, the site was occupied about the turn of the eighteenth 

century, but how long before and after is not clear, nor is it certain how much 

activity (and how much construction) ever actually took place on the site. 

The Carvel site also contained a single structure. No outbuildings were 

identifiable, at least no certainly contemporaneous outbuildings, but a scatter to 

the northeast of the structure suggested diffuse activity, indicating noticeably 

greater use of the area than of the southeast part of the grid . A concentration 

of bricks to the northeast of the grid, though not certainly contemporaneous, 

al lows the inference of a pathway or yard between two structures. 



The Icehouse Point site was investigated much more intensively, and excavated 

in a 10-foot (approximately 3 meters) grid, raising the potential of finely tuned 

spatial analysis. Since most of the excavation stayed within the structure walls, 

and since the collection available for study had gaps in several provenience units, 

attempts to delineate spatial patterns were unsuccessful. It is evident that 

there were trash deposits to the northeast of the house, of which artifact cate

gory profiles were distinct from those of the foundation, but whether the refuse 

was dumped in purposeful trash pits, opportune borrow or natural pits, or over 

the bank, cannot be told. 

In sum, a few general hints of spatial patterning can be inferred from each 

site, but comparability among sites is limited. Comparisons among artifact groups 

within sites were discussed in the analysis of each. Only a couple of cross-site 

comparisons seem to be informative. 

It. is interesting to note minor differences in the distributions of coarse 

and fine ceramics. Here, 11 coarse" ceramics are those which are thick-bodied, 

usually lead- or salt-glazed, basically utilitarian wares. 11 Fine 11 ceramics, also 

referred to as 11 table 11 ceramics, are lighter, thinner, and usually more decorative, 

and are assumed to serve the functions of display and food consumption for the 

most part. Due to the difficulty of reconstructing vessel types in surface and 

plowzone collections, the distinction will be drawn along i,,.1are lines rather than 

from detailed analyses of each specimen. 

To begin with, two sets of coarse ceramics have been plotted for Lower Marl

boro. Figure 95 shows the distribution of coarse earthenwares and English brown 

stoneware. Figure 96 includes the 11 J II category of coarse grey stonewares, and 

miscellaneous stonewares included in "R" in the recording format. This distinc

tion was an attempt to validate the typology employed, based on a belief that the 

coarse glazed earthenwares were predominantly early, seventeenth and eighteenth 

centuries, and the coarse grey storiwares were later, nineteenth and twentieth cen-



turies (for instance, compare the category totals for Greenwood Creek I with 

Icehouse Point, Doncaster, and the Carvel site). 

The test at Lower Marlboro is not entirely successful, perhaps begcuse of 

the transitional eighteenth-to-nineteenth-century occupation of the entire sur

vey area. Figure 95, earthenwares and English brown stonewares, closely resem

bles the total artifact distribution (Figure 41). There is not much to be seen 

in Figure 96 at al 1, though a bias toward structure B, west of the road, and 

very slight local rises at Structures C and D, can be identified. 

Rhenish grey stonewares, category "!1', are deli berate 1 y excluded from these 

two figures, and are plotted in Figure 97. These sherds obviously cluster at 

structures A and D, the same two clusters visible in the pre-crea!'l'Mare fine 

ceramic horizon (Figure 42). This distribution is quite distinct from the dom

inan tly coarse grey stoneware pattern of Figure 96. The coarse grey category 

11 J 11 is interpreted as the relatively later product of the local Chesapeake in

dust ry, and the distributions tend to confirm at least the morphological dichot

omy employed in the sorting. The result wil l not surprise anyone working with 

his toric ceramics in the Chesapeake tidewater, but does support the typology 

employed in the analysis. 

Rhenish grey stonewares also are plotted separately in two other surface 

collections, but for a slightly different re ason. At Doncaster, the coarse wares 

(Figure 98) show two clusters, a minor one mentioned earlier as a possible out

buil ding, and a major one in the northern or bottom row of the grid, where the 

main structure was identified. Whether this concentration is truncated to the 

north is, of course, not known. Figure 99 plots the fine ceramics. The small 

quantity , consistent with an early eighteenth-century household in which the 

main functions of ceramics were dairy and storage-re lated (Deetz 1977:53-55; 

cf. Stone et al. 1972), renders pattern recognition difficult, but the tablewares 

seem to cluster in the second and third grid rows rather than the first, with the 
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coarse wares. The distribution of the Rhenish grey sherds is much more like 

that of the fine wares than the coarse. 

The Carvel site, also characterized by small samples, forms an interesting 

comparison. The table ceramics, Figure 100, cluster in the structure area, par

ticularly squares 20-30LO. The coarse ceramics (figure 101) are much less con

centrated in the structure area, and are widely scattered particularly in the 

yard area to the northeast. This distribution suggests more of a generalized, 

utility function, as assumed previously . In Figure 102, both creamware and 

Rhe nish stoneware are plotted. Creamware is the major single ware among the 

table ceramics, and shows a conspicuous focus on the structure. The Rhenish sherds, 

by contrast, scatter away from the structu re, and fully 50% of them are in the 

yard. The Rhenish grey stoneware behaves like a utilitarian ware on this site. 

Given that sample sizes are too small to ~onfirm patterns in these two sites, 

a tentative hypothesis can be formulated about the distribution and use of 

Rhe nish stonewares . In the early eighteenth century, relatively few ''table" 

ce ramics were available, and the finely made, highly decorative Rhenish products 

se rved display and formal or "table" serving functions. Thus, in early colonial 

sites, these sherds will be distributed with the fine ceramics. By the middle 

or third quarter of the eighteenth century, fine ceramics such as white saltglaze 

and creamware were much more widely availab le, and grey stonewares were relegated 

more to the status of utilitarian ceramics. Noel Hume (1969:284~285), for in~ 

stance, notes that less carefully decorated storage vessels were shipped to the 

colonies , apparently from Rhenish or nearby centers, in the middle years of the 

eighteenth century. Whether the potters were adapting· to consumer trends, or 

vice-versa, is an interesting question. 

The other sites from this survey are not very useful in testing this hy

pothesis. In Lower Marlboro, the large grid and the presence of several buildings 

ob scure patterning (Figu res 103, 104). It is worth noting that coarse wares 
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show a very slight rise between structures A and B, noticeable only by comparison 

to the dip in the fine wares' distribution. This difference would tend to sup

port the pipestem distribution (Figure 48) in indicat,ng a focus of outdoor activ

itie s in a yard between the buildings. The Rhenish stoneware pattern (Figure 

97) , however, does not particularly resemble either. 

The smaller grid of the Icehouse Point site might be better suited to such 

an analysis. It could be assumed that the pattern inside the foundation would 

represent the latter part of the occupation, and thus should demonstrate Rhenish 

stoneware affinities to coarse wares, accord ing to the hypothesis. 

Figures 105 through 107 depict the coarse, fine, and Rhenish wares, respec

tively . The overall patterns are fairly consistent, with the usual trough through 

the middle of the foundation, possibly a factor of the state of the collection. 

The tablewares show a slight peak in IBlc, with nine sherds, at the east edge of 

the excavation. Coarse wares are high in the same square, but marginally higher 

in the square diagonally northeast, IB6b, where table ceramics are very low. 

Rhenish sherds are locally most frequent in IB6b, but infrequent (one sherd) in 

IBlc. 

There is thus very slight support for the hypothesis at Bennett's Point, but 

the vagaries of the data from this site inspire little confidence. Much more 

extensive testing is needed than is possible with present data. 

Comparable spatial data from other sites in the colonial Chesapeake are not 

readily available. Three reports utilizing spatial analyses in historic sites 

have circulated in Maryland, none attempting to describe a town site . The St. 

Mary's City Commission recently proposed a project for testing spatial variability 

in Maryland's fist capital (Miller et al. 1981), but .data have not yet begun to 

appear. 

Kee ler (1977) prepared a dissertation on the homelot in colonial Maryland, 

in which he used spatial data from artifact and soil chemical . analyses to good 
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advantage. His primary source of archaeo l og ica l in format i on was the St. Johns 

site , an outlier of St . Mary's City , occupied from 1638 to circa 1710 or 1720 

(cf. Stone 1974). Pipestems, in part icular, cl ustered in strategic areas, with 

concentrati ons behind the hal l of the main house, around the kitchen, and 

between the front door and the fenceline. The irreg ula r occu rrence of features 

suggested that the front yard was a more formal area than the back yard, simila r 

to a courtyard rather than an area of general use. Phosphate tests coupled with 

low artifact frequencies indicated that an an imal pen stood east of the kitchen 

(Keeler 1977). A similar possibility may be suggested for the Carvel site, where 

the diagonally-trending scatter of materials may be cut off to the southeast by 

a fence line. 

Keeler (1977) also found detailed comparative data to be scarce, having to 

rely primarily on personal communication an d unpublished reports from Virginia 

si tes. His overall conclusions emphasized the impermanence of the early struc

tures (probably best exemplified by the Tanyard Creek site in this project's 

sample), and the variability of form in the colonial homelot, affected most evi

dently by chronology and socioeconomic status~ Wealthier planters established 

more substantial complexes, while among most if not al l cl asses, a trend toward 

increasing elaboration and permanence paralleled the development of settlement 

and community systems. The Icehouse Point si t e exemplifies the sturdy construc 

tion of the planter of means, as, perhaps, doe s the compl ex of the Bruff plan ta 

ti on at Doncaster. 

Clark and Smolek (1981) prepared a prel iminary report on a survey of an area 

at the mouth of St. Leonard's Creek, on the lower Patuxent Ri ver in Cal ve rt County. 

The se authors employed spatial distributions chiefly for t he del i ne ation of sites, 

an d have not yet prepared a detailed analysis of the materials. A seventeenth 

century site , 18Cv77, is most interesting i n connecti on with t he present disc us-

' sion. Peaks in the distribution of stoneware, del ftware , and pipestems are nea r-



ly coextensive, but noticeably different from the peak of red (coarse) earthen

ware. The distinction between these early stonewares and the utilitarian earth

enwares resembles the situation at Doncaster. 

At the other end of the historic time spectrum, Fine (1980) conducted a 

cont rolled surface inspection of the 11 Godiah Spray 11 site, a tenement of circa 

1890 to 1920 .associated with the St. Mary•s City property. Carefully identified 

glass and especially Baltimore-manufactured ceramics provided a confident date 

range for the site. The locality was collected in a 50-foot grid (approximately 

15 meters), but the concentration of artifacts was gridded in 10-foot (3-meter) 

units , providing greater resolution in the distributional data. Spatial analysis 

allowed the investigator to distinguish front and back yards, a task more dif

ficult here than at Greenwood Creek I, where informants had already described the 

direction in which the house had faced. 

Spatial data from the present project, due in part to the large grid size, 

are not sufficiently detailed for good comparison to Keeler•s (1977) or Fine•s 

(1980) project. The sites described in the foregoing chapters afford little de

tail about homelot arrangements, though hints may be gleaned of the Carvel site 

yard, possible Doncaster outbuildings, the Greenwood Creek I front yard, and the 

yard between structures A and Bin Lower Marlboro. One hypothesis about change 

in the use-patterns of Rhenish grey stonewares was suggested, and very general 

trend s such as the increase in material culture through the historic period, the 

increase in coarse, probably locally-made ceramics and the decrease in use of white 

clay pipes in the nineteenth century, are evident. The indications of spatial 

extent and temporal change in the port of Lower Marlboro are especially interest 

ing, and emphasize the fact that grid size, like most methodic tools, must be 

con sidered according to the problem under investigation. 



Artifact category profiles 

Artifact category percentage profiles, based on South's (1977) pattern rec

ognition study, were compiled for the two excavated sites in the Maryland sample , 

reported in chapters 3 and 4. Questions about the relationships among components · 

within sites prompted those inquiries, but in the following chapter, which dis

cussed sites that were in effect single components, computation of the profiles 

was not conducted. The percentages are most useful in comparison, whether among 

themselves or against South's defined patterns. 

Three broad questions will be investigated by comparing category profiles 

across the sample. The first question is that intended by South: to what ex

tent do the sites in Maryland confirm or conflict with the defined Carolina and 

Frontier patterns? Some comments on this matter were included in the analyses 

of Londontown and Icehouse Point. 

whether or not the first question even applies to the rest of the sites, is 

the second question. In other words, how do the profiles of surface assemblages 

compare to the patterns and profiles of excavated sites? South's (1977) pattern s 

are based on excavations, and on entire site assemblages. Vagaries of preser

vation and sample size may affect seriously the profiles of surface collections, 

It might be expected, for example, that small and delicate items belonging to 

the Activities, Clothing, or Personal artifact groups would be overlooked or 

would not survive in surface or plow-disturbed contexts. South's component ranges, 

howeve r, include zero or 0.1 representation in most of the categories, so that 

surface collections may indeed be comparable. 

The third question is one of perceiving temporal change. South 1 s (1977) 

scheme established static patterns, which, at least in the case of the Carolina 

pattern, apparently would apply to sites from the early eighteenth late into the 

nineteenth centuries (1977:124-125). Perhaps partly due to a small sample, South 

did not attempt to trace changes in the patterns through time. The present sam-



ple contains sites and components ranging from the turn of the eighteenth cen

t ury to the middle nineteenth century, based on mean ce ramic dates, and longer 

based on interpreted occupation spans. The tot al t ime period is comparab l e to 

that of South's data, and 16 assemblages can be separat ed or lumped for examina

ti on (Table 24). The Widow's Mite sample will not be included due to its man i

festly disturbed nature, but the total London41Dn assemblage will be added. 

The profiles are presented in Table 26, roughly in chronological order by 

mean ceramic date. Two reinterpretations of dates are reflected, the Greenwood 

Creek II site and the Icehouse Point site having been pushed forward in time as 

indicated by data in addition to the ceramic formula. South's (1977) pattern 

ranges are repeated in Table 27 for ease of reference. 

Two trends or patterns are most easily noticed, neither surprising. The 

general decrease in popularity of the ball cl ay tobacco pipe through time, or 

at least the drop in the nineteenth century, is quite clear. A quick calcula

t ion of mean percentages merely codifies the sequence: 1700-1750, 19.3%; 1750-

1800, 6.1%; and 1800-1853, 2.1%. Since the t hree la t er Lower Marlboro struc

t ures and Londontown zone 5 represent nineteenth as wel l as eighteenth-century 

de position, the drop in percentages in the latte r ha l f of the eighteenth century 

is probably exaggerated. 

There is a clear dichotomy between excavated and surface samples in the 

pro portion of animal bone in the entire assembl_age, with the surface sites rang

ing from none to 3.2% and the excavated sites from 10 .0 to 32.7%. This, too, is 

qui te predictable, since bone would disintegrate re l ati vely quickly in plowz one 

and surface contexts. The small quantities of bone in most of the assemblages 

effecti vely prevent any recognition of patterned occurrence. 

A closer look at the Furniture, Arms, Cloth ing, Pe rsonal , and Ac tivities 

groups re veals consistently low percentages across the entire sample, between 

O and 27'. in all cases .. The highest is the 2 . 1% entry for t he Cl oth ing group in 



Table 26. Artifact category 

Tanya rd 

Creek 

Group # % 

Kitchen 18 56.25 

Architecture 1 3.1 

Furniture 0 0 

Arms 0 0 

Clothing 0 0 

Pe rsonal 0 0 

Tobacco 13 40.6 

Activities -0 0 

totals 32 99.95 

Bone 0 0 

mean date 1707.4 

~refiles. 

Doncaster 

# % 

186 79.8 

7 3.0 

0 0 

2 0.9 

3 1.3 

0 0 

35 15.0 

0 0 

233 100 .0 

4 1.7 

1728.54 

Greenwood 

Creek I I 

# % 

28 75.7 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

9 24.3 

0 0 

37 100 .0 

1 2.6 

1727. 37 

Icehouse Pt. 

IICD 

# % 

1394 65.0 

497 23.2 

0 0 

1 0.1 

6 0.3 

1 0 .1 

238 11.1 

6 0.3 

2143 100 .1 

707 24.8 

1711.27 

Icehouse Pt. 

foundation 

# % 

1234 24.8 

3398 68.2 

4 0 .1 

10 0.2 

71 1.4 

4 0 .1 

228 4.6 

36 0 .7 

4985 100 .1 

556 10 .0 

1736.26 

Londontown 

z. 5-bottom 

# % 

26 26 .5 

50 51.0 

0 0 

1 1.0 

0 0 

0 0 

20 20.4 

1 1.0 

. 98 99.9 

14 12.5 

1748.13 



Table 26. Artifact categor1 

Group 

Kitchen 

Architecture 

Furniture 

Arms 

Clothing 

Persona 1 

Tobacco 

Activities 

totals 

Bone 

mean date 

Carve 1 

site 

# % 

166 86.9 

7 3 .7 

0 0 

3 1.6 

0 0 

0 0 

15 7 .9 

0 0 ----
191 100.1 

4 2.1 

1751.63 

profiles (cont.). 

Lower Marl -

boro A 

# % 

297 87 .9 

10 3.0 

0 0 

1 0.3 

1 0.3 

0 0 

29 8.6 

0 0 

338 100 .1 

11 3 .2 

1756.7 

Lower Marl -

boro B 

# % 

376 89.3 

26 6.2 

0 0 

2 0.5 

1 0.2 

0 0 

15 3.6 

1 0.2 

421 100.0 

1 0.2 

1778.23 

Lower Marl -

boro D 

# % 

150 92.6 

5 3.1 

0 0 

0 0 

1 0.6 

0 0 

5 3.0 

1 0.6 

162 99.9 

0 0 

1780.56 

London town 

zone 5 

# % 

73 37.8 

98 50.8 

1 0.5 

0 0 

4 2 .1 

0 0 

15 7.8 

2 1.0 

193 100.0 

65 25.2 

1787 .43 

Lower Marl-

boro C 

# % 

140 91.5 

3 2.0 

0 0 

0 0 

1 0.7 

0 0 

9 5.9 

0 0 

153 100.1 

0 0 

1790.01 



Table 26. Artifact category 

~roup 

Kitchen 

Architecture 

Furniture 

Arms 

Clothing 

Personal 

Tobacco 

Activities 

totals 

Bone 

mean date 

Mount 

Ivey 

# % 

657 88.9 

62 8.4 

0 0 

2 0.3 

4 0.5 

2 0.3 

2 0.3 

10 1.4 

739 100 .1 

no data 

1821.16 

profiles (cont.). 

London town 

total 

# % 

721 50.6 

608 42.7 

1 0 .1 

4 0.3 

6 0.4 

2 0 .1 

71 5.0 

11 0.8 

1424 190 .0 

308 17 .8 

1821.49 

London town 

zone 4 

# % 

28 26.7 

73 69.5 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

1 1.0 

3 2.9 

0 0 

105 100 .1 

51 32. 7 

1848.2 

Greenwood 

Creek I 

# % 

4420 81.5 

917 16.9 

3 0.06 

5 0 .1 

10 0.2 

12 0.2 

17 0.3 

42 0.8 

5426 100 .06 

22 0.4 

1852.9 



Londontown zone 5; whether this is due to the fact that it is an excavated, 

sealed component, or a small sample, thus exaggerating the importance of a few 

specirnens, is ditticulL to say. In all ca'.:>es, the low frequencies are consist

en t with South's predicted ranges. 

A less obvious, but more important, pattern is the dichotomy between sur-

~ ce and excavated collection~ in overall profile patterning. Only the profiles 

of the excavated assemblages fit within South's predicted ranges, Carolina or 

Frontier. Of the profiles in Table 26, a single collection matches the Carolina 

pat tern, the Icehouse Point trash deposit IICD. The Icehouse Point foundation 

and the sealed Londontown zones al 1 fit within the Frontier pattern, while the 

total Londontown profile falls between the two defined patterns . More accurately, 

it partakes of both, being the combination of the Frontier pattern test II and 

the Carolina pattern test I. The manifestation of the Frontier profile at Ice

house Point was tentatively explained as a high Architecture count due to in-

pl ace destruction of the house, but an explanation for the sealed Londontown zones' 

profiles is still lacking. 

The surface profiles are far more consistent, and, on the Carolina-Frontier 

pattern continuum. they out-Carolina the Carolina pattern. The ranges and mean 

of the surface collection frequencies are listed in Table 28a. Similarity to 

t he Carolina pattern is clear, but the Kitchen group tends to be more heavily 

weighted, while the Architecture group weighs light. In addition, the upper 

range of the Tobacco group in the surface sample is considerably hioher than pre

dicted for either the Carolina or the Frontier range. 

There are two anomalies in the surface sample, perhaps by coincidence at 

t he early end of the sequence. The Tanyard Creek site yields a low percentage 

of Kitchen artifacts, in fact within the Carolina pattern range . The Architec

ture group, however, is much too low even for the Carolina pattern, while the 

Tobacco group is dramatically high. This situation most l ikely correlates with 



the early date of the site, or rather to the ephemeral nature and ceramic pover

ty of the small planter 1 s homestead of the seventeenth and turn of the eight

een th centuries. 

The Greenwood Creek II assemblage is most anomalous in its entire absence 

of architec~tral items. Only two artifact categories are represented at all, 

the Kitchen and Tobacco groups. The specialized nature of the component is es

pecially clear in this profile, a refuse deposit unassociated with a substantial 

domestic occupation. A special-purpose assemblage, for instance from an oystering 

expedition, would be unlikely to fit domestic-site patterns whether investigated 

by surface collection or excavation. 

Without these two anomalous assemblages, the surface profiles are even more 

consistent (Table 28b). In spite of a general similarity to the Carolina pat

tern, the difference is manifest. The Kitchen group frequencies are slightly to 

greater than those of the Carolina pattern, while the Architecture ranges over

lap only slightly. The Tobacco and other groups fall within the Carolina toler

an ces, and also within the Frontier pattern. 

It is worth noting that the Tanyard Creek site fits the surface range in the 

Architecture group quite well , emphatically removing the assemblage from the 

Frontier pattern. 

The profiles are presented in graphic form in Figure 108, in which the dis

tinctions are more visible. The reversal of the Kitchen and the Architecture 

frequencies from the Carolina to the Frontier patterns (mean percentages plotted) 

and the even heavier Kitchen components in the surface collections, are high

li ghted. The consistently small contributions of most of the other categories 

also are easily visible. 

These data suggest that a 11 Carol ina surface•• pattern may be derivable, use

ful for the identification of British colonial domestic sites p·rfor to intensive 

investigation. As an initial formulation, the means and ranges in Table 28b 
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Table 27. Profile patterns. 

grou~ Carolina Frontier 

Kitchen 47.5-78.0 10.2-45.0 

Architecture 12.9-35.1 29.7-74.3 

Furniture 0 - 0.7 0 - 0.5 

Arms 0 - 1.5 0 -15.6 

Clothing 0 - 8.5 0 - 6.9 

Persona 1 0 - 0.6 0 - 0 .7 

Tobacco 0 -20.8 0 -27 .1 

Activities 0.1- 3.7 0 -11.8 

Source: South 1977: 119, 145. 

Table 28. Profile ranges for surface sites 

a. All surface sites b. Modified sample* 

group range mean range mean 

Kitchen 56.25-92.6 83.0 79 .8-92.6 87 .3 

Architecture 0 -16.9 4.9 2.0-16.9 5.8 

Furniture 0 - 0.06 0.006 0 - 0.06 0.008 

Arms 0 - 1.6 0 .37 0 - 1.6 0.46 

Clothing 0 - 1.3 0.38 0 - 1.3 0.48 

Persona 1 0 - 0.3 0.05 0 - 0.3 0.06 

Tobacco 0.3 -40.6 10 .95 0.3-15.0 5.6 

Activities 0 - 1.4 0.3 0 - 1.4 0.4 

* Tanyard Creek and Greenwood Creek I I deleted. 



are proposed as the parameters. The pattern's most characteristic trait is the 

high frequency of Kitchen group artifacts , and a corresponding dearth of Archi

tecture materials. The breakup and oxidation of iron nails, a large component of 

the Architecture group totals in most sites , are probably key fac tors in the 

exaggeration of the Carolina pattern Kitchen-Architecture relationship. 

Returning to the graph, Figure 108, it is difficult to discern any major 

trends through time. The diminution of the Tobacco group is of course quite 

evident in the surface sequence. There is also a rise in the Architecture group 

in the nineteenth-century s i tes , Mount Ivey and Greenwood Creek I. Greater 

availability and affordability of wi ndow glass, and the int~oduction of steel 

and galvanized nails, may elevate the levels of Architecture group materials, 

particularly in a late nineteenth and twentieth-century site such as Greenwood 

Creek I. The juxtaposition of high Tobacco and low Architecture frequencies in 

early colonial sites, and the converse in late historic sites, may provide for 

some slight temporal discrimination in a "Carolina surface" pattern. 

Socioeconomic patterns 

Inferences of socioeconomic status have been frequent in historic site 

analyses. Most, like those in the site descriptions presented in previous chap

ters of this work, have been based largely on impressions gained from the assemb

lages, using relative quantities of materials and indi cative artifacts such as 

highly decorated pottery, silver, and personal ornaments. Otto (1977, 1980) 

brought better focus to the problem in his investigation of planter, overseer, 

and slave assemblages in an antebellum Georgia plantation. He demonstrated that 

ceramic ware and vessel form, and also faunal food refuse, provided insight into 

dietary patterns and procurement strategies (of ceramics as well as food) that 

reflected status quite convincingly. 

Recently, G. Miller (1980), in a very important arti cle, outlined a classi-



fication and economic scaling scheme for nineteenth-century ceramic assemblages. 

The system is based on careful study of price records of the early nineteenth 

century, from wh,ch he compiled indices for various decorative types and vessel 

shapes. The indices are keyed to the cheapest cerami c, un decorated cream-colored 

as the basic cost unit in terms of which all other wares were measured for 

cost. This method provides a :onsistent scale for translating ceramic into a 

cost of procurement, by inference a means for procurement, indicator. 

The ceramic and glass analysis format by which the data have so far been 

presented was designed .for efficient recording of the Icehouse Point collection, 

and modified only slightly for use with the other sites. For the nineteenth and 

twentieth-century Greenwood Creek site, however, with its variety of ceramics 

lumped under the term "whiteware," this format proved less useful. Miller's (1980) 

classification of whiteware/ironstone by decoration allows a more discriminating 

sorting process. 

The scheme as Miller proposed it, however, has several drawbacks for the 

study of a collection such as that from Greenwood Creek I. Vessel forms are dif

ficult to identify in a plowzone collection, due to the fragmented state of th 

specimens. (This is also a problem in using some of South's [1977:210-21£7 dating 

categories, e.g., everted rim ointment pot, with half-inch plowzone sherds.) 

Miller's discussion of the difficulty of distinguishing nineteenth-century white

wares, lightly tinted creamwares, and pearlwares--the latter two having persisted 

throughout the century, though "the potters did not perceive the differences which 

archaeologists have chosen to call pearlware and whiteware" (G. Miller 1980:18)-

appl ies even more to small sherds than to whole vessels. Miller suggests that, 

for an assemblage that spans a large part of the nineteenth century, sub-assemb

lages be separated to correspond more closely to the sh ort periods between his 

index dates. This is impossible in a plowzone collection . Further, Miller's 

(1980:11) latest index date (so far) is 1858, too early to allow full ap·f)licability 



to a site of circa 1800 to 1940. 

A major assumption of South's (1977) dat i ng and pattern re cogni tion techni ques 

is that fragment counts, rather than whole vessel counts, of entire as sembl ages 

provide usefu l bases for indexing sites. This perspective should be applicable 

to a scheme such as Miller's (1980), even t hou gh it might "coarsen" the resolu 

t ion somewhat. Assigning generalized values to Miller's decorative types, the 

classification he suggested instead of ware types, should be manipulable into a 

useful index formula for comparison among nineteenth and early twentieth-century 

ce ramic assemblages. Accordingly, the recording format in Table 29 was used for 

the ceramics from Greenwood Creek. Glass was also divided into new categories, 

to provide better classification for comparative purposes. 

This approach with the ceramics is quite experimental, and several problems 

are immediately apparent . The first has to do wi th identif ication of sherds, 

particularly of the white, undecorated ironstone t hat came into popularity in 

the mid-nineteenth century (G. Miller 1980:29). Se veral authors have discussed 

t he difficulty of distinguishing ironstone from whiteware (Smith 1976; Price 

1979), and South (1974:248, 1977) merges the two types at least for dating pur

po ses. Yet Miller makes it clear that for purposes of economic scaling, the dis

ti nction is important. 

In this analysis, sherds that had a hard, clear glaze, a very white surface 

under the glaze, no decoration, and a paste that approached stoneware in consis

tency, were recorded as undecorated ironstone, while those that had less glossy 

gl aze and a softer earthenware paste (usually t hinner in cross-secti on), were 

considered whiteware, or CC when undecorated. In onl y a few cases did a possibly 

"i ronstone" sherd sherd bear decoration, and each wa s 1 isted in the ap propr iat e 

decorati ve class. As the above-cited authors no t e , t his me.t hod is not ent irely 

satisfac tory , but the attempt needed to be made. 

It also should be noted here that creamware and pearlware we re ·included in 



Tab1e 29a. Format for reporting nineteenth-century ceramics. 

A B C D E F G 

1. cc 
2. Edged 

3. Dipped* 

4. Sponged 

5. White glazed 

6. Underglazed 1ined 

7. Painted 

8 . Ironstone 

9. Wi 11 OW 

10. Transfer print 

11 . F1 owwa re 

12. Basalt 

13. Poree 1 a in 

Top codes: 

H I J K L M N O P 

A to D plates: A 10", B 8 11
, C 7", D 6 11 and smaller; E handled cups, , 

F unhandl ed cups, G bowls, H unknown shape, I total ; J to P decoration 

colors: J blue, K green, L black, M red, N purple/lavender, 0 brown, 

P polychrome. 

* Includes annular and mocha. 



Table 29b. Nineteenth-century ceramics from Greenwood Creek I. 

A B c D E F G H I J K L M N 0 p 

1. 9 5 3 9 10 958 994 

2. 1 33 34 28 6 

3. 1 34 35 16 4 2 3 3 7 

4. 4 4 4 

5. 

6. 10 10 7 1 1 1 

7. 1 3 1 20 25 7 5 1 1 11 

8. 1 6 6 7 7 191 218 

9. 1 1 1 

10. 1 4 4 1 2 3 183 198 65 5 3 2 68 9 46 

11. 29 29 26 1 1 1 

12. 

13. 1 5 2 95 103 2 6 4 10 --------- -------

ttl 11 17 5 14 23 23 1558 1651 156 22 5 9 75 14 76 



in the counts in Table 29, under the appropriate categories, even though they 

were separated in the earlier data format. Certain other sherds listed as white

ware/ironstone in Table 18 belong to miscellaneous unlisted types, for instance 

a couple of sherds identifiable as early twentieth-century Fiesta, and are not 

incl uded in Table 29. 

A second problem is the assignment of scaling values to the decorative types. 

Mill er 1 s (1980) indices vary by year, but the method attempted here requires a 

generalized approach. Miller presents two index tables that have resonably numer

ous entries, for bowls (1980:33) and for plates (1980:26). Table 30 lists the 

index values from the years 1856 and 1858 for both vessel forms, averaged where 

both years have entries, and a composite list based on the available entry or the 

average of the two entries. 

Two entries are absent from both bowl and plate lists. The "white glazed 11 

category is somewhat enigmatic. Miller (1980:32) found the term in only one 1814 

pri ce list, and suggests that it refers to undecorated pearlware. He notes, how

ever, that undecorated pearlware is at best rare. This category was unused in 

the present analysis, so that the lack of an index value poses no problem. 

"Undergl azed 1 ined" sherds, though, did occur, and need to be taken into 

account. This term refers to a technique of decoration by one or two lines ap

plied around the rim of the vessel. Miller (1980:28) notes that the design is 

consistently higher in price than edged ware. For the composite index, a value 

of 1.25, arbitrarily chosen to fall between the edged and hand-painted ware 

va 1 ue s , is emp 1 oyed . 

For the record: all sherds of whiteware, pearlware, or creamware that bore 

no decoration were recorded under the CC or un decorated "cream-co 1 ored" category. 

Thi s group obviously includes sherds from vessels with edged or underglaze lined 

decoration, which is applied only around the rim . The practice somewhat biases 

the resulting mean index value for the assemblage toward the lower end of the 



Tab.le 30. Index values for economic scaling. 

bowls1 ~lates 2 com~osite 

1. cc 1.00 1.00 1.00 

2. Edged 1.22 1.22 

3. Dipped 1.10 1.10 

4. Sponged 1.10 1.22 1.16 

5. White glazed 

6. Underglazed lined 1.254 

7. Painted 1.30 1.30 

8. Ironstone 2.00 1.76 1.88 

9. Wi 11 ow 1.52 1.52 

10. Transfer print 2.00 1.52 1.76 

11. Fl owware 2.40 2.40 2.40 

12. Basalt 6.003 6.00 

13. Poree 1 a in 4.803 4.80 

1. Miller 1980:33, 1856 and 1858 indices. 

2. Miller 1980:26, 1856 and 1858 indices. 

3. This is the only index value available. 

4. Arbitrary. 



scale, but should apply consistently to all assemblages and so maintain compara

bility . 

The final problem to be noted is the lack of comparative data in this pro

ject, preventing any rigorous assessment of the utility of the method. The Green

wood Creek I site is the only nineteenth to twentieth site in the sample. The 

Mount Ivey site is included in this report as a partially comparable case, having 

a heavy nineteenth-century component (Tables 23, 31), but represents only a very 

preliminary sort of comparison.* 

The assemblage index, under the experimental method of scaling, is calculated 

essentially in the same manner as South•s mean ceramic date and Miller's index. 

The sherd count for each category is multiplied by the category's index value, 

the products are added, and the sum of the products is divided by the total sherd 

count . 

The process arrives at index values of 1.48 for the Greenwood Creek I site, 

and 1.29 for Mount Ivey. At face-value, these figures suggest that the Greenwood 

Creek occupants were slightly better of:than the residents of Mount Ivey. The 

questi on of index dates may have a bearing on the interpretation of these figures. 

It would be expected, for instance, that a site occupied during the latter half 

of the nineteenth century, such as Greenwood Creek I, would contain a higher ·pro

portion of undecorated ironstone than would an earlier nineteenth-century site 

like Mount Ivey. occupied before undecorated ironstone became fashionable. 

In this connection, a computation of percentages represented-by each category 

is interesting (Table 32). The comparability of several categories, particularly 

the CC and edged wares, is striking. Sponged and underglaze lined sherds are 

equivalently infrequent. Greenwood Creek I does have a slightly higher percent

age of ironstone, but this is easily balanced by Mount Ivey's higher transfer-

* It should also be noted that the "willow" category is unused in this analysis due 

to the investigator's inability to identify the motif on the fragmentary sherds. 



Table 31. Nineteenth-c~nturi ceramics from Mount Iver. 

A B c D E F G H I J K L M N 0 p 

1. 1 1 1 1 142 146 

2. 7 7 6 1 

3. 12 12 8 2 2 

4 . 

5 . 

6 . 1 1 1 

7 . 1 1 1 

8. 3 1 1 2 18 25 

9 . 

10 . 2 40 42 42 

11. 1 9 10 10 

12. 

13 . --------- - ---- -------

ttl 5 1 1 0 1 2 4 230 244 67 1 0 0 0 3 2 



Table 32. Percentages of ceramic decorative categories. 

Greenwood Creek I Mount Ivey 

# % # % 

1. cc 994 60.2 146 59.8 

2. Edged 34 2.1 7 2.9 

3. Dipped 35 2.1 12 4.9 

4. Sponged 4 0.2 0 0 

5. White glazed 

6. Undergl aze lined 10 0.6 1 0.4 

7. Painted 25 1.5 1 0 .4 

8. Ironstone 218 13.2 25 10 .2 

9. Wi 11 ow 

10. Trans fer print 199 12 .1 42 17.2 

11. Fl owware 29 1.8 10 4.1 

12. Basalt 

13. Porcelain 103 6.2 0 0 

1651 100 .2 244 99.9 

index: 1.48 index: 1.29 



printed and flowware counts. No nineteenth-century porcelains comparable to those 

at Greenwood Creek I were found at Mount Ivey, however. It might be inferred that 

the nineteenth-century residents of Mount Ivey were less able to afford porcelain 

than were those at Greenwood Creek. Without the porcelain, the Greenwood Creek 

I assemblage produces an index value of 1.26, very close to Mount Ivey•s, lending 

credence to the index values of the entire assemblages. 

Two sites can do little more than illustrate the proposed method. Even more 

than previous patterns or hypotheses suggested in this chapter, this economic 

scaling method will demand critical review and testing before it can be accepted 

as a useful tool. As Miller reviews more price information and refines his in

dices, so too must the indices adapted for sherd counts be refined. A scaling 

method useful for full sherd assemblages and surface collections, employed in 

conjunction with Miller 1 s vessel count index, would be an extremely valuable source 

of socioeconomic data. 



Chapter 7. 

Overview 

Ten sites have been discussed in detail in the precedi ng chapters , i nclud

in g one town site in which four structures were discerned . The locations of 

all sites reported here are shown in Figure III. Patterns of art i fact occu r 

rence were compared among the sites, in chronological perspective. It remains 

to consider the archaeological record against the historical and geographical 

background of society in the Chesapeake tidewater. 

Work on the sites was fairly limited, and interpretations of the sites are 

thus less detailed than might be preferred. Two aspects of the project parti

cularly limit inferences on a regional level. First, the sample is by no means 

representative even of a limited area, so that only a few hints of "settlement 

patterns 11 can be gleaned, and these subject to concordance with the known his

torical geography. Second, only one site, the Londontown Public house, provides 

distinguishable contexts, so that changes within sites are difficult to infer. 

By contrast, the intensively-investigated St. Johns site of St. Mary's City 

(Stone 1974; Keeler 1977) yields an excellent picture of the elaboration of a 

plantation complex through the seventeenth century, fitting well within Earle's 

(1975) first period of plantation type. The local 11 urban center" \>Jas dying 

about the time when the St. Johns site was abandoned, and this site with the 

comparative case of the nearby John Hicks site (Stone et al. 1972) of the se

cond quarter of the ei_ghteenth century, in which boat parts, and carpenters I 

and sewing implements, indicate growing self-sufficiency a la Earle 1 s second 

period, will provide an interesting test of rural -urban models that might be 

de ri ved from Earle 1 s conclusions when the full site in ventories can be st udie d 

from such a perspective. 

Some general comments on the present sample are poss ible, howe ver, and 

may i l luminate the archaeological aspects of social t rends. The foll ow ing 



discussion will proceed roughly by quarter-centuries, with sites assigned pri

marily by mean ceramic dates as listed in Tables 24 and 26. 

Probably the earliest site of the sample is the Icehouse Point site, 18Qu-

28, The structure was apparently built circa 1665 to 1670, on a well-protected 

waterway for access to ship transport. The substantial nature of the structure, 

in an area that had been open to settlement for less than two decades, indicates 

the wealth of the occupant and builder, who was probably Peter Sayer. Some of 

the artifacts found at the site are consistent with a seventeenth-century occu

pation, but most materials belong to the following century, and will be discus

sed further below. 

Two sites can be dated to the first quarter of the eighteenth century, 

both perhaps occupied before the turn of the century. The Donaldson site, 18-

Qu201, has so far yielded little more information than its location, on the 

Bay-ward shore of Kent Island. The Tanyard Creek site, 18Qu209, is also marked 

by few materials. There was probably a structure here, but the lack of brick 

implies an ephemeral structure in sharp contrast to the dwelling at Icehouse 

Point. It was probably the home of a small planter, who may not have occupied 

the site for very long, either moving to a more substantial house when he could 

afford it or going broke in a tobacco depression. 

The ephemeral nature of the surface scatter and, by inference,-of the 

home, shows similarity to seventeenth-century house sites briefly reported by 

Clark and Smolek (1981). Their lower Patuxent sites were found at spring heads 

in close proximity to a major water-way. The Tanyard Creek site, however, is 

relatively far inland. It is possible that the planter could have floated a 

small boat down Tanyard Creek, but unlikely that the creek was useful for ship

ping tobacco or other goods. This landholding is probably part of the second 

wave of ownership, taken up after the shoreline was effectively claimed. The 

owner may have been a freed servant who took up his fifty acres in the best 



locat ion he could find, where fresh water was avai lable from the creek but 

from where he would have to "roll" his crop nearly a mile to reach navigable 

water. 

A number of sites were found to date to the second quarter of the eight

eenth century, all near open water. On the Eastern Shore, the site of Doncas

ter , 18Ta30, is located on lands set aside in the Town Acts. The median (cer

amic) date for the site is very early in the quarter, and it may date from the 

turn of the century or even earlier. A lack of white saltglazed stoneware sug

gests that the area was unoccupied by mid-century. One structure can be iden~ 

ti fied, and there may be two small outbuildings associated with it. The amount 

of brick an~ the quantity of artifacts recovered indicate a more substantial 

and perhaps longer-lived dwelling than is found on Tanyard Creek. Occasional 

niceties such as wineglass stem and pewter bottle cover imply a reasonably com

fortable income. At this early date, fine ceramics are still scarce, and scanty 

distributional data suggest that decorated Rhenish grey stoneware functioned 

as table and serving rather than as storage ceramics. By comparison with the 

roughly contemporaneous Tanyard Creek site, then, Doncaster can be interpreted 

as the home of a planter of middling or better means. 

According to the historic records, the site was legally enfranchised as 

a town. Although much of the site as originally recorded apparently was hid

den by grass at the time of this survey, there is little indication that any 

extensive town-building ever took place on the site. As the Town Act site of 

Doncaster, the place probably had a wharf and at least a tobacco storehouse. 

The Icehouse Point site, by now Richard Bennett III 's plantation, would have 

been a busy loading place in its own right; almost directly across the river, 

Bennett's wharf may have been close enough to the Doncaster site to be consid

ered part of the town, in terms of the loading and unloading specifications in 

the Town Acts. This competition for shipping probably stunted the growth of 



Doncaster, which may never have amounted to much more than the Bruff plantation 

in spite of their hopes. The fact that the Doncaster site seems to have been 

abandoned by mid-century, when the Icehouse Point site was still going strong, 

casts an interesting light on the plantation-urban ambivalence of the Wye River 

area. 

The Greenwood Creek II site, 18Qu208, represents activity late in the quar

ter, when a trash deposit evidently filled a subsurface pit. The ceramics, 

primarily storage wares, produce a mean date in the third decade of the century, 

but the pipestems and an octagonal wine bottle base place the date of deposi

tion close to the mid-century mark. The heavy concentration of oyster shell 

and the proximity of the site to the tidal reaches of Greenwood Creek make it 

likely that the deposit represents a special activity site, where oysters were 

procured and prepared. A trace of brick raises the possibility that the trash 

pit. is associated with an ephemeral dwelling site, but no such structure can 

be identified; the lack of table ceramics would support the evidently flimsy 

structure in suggesting a very poor planter's or servant's dwelling. Eighteenth

century materials were found in the upper part of Greenwood Creek, where the 

pipestems from the Greenwood Creek I site produced a computed date of 1731. No 

unmistakeable building of the eighteenth century can be located in the area, 

however, and until further investigation produces more information, the Green

wood Creek II site may best be interpreted as a short-use oystering station. 

On the Western Shore, the second quarter of the eighteenth century is re

presented by the town of Londontown, 18An48. Zone 5-bottom of the Publik House 

test pit represents the end of the quarter, and the median date for Widow's 

Mite falls in the same decade. Based on the small reported samples from the 

two · sites, it is difficult to affirm a direct connection, but in the context 

of historical knowledge the early eighteenth-century rise of the South River 

port can be seen. Shomette (n.d.) identified drowned sites along the London

town shoreline, some of which could date to the same period. The Londontown 



House and Gardens facility also houses a large number of surface collected art

ifacts, which date from the late seventeenth to the twentieth centuries. (These 

materials were examined, but are not reported due to uncertainties of proven

ience.) The aggregate quantity and areal extent of these sites and materials, 

particularly by comparison with the Greenwood Creek and Doncaster localities, 

do indeed indicate a substantial center of activity. Available samples from 

each site, however, do not aid in determining structure identities. That the 

Publik House was an inn, and whether the site at Widow's Mite was a dwelling 

or a commercial establishment, will require further investigation to establish 

by archaeological means. 

Further investigation should also seek data from plantations in the port's 

hinterland, for indications of how the rise of Londontown might have affected 

or been reflected in conditions in the countryside. The only Maryland site 

from this period that has been reported in any detail is the John Hicks site 

(Stone et al. 1972), associated 1tJith St. Mary's City. This site represents a 

modest "first house" of a planter, occupied circa 1723 to 1743 and torn down 

when the owner could afford better. The town of St. Mary's was dying or dead 

by the time this house was built. The variety of implements in the assemblage, 

including boat parts, carpenters' tools, and seamstress' or tailor's tools, 

fits well the increasing self-sufficiency Earle (1975) saw in the 1710-1740 

pcri od. 

Ceramics from the Carvel site, 18Qu206, place the median date of occupa

tion just after 1750. The structure may have been built in the first half of 

the century, but the high frequency of creamware suggests predominantly third

quarter occupation. The total number of artifacts recovered is comparable to 

the total at Doncaster, but the significantly later date of the Carvel site 

emphasizes the sparseness of the materials and thus suggests less wealth in 

the occupants. The distribution of Rhenish grey stoneware implies that the 



availability of finer wares had relegated the grey vessels to the function of 

storage rather than display. Discussions of the Hicks site ceramics (Stone et 

al. 1972; Carr 1972) note that ceramics were regarded as status markers by mid

century, and the fine white stonewares and refined earthenwares evidently ·took 

precedence in formal use. There is some indication of use of a yard at the 

Carvel site, possibly between the house and brick outbuildings. (Although 

brick barns would imply a more substantial complex than indicated by the house 

area). The site is still strategically located on the waterways, commanding 

the shorelines of the Eastern Bay as well as a broad inlet. The owner of the 

Carvel site was probably a tobacco planter of the poorer sort in the pre-Reva- · 

lutionary period, trying to hold out against an ever/·vrnrsening market. He may 

have had his own small wharf, but he would have been required to take his crop 

to an inspection station to sell it. 

The Icehouse Point site, still occupied during much of the life of the 

Carvel site, contrasts markedly. It apparently burned during this quarter, 

and much of the material remai ns seem to represent the latter part of its near

century span. Although this excavated collection cannot be compared in quan

tity to that of the Carvel site, the presence of a number of pewter pieces, 

silver, coins, porcelain, polychrome delftware and especially polychrome-enam

elled white saltglaze attests to the wealth of the occupants, commensurate with 

tile substantial nature of the building and al so with the historically-known 

Richard Bennett III. The inventory of materials is quite varied, including a 

hammer, a fishhook, an apothecary weight, gunflints, sewing implements, newly 

molded buttons , several unidentified iron implements or parts, a barrel spigot 

and a shovel (the latter two listed in the field notes on pit A). Wine bottle 

seals with the owner 's initial s indicate not only his identity, but his direct 

ties to English suppliers. These mercantile and production-maintenance items 

suggest Bennett's participation in the diversification process that Land (1972) 

and Earle (1975) identified. 



Background knowledge of Richard Bennett III, wealthy merchant-planter, en

tirely support the picture of a colonial Chesapeake tycoon. His plantation 

would have been fairly complex in layout. Investigations did indicate the pre

sence of other buildings on Icehouse Point, but aside from recent work at the 

cemetery chapel, none was investigated. Investigation for possible storehouses 

might reveal something of Bennett's commercial interests, and would be especi

ally interesting in comparison to similar studies at Doncaster, if there was 

competition for shipping traffic. The complexity of Bennett's household, which 

included several relatives and unrelated bachelors, is also notable, but given 

the predominantly plowzone context of the recovered materials it is difficult 

to infer household structure. That the materials from the trash deposit match 

South's (1977) Carolina pattern of British colonial domestic refuse suggests 

that such subtlties of household composition will be difficult to discern arch

aeologically. 

Processes of change on a regional level on the Western Shore are inferable 

from the sites dating from the third quarter of the eighteenth century. There 

is no indication that the site at Widow's Mite lasted long into the quarter, 

leaving the Publik House to represent the port by itself. Based only on the 

archaeology, it would be difficult to conclude that the port had appeared and 

died in the first half of the century, but in light of known historical proces

ses, the fact that 50% of the known buildings have disappeared in the third 

quarter is consistent with expectations. 

Lower Marlboro, however, begins to grow in this quarter. Structure A was 

probably standing by mid-century, the residence of a comfortable if not wealthy 

holder of a lot in the Town Land. The high frequency of artifacts, the presence 

of such niceties as wineglass stems, polychrome delftware, overglaze-enamelled 

porcelain, and scratch blue saltglaze, distinguish this dwelling from the modest 

but roughly contemporaneous Carvel site. The tight cluster of the materials at 



struc_ture A suggests that it was not nearly so large as the house at Icehouse 

Point, but it may well have exceeded the 20-foot square minimum set by the 

Town Acts. 

Structure D probably stood by the end of the quarter, farther from the 

river shore. The cluster of artifacts here is much smaller than at structure 

A, and it could easily be considered an outbuilding or servant quarter for a 

plantation house represented by cluster A. The presence of three standing 

buildings of the era in modern Lower Marlboro, and the documentary evidence 

that this area had been designated and surveyed as a town, make it more likely 

that A and D occupied separate lots. Whether D might represent a very modest 

dwelling, or some special-function or intermittently-occupied structure, cannot 

be told on present evidence. Broadly, the influence of the Inspection Act of 

1747, as predicted by historical geography, can be seen in the rise of Lower 

Marlboro and the concurrent fall of Londontown in the third quarter of the cen

tury, even in so limited an archaeological sample. 

The fourth quarter of the eighteenth century includes the War of American 

Independence and the early national period. l~hether the American Revolution 

can be seen by archaeologists (i.e., who won the war) is a question worth ser

ious study. Deetz (1977) implicitly suggests that the ideological r~volution 

was over by the 1770's, and it remained only for the politics to catch up; 

whether his processes of individualization and ordering can be seen to differ 

from processes in Britain and the non-rebelling colonies, suggesting an essen

tially systemic reason for all the battlefields of the late 1770's, has yet to 

be investigated. It is possible that the deregulation of trade, resulting in 

a diversification of origins of materials goods, will be discernable, particu

larly in trade centers such as Baltimore, New York, and Philadelphia. The data 

at hand allow speculation, and no such interpretative leaps. 

The small sample reported here does not even provide Eastern Shore sites 

that were occupied in this quarter. It is possible that the Greenwood Creek 



I site, 18Qu207, was built at the very end of the century, but the evidence is 

dubious. 

On the Western Shore, the two town sites are still occupied, but London

town is represented only by zone 5 at the Public House. The Public House pro

bably made a transition from inn to private residence in this quarter, but the 

small test is inadequate to identify the change in occupation. The oyster shell 

pavement was open and collecting trash during the period, casting doubt on the · 

sanitary conditions of the occupants, but until more of the area is carefully 

excavated, general patterns of trash disposal will remain uncertain. 

In Lower Marlboro, three structures have appeared since mid-century, sug

gesting an intensification of activity. Structure B probably replaces struc

ture A, although there may be some overlap. Two small buildings, C and D (the 

latter evidently having been constructed late in the previous quarter) are lo

cated inland. Materials are too scanty to suggest the functions of the build

ings, whether modest dwellings, shops, or outbuildings, but the presence of 

the highest number of known contemporaneous structures in this and the next 

quarters is significant in light of Brune•s (1979) conclusion that the period 

from 1750 to c. 1830 marks the maximum centralization of tobacco marketing in 

the Patuxent drainage. Including the standing structures, seven buildings stood 

in Lower Marlboro during the period, at least six in use simultaneously, clearly 

comprising a waterfront hamlet if not a port on the order of (historically 

known) Londontown. 

Only two median dates fall within the first quarter of the n-ineteenth cen

tury, both at 1821. They include the overall mean ceramic date from the Lon

dontown Publik House, but since stratigraphi c data provide an internal chrono

logy for the site, this median will not be given much weight . Structures B, 

C, and D, are still occupied during the quarter, but not long past it. The 

house at Greenwood Creek I may well have been built by the end of the quarter, 

but the majority of the materials are clearly later. 



Only the Virginia site, Mounty Ivey (44Syl35), belongs solidly to this 

quarter according to its mean ceramic date. The materials, however, indicate 

as much as a hundred-year life span for this house, so that discussing it for 

the early nineteenth century is rather arbitrary. The participation of this 

plantation in the general Chesapeake settlement and economic system does allow 

comparison to the Maryland sites. 

There is no indication that the occupants of this house were very wealthy, 

and in fact they may have lost a bit in standard of living from the eighteenth 

to the nineteenth centuries; fine, sprigged Rhenish stonewares and Chinese por

celains belong to the earlier period, but ceramics of the latter century are 

represented predominantly by blue transfer-printed whitewares, with no trace 

of porcelain. Even so, the quantity of artifacts from this site is greater 

than from any earlier surface site, indicating the general rise in material 

belongings through the historic period. The proximity of the house to the 

wharf correlates with its colonial origins. The wharf was actually in use un

til well into the twentieth century , but later dwellings on the same property 

were removed inland, and oriented toward the road system. 

By the mid-nineteenth century, the buildings known archaeologically at 

Lower Marlboro were gone. Baltimore's monopoly over the marketing patterns 

of the upper Chesapeake had reduced Lower Marlboro to an out-of-the way hamlet. 

Zone 4 at the Londontown Public House represents the post-1830 (circa) period, 

when the building was used as a public shelter. The small test does not pro

vide information to distinguish these occupants from previous tenants, although 

a change in spatial or refuse patterns-- visible in the lack of. coarse storage 

and utility ceramics-- can be inferred. 

The Greenwood Creek I site is the major representative of this period, 

occu pied for perhaps a century or even a little more before the house was re

moved about 1940. The quantity of artifacts is boggling by comparison to any 



other surface site (this from a field where the landowner suggested that there 

would be nothing to see except a brick or two!) The proportion of architect

ural materials was slightly higher than on earlier surface sites, implying that 

the relative price drop in manufactured commodities had some effect on building 

styles or practices. 

Transportation and marketing patterns contrast with earlier sites, also. 

The house (by informant's description) faced the road, and was built in prox

imity to the road rather than to a navigable stream. Higher use of the front 

yard may attest the entertainment value of traffic, but contrasts with the for

mal, orderly "court yard" of the colonial St. Johns site (Keeler 1977). Amer:

ican maker's marks on refined ceramics have implications for the rise of dom

estic production by the end of the nineteenth century, and also for the pro

gressive elaboration of domestic marketing systems. A very experimental method 

of ranking ceramics for socioeconomic status suggests that the occupants of the 

Greenwood Creek site were slightly better off than those at Mount Ivey, and 

were probably solid middle-class farmers of the Eastern Shore. The frequency 

of non-blue and polychrome transfer printed vessels and of undecorated iron

stone, compared to Mount Ivey, probably has more to do with time period than 

with status. A few sherds of Fiesta wares are recognizable in the Greenwood 

Creek I collection, but for the most part twentieth-century materials were not 

factored out. 

Summary 

In spite of a rather scanty sample, it has proven possible to compare a 

number of sites to background knowledge of the history and geography of the 

Chesapeake tidewater, and to relate assemblages to trends in the developing 

colonial society. From historical studies, these trends can be related to a 

number of ~spects of the colonial situation, and especially to settlement demo

graphy and to the fluctuations of the tobacco market. On present archaeological 



data, only the broad outlines of a historical-geographical model can be infer

red, but continued investigations should provide contexts and assemblages to 

refine the synthesis. 

The rise in material culture, historically connected to an increased over

all standard of living, can be seen clearly in the sample, capped by Greenwood 

Creek I with its mass production run rampant. An early waterline settlement 

pattern, with inland but still water-related expansion after the shoreline was 

taken up, and a nineteenth-century shift to a road orientation, can be illus

tra ted, but larger, representatively surveyed samples are needed to demonstrate 

the settlement systems. 

The variety in socioeconomic status among Chesapeake planters can also be 

seen in the present sample, from the ephemeral homestead at Tanyard Creek, to 

the plantation at Doncaster, to the substantial house foundation at Icehouse 

Point in the first part of the eighteenth century; similarly, in the latter 

eighteenth century, from the modest Carvel site to the comfortable residence 

of structure A at Lower Marlboro, and again to the wealthy Bennett manor at 

Icehouse Point. It is notable that the builder of the house at Icehouse Point 

had made his fortune already, or he would not have built such a structure. It 

might be difficult, however, to decide from the archaeology whether the wealth 

were introduced to the region or if this were a second house to replace the 

early homestead. An attempt to compare socioeconomic status in ceramic assem

blages of two nineteenth-century sites was suggestive, but far from conclusive, 

and much thought and many samples will be needed before the method can be accep

ted or proven unusable. 

Some perspective on rural-urban processes can be gained from the sample, 

when interpreted in the light of Earle's (1975) model for All Hallow Parish. 

The plantation house at Icehouse Point gave some indication of the self-suffic

iency of the large planter in the later eighteenth century, whose diverse 



interests allowed him to ride . out an increasingly bumpy ride on the tobacco 

road. The rise and fall of Londontown, followed by Lower Marlboro, an d the 

tension between the Icehouse Point plantation and the "town" at Doncaster, can 

be inferred. 

Spatial analysis within sites produced 1 ittle information, in large part 

becau se the grid size of the controlled surface collections was selected for 

the investigation of town rather than house-lot patterns. Four structures or 

concentrations were identified in the town of Lower Marlboro, where only one 

had been noted in the field, and a useful idea of relative chronology among 

the clusters was also gained. A probable yard area at the Carvel site, and 

two tentatively identified outbuildings at Doncaster were also revealed, and 

an hypothesis about the functional behavior of Rhenish grey stonewares was also 

formulated based on these t wo sites . The Greenwood Creek I distributions, coup

led with informants' descriptions, allowed distinction of a front yard, but no 

otber patterns were evident. 

South's (1977) Carolina and Frontier patterns were no entirely useful for 

the interpretation of most excavated assemblages in the present sample. That 

is, the domestic refuse deposit at Icehouse Point clearly fits within the Car

olina pattern, as expected, but the foundation there and the sealed deposits 

at the Londontown Publik House equally clearly fit the Frontier pattern, though 

neither could be considered a 11 frontier 11 site. Problems of sample size (at 

Londontown) and disturbed contexts (at Icehouse Point) may be involved in the 

anomalous patterning, but use of the Frontier pattern, in particular, as an 

interpretive device should be cautious. By contrast, the surface patterns were 

quite consistent and qui te close to the Carolina pattern, with the exception 

of the site at lanyard Creek-- which might with some justification be considered 

a .frontier homestead. 

This sample has provided conclusive evidence of few, if any, patterns or 

trends. More research is ob vi ousl y needed, including survey and testing projects 



and also intensive, and fully reported, excavations li ke those under analysis 

at St. Mary ' s City. It · is hoped, however, that the foregoing chapters have 

indicated the need for detailed research designs that integrate the perspec

tives of historians and geographers, and have demonstrated the interpretive 

value of looking beyond the single site towards regional syntheses in histor

ical archaeology. 



so much variation among tne local wa~es, 1s not evident. 

Preliminary conclusions 

Tne house site at Mount Ivey appears to oe a planter 1's dwel I ing of the mid

eighteenth to the mid-nineteenth centuries. Neither date ,s particularly well 

specified. Mr. ~enjamin Berryman, before his death at an advanced age 1n 1~59. 

recalled seeing the ruins of the house when he was a small boy, which would 

probably have been in tne 1~70 1 s . (Ann N. Wesler, personal communication). How 

Jong the house mignt have stood in ruins before that time is not directly known. 

The occupants of tne house ·do not seem to nave been weal thy. No sherds of 

tne expensive enamelled white saltglaze, or of nineteenth century porcelains, 

were identified in the collection. The inhabitants would have been Virginia 

planters of the middle sort, becoming m1dd1e-class farmers of the nineteenth · 

century. 

Wild goose sites 

The remainder of this chapter will be a brief discussion of the several 

sites that were sought, but not located, during the project. It will be evi

dent that the effort expended varied among the sites, and in no case will it 

be demonstrated certainly--though it may be concluded--that the sites cannot 

be found . This discussion, it is hoped, will either prevent duplication of 

effort, or suggest alternative approaches, to other investigators who may be 

interested in the same sites. 

Claiborne 1 s trading post, Kent Island 

The first settlement in Maryland (as opposed to the first settlement of 

Maryland, which is St. Mary's City) was located on Kent Island, and was estab

lished about 1631 by William Claiborne of Virginia. Extensive litigation 

between Claiborne and associates in England (Semmes 1933) and conflict between 

J ., L 



Claiborne and the Calvert proprietors of Maryland have made the story of his 

settlement as well known as any part of Maryland history. Despite all the his

torical attention to the matter, however, there is a major gap in the document

ary record: in Isaac 1 s (1957:94) words, an 11 absence of any definite knowledge 

of where precisely the first settlement was located. 11 

The story of Claiborne's venture has been published many times (e.g., 

Isaac 1957; Hale 1951), and only the barest outline is necessary here. Clai

borne was given a commission by the Crown to trade in the Chesapeake Bay 

(Maryland Archives 3:19-20), but not to establish a settlement--the major point 

in Lord Baltimore's favor when the latter was granted the colony of Maryland in 

1633. Claiborne did establish a settlement, under the label of a trading post. 

Petitions from Claiborne and Sir John Wolstenhome in 1633 (Maryland Archives 

3:24-25) and from Claiborne 1 s London financiers in 1634 (Maryland Archives 3: 

27-28) make the fact of the settlement clear, as do Claiborne 1 s accounts in 

litigation in the Court of the Admiralty (Semmes 1933). Baltimore clearly knew 

of Claiborne's settlement when he sent his first colonists, instructing that 

Claiborne, 11 of that Iland where he is ... that plantation was first begunn and 

so farr advanced," be treated with diplomacy (Maryland Historical Society 1889: 

135). 

Diplomacy was short-lived, however, and in 1638 Governor Leonard Calvert 

decided to occupy Kent Island by force (Maryland Archives 3:64, 70, 82-83) and 

to confiscate Claiborne's property on Kent and Palmer's Islands. An account 

of the property seized from Palmer's Island was recorded (Maryland Archives 3: 

76-77), but unfortunately no record of property siezed on Kent Island is avail

able. Calvert commissioned George Evelyn 11 commander 11 of Kent Island, who proved 

so unreliable that command was transferred to William Brainthwaite in the same 

year (Streeter 1868) . Claiborne's legal wrangling and malice toward the Mary

land proprietary lasted for many years, but he never regained control of Kent 



Is1and. C1aiborne's 1and, Kent Fort Manor, was given to Gi1es Brent (Steiner 

1911). 

Enough is known of the p1antation to demonstrate that a sizeab1e sett1ement 

existed, inc1uding a RYaisade, severa1 structures, and a windmi11 (Isaac 1957). 

Yet on1y occasiona1 hints of the 1ocation of the sett1ement can be gleaned from 

the records. Secondary sources, interesting1y enough, are much more specific. 

Perhaps the most recent, as we11 as the most definite, description of the 

site is found in Ha1e's (1951) poor1y referenced biography of C1aiborne. Accord-

ing to this account, 

when C1aiborne arrived in August of 1631 he instructed Mr. Wat1ington 
to head the Africa straight for a gut 1eading to a fine anchorage in an 
in1et he had previously discovered. It was on the eastern side of the 
island about two miles northeast of Kent Point. This cove could "hide 
two ships or galley ships of five hundred tun," so well protected was it. 
Emptying into the little bay were two branches of Long Creek /Tanners 
Creek/ between them being "an Isthmus of low ground 1ike a Tongue envir
oned-with fresh water. 11 Just above on a ten foot rise the fort could be 
built~ (Hale 1951:150) 

Hale, unfortunately, cites no source for his quotes. Members of the Kent 

Island Heritage Society attempted to obtain the source from him in 1975, but he 

was unable to recal1 it (Alexander Speer and Mildred Schoch, personal communi

cation). 

Other secondary sources contain somewhat similar accounts but, perhaps 

significant1y, do not name Long Creek (see Figure 86). Emory (1950:92) states 

that "Kent Fort was situated on that part of the Island which borders on Eastern 

Bay, on the first navigable creek lying on the left hand, in ascending that bay 

after passing Kent Poirjt. 11 He cites Davis ( 1855 :44) for this statement, but 

Davis says only that "the seat of Claiborne's settlement was at Kent Point." 

Tilghman, whose work was compiled prior to 1914, tells a similar story. 

The precise location selected by Capt. Claiborne for his post and set
tlement upon the Isle of Kent, was the most southern extremity of the 
Island, upon what is now known as Kent Point. Just within the point, 
and upon the first navigable creek, being on the left hand in ascending 
the Eastern Bay, he proceeded at once to erect a stockade or fort. (Tilgh-
man 1967 v. 1:497). · 



Tilghman cites no source for this statement. Two aspects of his and Emory's 

accounts might be noted, particularly in reference to Hale's. The question of 

which creeks were navigable~ given water level rise and siltation since 1630, 

complicates the interpretation. Hale evidently took the first modern navigable 

creek, being Lond or Tanners Creek. Tilghman and Emorj'y, however, following 

Davis, place the site on Kent Point, which does not encompass Tanners Creek 

except by a very broad application of the name. 

Later in his first volume, Tilghman returns to the matter, with a story that 

may be the root of the later accounts. He describes a visit by the historian 

B. C. Steiner to Kent Island in the summer of 1974, titling the section, "Balti

more professor and friend discover the place where Claiborne lived" (Tilghman 

1967 v. 1:517-519). 

They found it on a slight elevation back of an old landing on the 
bend of a navigable creek above Kent Point. To the north of the site, 
now known as Chew's Gardens and cultivated as i field, in a valley 
which was probably once an inlet so that the site was surrounded on 
three sides by water, they found several fragments of glazed bricks 
about seventy yards from the shore, which may have been part of the 
Brent manor house. 

This description sounds amazingly like Hale's site, so much so that it may 

actually have been Hale's source, directly or indirectly. Needless to say, a 

few glazed bricks do not signify the Claiborne site. Although there is a per

sistent rumor in Kent Island Heritage Society circles that someone besides Hale 

has seen the original source, as Hale quoted it, in Virginia documents, unless 

such a document can be produced it is most reasonable to assume that Steiner's 

bricks are the origin of this version of the site location. 

The only original source that can be located, that places Claiborne's fort, 

is Governor Leonrad Calvert's letter to his brother, Lord Baltimore, in which he 

reports his reduction of Kent Island (Maryland Historical Society 1889:184ff; 

also Hall 1910:151ff). Several portions of this account are relevant. Calvert's 

force 1 anded on Kent Isl and, "at the southernmost end thereof where Capt. Cley-



bornes howse is seated within a small ffort of Pallysadoes. 11 Calvert entered 

th rough "the gate toward the sea, 11 and noted at least one more gate. He then 

sent men to 11 Botelers dwelling called the great thicket sorre five miles from the 

fort," and to 11 an other place called Craford ... two miles distant from thence. 11 

Calvert also mentions stopping at 11 Thomas Smiths who lived at a place called 

beaver neck right against Boteler on the other side of a Creeck. 11 

The present Kent Point is approximately six miles from Craford, while Tanners 

Creek isthmus is about four miles from Craford. A trip of about five miles 

north-northeast from Kent Point would end beside Shipping Creek, close to two 

miles from Craford. A similar trip from Tanners Creek isthmus would have to 

cross Tanners Creek to end at Warehouse Creek, and return southeasterly to Cra

ford. Since there is no indication that Calvert•s men went to 11Botelers 11 by 

boat, and none that they passed Craford only to return to it, incidentally cov

ering more than the five miles by land it would require to reach a point two 

miles from Craford, Calvert•s distances would accord well with his phrase, 11 the 

southernmost end whereof, 11 that is, Kent Point. 

One other original reference indirectly establishes Claiborne •s tie to or 

interest in Kent Point. In 1645, the Governor•s Council recorded instructions 

for a surreptitious reconnaissance to Kent Island, where Claiborne•s ship was 

riding 11 against the Southerne pt. of Kent" (Maryland Archives 3:161). Tenuous 

as the inference of Claiborne•s attachment to the location may be, the spot at 

which he was anchored was clearly Kent Point. 

These two possible locations, Tanners Creek and Kent Point, would seem to 

be prime subjects for verification by archaeological survey. Not surprisingly, 

several archaeologists have made attempts to locate the site, including the pres

ent state archaeologist (Tyler Bastian, personal conmunication). Beam (1965) 

published a short article on his attempt to locate Claiborne•s fort, which in

cluded a promise of further investigation . No doubt other occasional reconnais-



sances, aside from Steiner's of 1904, have been attempted. 

Undaunted by previous failures (and initially unaware of them), the present 

author began a search for the site in 1977. More intensive and thorough survey 

was conducted in 1981, under the sponsorship of the Kent Island Heritage Society. 

At this time, every plowed field between the mouth of Tanners Creek and Kent 

Point, which compr ises nearly the entire shoreline, has been examined. The 1981 

project also included inspection of the shoreline of Tanners Creek isthmus, which 

is wooded and thus has poor surface visibility, and the point east of the same 

creek, now being developed for housing. 

Although several historic and prehistoric sites were recorded by the survey, 

not one yielded signs of occupation during the seventeenth century. In fact, 

the few artifacts from the Donaldson site, 18Qu201, are the earliest historic 

materials presently known from Kent Island. Watkins (1960:40) mentions North 
1+- \ ~ 

Devon ceramics from a site that may be ~_qv ~lly old, but.Kear Kent Island Landing, 

on the north end of the island. His specimens have not been located at the 

Smithsonian (Dennis Pogue, personal communication), and the s ite is not recorded 

in the Maryland site survey files. 

This lack of early seventeenth-century sites on Kent Island is puzzling, 

particularly in light of Leonard Calvert's (Maryland Historical Society 1889: 

186) count of 120 men on the island in 1638 ("of the women and children I make 

no estimate"). In the case of Claiborne's fort, the explanation is probably 

found in the combined effects of water-level rise and erosion. 

Singewald and Slaughter (1949) prepared a study of erosion rates in tide

water Maryland by comparing shorelines of circa 1850 with those of the 1940's. 

Erosion on lower Kent Island has been severe (Figure 90). Long Point, east of 

the mouth of Tanners Creek, has receded 800 feet since 1850, and recession of 

Kent Point has been comparable. Priot to 1850 erosion may have been less severe 

due to lesser boat traffic, but even the loss of 700 or 800 feet, straight-line 



distance away from the shore, could erase all traces of a seventeenth-century 

site. Erosion coupled with a three-foot water level rise since circa 1600 

(Froomer 1980) would have had a very heavy impact on all early sites near the 

shoreline. 

It is most likely that Kent Fort was on Kent Point, and is now lost to 

the waters of the Chesapeake. The area around Tanners Creek is a less likely 

candidate based on historical records, but cannot be discounted archaeologically 

due to poor surface visibility. Of the lands between Tanners Creek and Kent 

Point, only the wooded north shore of the first pond (silted inlet) above Kent 

Point nas not been adequately inspected, due to tree cover. There remains a 

possibility, particularly if the "first navigable inlet" part of the historical 

accounts is based on an original source, that the site of Claiborne's fort is in 

these woods, although the belt of trees is sufficiently narrow that some scat

ter of materials might have been expected in the plowed field directly north. 

Providence 

In 1648, the Virginia Puritan leaders William Durand and William Bennett I 

fled into Maryland. Durand was granted 800 acres of land on the north side of 

the Severn River, and Bennett received 250 acres, which he divided into lots. 

In the following year a number of Puritan families from Virginia came to the 

Severn to take .up lots on Bennett•s tract, which became known as the Town Point. 

According to all accounts, the tract was the land now known as Greenberry Point 

(Figure 91), at the north side of the mouth of the Severn River (Randall 1886; 

Riley 1905; Warfield 1967; Moss 1976). 

The population of Providence, which name applied both to the Town Point and 

to the surrounding region (Randall 1886), grew quickly enough that the area was 

granted the status of a county in 1650 (Maryland Archives 1:292, 345). The 

Maryland Archives contain a number of references to the area during that time 



(especially volumes 1, 3, 22). None, however, necessarily implies the existence 

of a nucleated settlement. Most authorities suggest the contrary. Moss (1976), 

whose work is primarily an amateur historical novel, provides a thorough dis

cussion of the original sources in an appendix. His "conjectural" map shows a 

settlement along the shorelines of Greenberry Point. 

A more 1 ike1y interpretation comes from Randa11 1 s ( 1886) study, which infers 

that any concentration of people on the point had dispersed within five years. 

11 The original existence of •town-lands' upon the Severn should not be regarded 

as decisive evidence that there was anything more than the germ of a town planted 

upon Greenberry•s Point" (Randa11 1886:120). His five-year figure probably was 

drawn from a 1654 record cited by Warfield (1967:9), recording the previous re

turn of numerous lots to Richard Bennett and Bennett 1 s sale of 11 the said several 

parcels unto our trusty and we11 beloved counselor, Nathaniel Utie. 11 

This record makes it clear that the parcel was entirely owned by Bennett, 

and probably abandoned, by 1654. Whether there were ever any structures on the 

point, comprising a town or plantation of Providence, is uncertain . Although 

Moss (1976: 87n) lists several shops and buildings in or near Providence, the 

place-name was evidently applied loosely enough that the structures could have 

been anywhere on the Severn. 

The possibility of a short-lived, mid-seveneeenth-century occupation on 

Greenberry Point prompted an archaeological reconnaissance in 1979. The point 

has been in the possession of the U. S. Navy since 1908. The U.S. Naval Radio 

Transmitting Facility, which now occupies the point, kindly gave permission for 

the work, and allowed a brief study of its files on the history of the property. 

The most interesting re7ords, from an archaeological surveyor's point of 

view, had to do with changes of the land form. A 1938 photograph of the point 

shows the middle portion (see Figure 92) under water, and indicates that the 

shoreline along Carr Creek has filled in considerably since the 1930 1 s. In fact, 



a hurricane in the late 1920 1 s entirely wiped out the center part of the point~ 

and the 1 ewer- lying areas of the modern point are made up of introduced fil 1 . 

This situation, plus Singewald and Slaughter's {1949) estimate that Greenberry 
(240 meters) 

Point has receded about 800,' feet,4isince circa 1850, has clear implications for 

the survival of any substantial seventeenth-century remains. 

The survey thus was confined to the higher areas of the Transmitter Facil

ity property, essentially a pair of knolls. The knolls were covered in thick 

grass, preventing effective surface inspection. Subsurface tests were excavated 

as indicated in Figure 92, by use of a two-handled posthole dagger. The fill 

was screened through 3/8 11 hardware cloth, and the tests were backfilled. The 

typical profile consisted of about 20 cm of old plowzone over sandy clay sub

soi 1 . 

In only one location was any sign of .cultural materials found. Tests in 

group C yielded brick, mortar, window glass and an iron spike, and the location 

was recorded as 18An529. This is evidently the foundation of the base executive 

officer's house, moved to the north side of the point to avoid crossfire from 

the Naval Academy firing range on the west side of Carr Creek. (The investigator 

was mentioned each day in the Orders of the Day, the last line invariably, "Make 

sure he doesn't get shot. 11
) 

No sign of any materials of colonial origin was found. If any occupation 

of the original Providence was located on Greenberry Point, it has evidently dis-

appeared due to natural processes. 

Herrington, Warrington 

The final two sites were not targets of intensive investigations. Each 

was a Town Act site, vaguely located in the available records. Each was sought 

by a brief reconnaissance in a 11 1 ikely" area, and the two areas are reported 

here for the record. In both cases, careful deed search will be necessary to 



locate the sites more closely. 

Herrington was originally patented and surveyed by Samuel Chew in 1650, 

and other grants around Herring Bay (Figure 93) were patented over the next 

decade and a half. Chew left the Town of Herrington to his heirs in 1676. The 

Herring Creek area was the center of a parish as of 1652 (Riley 1905; Warfield 

1967). Leonard Strong, in his 11 Babylon 's Fall II of 1655 (Hall 1910:235-246), 

mentions "a place called Herring-Creek," where 11 one of the Co1T1Tiissioners 11 of 

Providence was found. Though the establishment of a parish even more than Strong's 

reference indicates population in the area, it is unlikely that Herrington, des

pite its name, was anything other than the Chew plantation in its first decade. 

The site is designated a town in each of the sets of Town Acts. The sup

plementary Act of 1669 (Maryland Archives 5:47-48) specified a site 11 afore 

Herrington in Herring Creek, 11 while the second supplementary Act of 1671 (Mary

land Archives 5:92-94) merely mentions ~e ,ring Creek. Both the nominations and 

the Act of 1683 (Maryland Archives 7:465-466, 609-619) referred to 11Herring 

Creek on the Town Land, 11 evidently recalling that it had been designated pre

viously. Apparently no further mention of the site was deemed necessary in the 

supplements to that act. In the last set of Town Acts, beginning in 1706 (Mary

land Archives 26:636-645), the Assembly named Herring Creek, "where the Town 

was formerly laid out,'' as a site, specifying its area as 50 acres 11 and no more 11 

'? 
in the suprlement of 1707 (Maryland Archives 28:159-168). 

As usual, none of these references establishes that a town actually existed 

at Herrington. Nor are they very specific about its location . Herrman's map, 

published in 1673 (Browne 1894:135), places a town symbol on Herring Bay beside 

the name, 11 Herrington/1 but the scale of the map prevents accurate identification 

on the ground. 

A glance at the modern maps revealed that the south side of the mouth of 

Herring Creek bears the name, ''Town Point," which seemed promising. The area 



around Herring Bay is, unfortunately for the archaeologist, heavily built up 

with suburban and beach housing and marinas, so that survey conditions are poor. 

One plowed field, known as Town Point Farm, lies in the vicinity of Town Point. 

By permission of the landowner, the field was surveyed, yielding only two ball 

clay pipstems representing pre-twentieth century activities. 

Another possible town site on the Bay shore of Calvert County was known as 

Warrington. Stein (1960:33) places the site on Captain Waring's plantation, 

near Dare's Beach (Figure 94). Later, he gives its location as approximately 

Dare's Beach Wharf (1960:57). Stein suggests that its lack of good harbor and 

competition with other towns assured Warrington of a short life. 

Interestingly, Herrman's map of Maryland in 1670 (Browne 1894:135) has a 

label for Warrington, yet the town is not mentioned in the Town Acts until 1683. 

The Act of that year is the only one to mention Warrington. In the nominations 

for the Act of 1683, a site is suggested •:At or near ~forrington upon the Cliffs," 

while the act as passed specifies "Warrington on the Cliffs Town Land" (Maryland 

Archives 7:459-461, 609-619). It is possible that a special petition to estab

lish a town at Warri ngton was granted between the Town Acts of 1668 and 1683, 

but if so, it does not appear in the Archives of Maryland. 

As usual, none of these records demonstrates that a town really existed. 

Herrman's map shows Warrington on the Bay shore, some seven miles south of Plum 

Point by Herrman's scale (cf. Kuethe 1935). More important than the measured 

distance, it would seem, is that a large creek is depicted directly below the 

symbol for Warrington. 

The largest creek between Plum Point and the mouth of the Patuxent River 

is Parker Creek, between Dare's Beach and Scientists Cliffs, about six miles 

from Plum Point. Just north of the creek, according to the topographic maps, 

is a relatively flat area that could encompass a town of perhaps 30 acres. Most 

of it happens to be plowed, and by permission of the landowner and the farmer, 



a surface inspection was conducted on the property. As at Town Point, however, 

only two pipestems were found that would indicate activity in the colonial per

iod, although one small concentration of nineteenth- and twentieth-century ma

terials was recorded (18Cvl56). 

The farmer mentioned that an archaeologist had been through the area some 

years before, and had found a 11 colony 11 north of Dare •s Beach. This was evidently 

the site of Angelica Knoll, recorded second-hand (and rather dubiously) as 

18Cv60. Watkins (1960:40) mentions this site as a source of North Devon ceramics, 

a 11 plantation or small settlement" of the late seventeenth century to circa 1765. 

Both Watkins and the Maryland site survey form attribute work at the site to one 

Robert Elder of the Smithsonian Institution. Efforts to find the collection in 

the Smithsonian have so far been fruitless (Dennis Pogue, personal communication.) 

Whether Angelica Knoll is the 11 town 11 of Warrington is impossible to say. 

Stein (1960:50) mentions Quaker settlements on the Upper Cliffs below Plum Point, 

down to Parker 1 s Cliffs, and on the Lower Cliffs at St. Leonards. The whole of 

the Calvert County shoreline is rugged, and undboubtedly the entire length was 

referred to as the "Cliffs . 11 Angelica Knoll probably is associated with one of 

the Quaker plantations of the Upper Cliffs, but only further information in both 

documentary sources and the field, preferably with study of the putative Smith

sonian collection, will clarify the situation. 

With no clear "next step" in the search for either of these town sites in 

the field, the survey effort went on to greener pastures. 




