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Time Line
x 1561-66: Spanish expeditions from Havana and La Florida explore the Chesapeake
Bay in search of trade routes to the west and to scout potential sites for settlement.
x 1570: Jesuit priests establish the Ajacan mission on the York River in an attempt to
Christianize the native Indians; the venture fails the next year when the priests are
killed by the natives.
x 1607: The English establish their first permanent settlement in Virginia when 104
colonists disembark at Jamestown Island and erect James Fort.
x 1607-08: John Smith and his crew explore the Chesapeake Bay and its major
tributaries by boat; the Englishmen record the locations of the Indian settlements they
pass.
x 1609-14: Colonists and the Powhatan Indians engage in a series of armed conflicts
as the natives attempt to protect their rights to the land.
x 1614: English settlers begin to cultivate tobacco, which becomes the primary source
of wealth for the colony for the next 200 years.
x 1617-22: Twenty-three "particular plantations," or subsidiary corporations controlled
by stock holders, are created as part of an attempt to encourage immigration and the
spread of settlement beyond Jamestown.
x 1619: The first enslaved Africans are introduced to Virginia; the first representative
legislative assembly is formed.
x 1622: 200,000 pounds of tobacco are shipped out of Virginia; the homes of 1500
settlers spread for 50 miles along the James River; in response to the pressures of
continued immigration of Englishmen, the Powhatan Indians attack and kill several
hundred settlers in a series of coordinated attacks.
x 1624: Due to the colony's failure to develop according to plan, the Virginia
Company is stripped of its administrative power and the authority reverts to the
crown.
x 1624-25: A ³
muster´is taken of all of the English settlements in Virginia, listing
@1200 inhabitants, along with weapons, provisions, and other goods.
x 1620s-30s: Due to high prices and a ready trans-Atlantic market, tobacco cultivation
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for the export trade becomes highly profitable and thus encourages the expansion of
the plantation system.
x 1660: As testimony to the attraction of the prosperity to be had from tobacco, the
total population of Virginia reaches @25,000 individuals.
x 1668: English settlement spreads inland up to the Fall Line along the James, York,
Rappahannock, and Potomac Rivers, and on the Eastern Shore as far north as
Accomac.
x 1674: Total population reaches approximately 32,000; the black population numbers
between 1,000 and 3,000 persons.
x 1676: In response to a series of armed encounters between colonists and local
natives, a force of disaffected planters, freedmen, and servants, under the leadership
of Nathanial Bacon, overthrows the royal government; the governor's authority is
reinstated later that year.
x Ca. 1690: The number of native-born adults equals that of immigrants for the first
time.
x 1693: The College of William and Mary is established in Williamsburg; two years
later construction begins on the imposing three-story brick college main building,
now named after the well-known English architect, Christopher Wren.
x 1699: The colonial capital is moved from Jamestown to Williamsburg (formerly
known as Middle Plantation); the total population reaches approximately 60,000,
with the black population (enslaved and free) numbering between 6,000 and 10,000.
x 1716: Governor Alexander Spotswood leads an expeditionary force of 50 men to
explore the interior of Virginia; they cross the Blue Ridge Mountains and traverse
portions of the Shenandoah River Valley.

Introduction
During the roughly 170-year period extending from circa 1550 to 1720, the lands bounding
the portion of the Chesapeake Bay estuary that came to be known as the colony, and later the
commonwealth, of Virginia, were first explored by Europeans and then settled under the
authority of the English crown. Swiftly growing to remain the largest and most populous of
the Anglo-American colonies, by the end of the century Virginia had achieved stability and
general prosperity as a slave-based, agriculturally dependent socio-economic system, with a
highly stratified and racially polarized populace. The factors leading to this eventual
outcome were primarily ecological and economic. The Chesapeake region was well suited to
staple-crop agriculture, with abundant fertile and tillable land, serviced by myriad navigable
streams whereby the processed plants could be transported to trans-Atlantic markets.
Tobacco was the money crop, initially commanding high prices and then generally providing
a healthy return on investments in land and labor, and thus its cultivation formed both the
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economic and social underpinning for the Virginia and Maryland colonies (Kulikoff 1986,
Middleton 1953, Morgan 1975).
The region was hardly uninhabited upon the arrival of the first few Spanish explorers and
later the flood of English settlers who migrated to the New World. Native Americans had
occupied the area for millennia, and the initially friendly interactions between them and the
European interlopers soon gave way to intermittent deadly conflict. These strained relations
defined the first decades of the era, with the English settlers coming to dominate and displace
the native peoples by the last quarter of the 17th century. The English planters first brought
their fellow countrymen to labor for them in the tobacco fields, but over time they were
replaced by enslaved Africans, whose presence became a defining characteristic of Virginia
life (Craven 1971, Kulikoff 1986, Morgan 1975, Potter 1993).
From a tiny beach head on swampy Jamestown Island beginning in 1607, English settlement
expanded haltingly at first, then with greater pace. By 1634 eight counties had been
established - Henrico, Charles City, James City, Warwick, Isle of Wight, Elizabeth City,
York, and Northampton - with a total population of approximately 5,000 men, women, and
children. Forty years later, as many as 32,000 settlers occupied virtually all of Tidewater,
loosely organized into 20 counties and extending from beyond the fall line on the west across
the bay to the Eastern Shore. The pattern of settlement was widely dispersed, with the vast
share of the inhabitants living on individual plantations, ranging from a few dozen to many
hundreds of acres in size. For much of the period only the colonial capital, Jamestown, even
remotely qualified as an urban center, periodically invigorated through legislative and
economic initiatives but still essentially a seasonally occupied hamlet. With the removal in
1699 of the capital to Williamsburg, that settlement replaced the earlier seat of government
as virtually the only town of any size in the entire colony (Kulikoff 1986:95, Morgan
1975:404, 410-413).
As the commitment to tobacco cultivation intensified among all levels of society, and the
numbers of Africans coming to the colony increased over the course of the century, the
character of Virginia as a slave-based enterprise became entrenched. By the 1640s the
largest planters had effectively cornered the market on the relatively small numbers of
enslaved Africans that were then available (Coombs 2011). Beginning in the 1670s the
influx of slaves to the colony increased dramatically, until by 1720 the contribution of blacks
to the total population reached 30% (Kolchin 1993:240). By the end of the first quarter of
the 18th century, Virginia's hierarchal system was in place, headed by a tightly bound group
of affluent planter families, supported by the labor of an ever expanding and increasingly
segregated underclass of unfree black workers. By adapting to the novel environmental and
social conditions, and by responding to the opportunities and requirements attending a
plantation system devoted to staple-crop tobacco cultivation, these men and women had laid
the groundwork for a creolized culture that, while indebted in varying degrees to the models
found in their homelands, already had taken on uniquely American characteristics (Fischer
1989, Kulikoff 1986, Morgan 1975).

Early European Settlement (1550-1670)
Europeans probably first visited the region in the year 1561, when two Spanish ships that had
set sail from Havana to explore the east coast of North America entered the capes of the
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Chesapeake Bay. The explorers made contact with the natives at a site near the mouth of the
James River, and when they returned home they took with them a young native boy who was
given the name of Don Luis. The first attempt on the part of Europeans to found a permanent
settlement in Virginia occurred nine years later, when the Jesuit order dispatched seven
priests, accompanied by the same Don Luis who had returned from Spain, to the York River
to establish a mission known as Ajacan. The goal of the missionaries was to convert the
Algonquian-speaking natives to Christianity and bind them as allies to Spain, as a means of
solidifying Spanish control over the region to the south of the Chesapeake Bay (Gradie
1988).
The Ajacan mission failed catastrophically after only a few months, when the natives killed
all seven of the priests. Although interactions between the Spanish and the Indians were
initially friendly, and Don Luis at first acted as an intermediary between the groups, he soon
abandoned the Jesuits and relations swiftly deteriorated. Scholars have interpreted these
events as the result of a predictable breakdown in communication between the two groups,
with the clerics violating the rules of proper behavior mandated within the exchange-based
culture of the natives. The Jesuits apparently committed a series of errors in their dealings
with the local people, starting with the failure to compensate them adequately for supplies
that they had provided, and ending by trading goods with a rival village (Mallios
2004:134-141).
The first English voyages to the area then known as Virginia took them to the North Carolina
coast, where in 1584 they established the ill-fated colony of Roanoke. The failure of
Roanoke appears to have been at least partly due to the same type of inter-cultural
misunderstandings that had transpired at Ajacan, leading to the total loss of the first group of
settlers (Mallios 2004:141-145). By 1590 the English investors in the colony essentially
gave up and turned their attentions elsewhere. During the decade of the 1590s, Spanish,
French, and English ships continued to enter the Chesapeake Bay with some regularity, but
these visits usually consisted of brief stopovers to gather provisions before the return
trans-Atlantic voyage. The English remained interested in establishing permanent
settlements in Virginia, but it was not until after the conclusion of the war with Spain in 1605
that commercial and political interests combined to foster renewed colonizing efforts
(Horning 2001:5-7, Quinn 1977:
Although archaeologists believe that they have identified the general location of the site of
Ajacan, no specific material evidence for the Jesuit occupation has been found. On the other
hand, several Contact Period and Late Prehistoric Native American village sites have been
excavated by archaeologists, which have yielded extensive collections of artifacts and other
important evidence. At several of the sites - among them Great Neck in Virginia Beach,
Jordan's Point on the James River near modern day Hopewell, and Governor's Land at Two
Rivers, on the east bank of the Chickahominy River north of Williamsburg -- archaeologists
found patterns of post molds clearly delineating the foot prints of native long houses and
circular wigwams, along with various associated features (Hodges 1993, Potter 1993:24-27).
The results of these investigations support the interpretation that the Powhatan Indians had
established permanent settlements as their home bases, and that they were devoted to
swidden cultivation of maize, beans, squash, pumpkins, gourds, sunflower, and tobacco,
augmented by hunting deer and smaller species of game, fishing and oystering, and foraging
(Gleach 1997, Potter 1993:32-43).
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First Permanent English Settlement: The Virginia Company Period (1607-24)
When King James I considered his options for planting colonies in the New World, the most
attractive came in the form of a proposal made by a group of wealthy businessmen to finance
two settlements, one in New England and the other in Virginia. Their vision called for the
colonies to take advantage of the local resources to supply an array of raw materials and
manufactured goods that would ease the dependence of the mother country on foreign
suppliers. And possibly of equal importance, the colonies also would provide an outlet for
the growing multitude of landless workers who were unemployed due to the changing
character of the traditional agriculturally-based English economy. The promoters hoped to
reap significant profits within a few years, while the crown would benefit from an infusion of
revenue from new taxes; the king approved the plan, and in 1606 the London Company was
duly chartered. The expedition dispatched to New England later that year was an almost
immediate failure, but the Virginia venture succeeded in establishing a permanent, if fragile,
foothold at Jamestown Island beginning in May 1607 (Morgan 1975:44-91, Quinn
1977:440-464).
National Park Service archaeologists conducted extensive excavations at Jamestown Island
during the 1930s to the 1950s and succeeded in revealing abundant physical evidence of the
settlement. Their failure to uncover recognizable remains of the fort that had been erected in
1607, however, led most scholars to conclude that the earliest portion of the site had been lost
due to erosion (Cotter 1958). In the 1990s archaeologists working for the Association for the
Preservation of Virginia Antiquities (now Preservation Virginia) renewed efforts to find
James Fort, and against considerable odds they succeeded not only in revealing substantial
vestiges of the palisade and bastions, but also the remains of houses, trash-filled pits, wells,
and many other features dating to the first decade of settlement. The fort was found to have
been laid out according to contemporary European models for defensive works, and together
with the evidence for making brass implements, glass vessels, and tobacco pipes, the
archaeological findings suggest that the colonists were more dedicated to carrying out the
entrepreneurial wishes of the company's directors than was previously believed.
Nevertheless, the colony was beset by disease, food shortages, and poor relations with the
natives, and the settlers struggled just to survive (Kelso 2006, Morgan 1975:71-91).
Reflecting the challenging conditions of early settlement and natural uncertainty about the
future, the Jamestown colonists elected to construct dwellings based on current English
models for semi-permanent buildings, which were relatively cheap to erect and easy to
repair. But beginning almost immediately and escalating over time, the focus of attention
turned from trade and local manufactures to agriculture, and the labor intensive nature of
tobacco cultivation acted as a continuing strong deterrent to more permanent modes of
traditional English construction. The impact of these considerations are succinctly
summarized in a letter written by one settler to a friend back home in England during the last
decades of the century: ³
[I] should not advise to build either a great or English framed
house, for labor is so intolerably dear, & workmen so idle and negligent that the building of a
good house, to you there [in Virginia] will seem unsupportable´(Davis 1963). Planters
therefore experimented with a wide range of variations, striving to strike a balance between
cost, longevity, and relative comfort. Certain basic traits, such as the dependence on wood as
the primary building material and on structural supports provided by posts set directly into
the ground, remained constant, and by the 1640s the adoption of this hybrid building type
was so ubiquitous that it was widely referred to as the "Virginia house" (Carson 1974, Carson
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et al. 1981, Neiman 1978, Stone 2004).
The failure of the Virginia Company to live up to the high expectations of its investors led its
leaders to cast about for other avenues to success. In addition, even though settlers had
begun cultivating tobacco as early as 1614, and it already was offering the promise of
significant financial reward, these men hoped for more than simply serving as suppliers for
England's growing demand for "sot weed." A variety of measures were implemented to
increase security, encourage immigration, and provide incentives for investors to take a more
active interest in the direction of the enterprise. Beginning in 1619 the company authorized
grants of 100 acres of land to those individuals who already had migrated to Virginia, while
"headrights" of 50 acres were allotted to new immigrants who came on their own and/or paid
the cost of transporting others. At the same time, investors were encouraged to form
corporations for the purpose of establishing "particular plantations." These communal units
were to be settled on lands deeded from the company on the basis of headrights, and were
envisioned as semi-autonomous communities. Finally, they encouraged another round of
efforts aimed at producing a variety of commodities other than tobacco for export -- such as
iron, lumber, cordage, and silk (Morgan 1975:92-107).
Archaeologists have excavated at several of the outlying settlements that were established
beginning in 1617, including Jordan's Journey, Piersey's Hundred (also known as Flowerdew
Hundred), The Maine (also known as Governor's Land), Kingsmill, Martin's Hundred, and
the Falling Creek ironworks. Evidence for the types of housing that were erected in these
early days indicates that already by then traditional vernacular English building forms were
being adapted for use in the New World. Three of the plantations were protected by
fortifications, but none of the works were as sophisticated as those erected previously at
Jamestown. Instead, the later builders abandoned many of the features that were designed to
defeat European foes, as they were deemed to have little value in defending against the
Powhatans. The material culture found at these sites echoes the findings from Jamestown
indicating that other adaptations to New World conditions in the form of diet and the
trappings of daily life already were well underway as well (Hatch and Gregory 1962, Hodges
1993, Kelso 1984 and 2006, Mouer et al. 1992, Noel Hume 1991, Outlaw 1990).
The ongoing troubled relations between the English and natives reached a crisis in 1622
when the Powhatans carried out a series of highly ambitious coordinated attacks on
settlements throughout the colony. Although unsuccessful in its overall goal of eradicating
the interlopers, several of the outlying plantations were particularly hard hit and as many as
700 colonists were killed. At Martin's Hundred, the discovery of human skeletal remains has
provided graphic testimony to the damage inflicted by the attacks. The ironworks at Falling
Creek were part of the renewed attempt by the Virginia Company to exploit the region's
natural resources for commercial gain, but this struggling venture was ended as a result of the
Indian attack (Hatch and Gregory 1962, Morgan 1975:100-101, Noel Hume 1991).
The Muster of 1624-25
Reflecting its keen disappointment in the progress of the venture, the English crown took
over managing the colony from the Virginia Company in 1624. The new administrators
almost immediately initiated a house-to-house inventory of people, provisions, and
munitions. Given the depredations of the natives during the uprising of 1622, when as many
as a third of Virginia's population may have been killed, the muster recorded the depleted
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condition of the colony. A total of 28 settlements were surveyed, concentrated on both banks
of the James River extending from the falls to the mouth, and reaching across the Chesapeake
Bay to the lower Eastern Shore peninsula. Of the 1,216 people who were listed, 932 were
males (77%) and 270 were females (22%), with 14 individuals unidentifiable as to gender.
In addition to the extremely high ratio of men to women, the population was young, with
76% under the age of 30, and white, with only 23 Africans and two natives listed. As might
be expected, the overwhelming majority (89%) were immigrants who had been born in
England or Europe, with only 78 native-born individuals. All in all, the results of the muster
reflected the early emphasis on recruiting young males to clear land and cultivate tobacco.
Evident as well were the detrimental effects of high mortality rates and a skewed male to
female ratio that impeded natural population growth (Barka 1993, Morgan 1975:395-410).
Tobacco Culture
Beginning almost immediately with the arrival of the first settlers who disembarked at
Jamestown Island, the Virginia colony was set on a course that would lead to a culture and a
society that was different in many important respects from the one that the migrants had left
behind in the British Isles. Given the inherently challenging nature of the colonizing
experience the goal of replicating a society modeled closely on traditional English norms was
problematic at best. Among the challenges were novel environmental conditions and alien
plant and animal life, as well as an established and often hostile native population. But it was
the combination of the opportunities, along with the constraints, attending the adoption of a
staple crop agricultural system focused on tobacco cultivation - with the resulting widely
dispersed pattern of settlement, a lack of societal controls, demographic imbalances, and the
like -- that ultimately was the primary factor in developing the novel character of Virginia
society (Carson et al. 1981, Craven 1971, Horn 1994, Miller 1988, Morgan 1975:180-195).
The efforts made by the leaders of the Virginia Company to encourage migration to the
colony were continued by the royal governors who succeeded them. Although conflict with
the Powhatans continued intermittently for many decades, the colony generally became a
more hospitable environment for newcomers and "ancient planters" alike. Settlement spread
far beyond the narrow confines of the James River over the course of the next several
decades, and the population grew substantially as well, registering a 19-fold increase to
roughly 25,000 individuals by 1660. Several factors combined to provide a strong spur to
migration to the New World: a severe glut of labor in England meant that there was a ready
surplus of young men willing to take their chances in the Chesapeake, the international
market for tobacco boomed during the decade of the 1620s and provided a steady if less
dramatic rate of return thereafter, and cheap land was readily available. The profits from
growing tobacco were directly proportionate to the number of field hands available to carry
out the many steps involved in planting, growing, and processing the crop, and laborers were
at a premium. During the boom decade the financial return was so high that a single man
with one or two helpers could expect to reap a substantial reward. Even though the price of
tobacco declined significantly and remained relatively low after 1630, the equally low costs
of subsistence meant that the profit margin was sufficient to sustain the existing population
and continue to encourage immigration (Kulikoff 1986:30-37, Morgan 1975:395-410).
As a consequence, clearing land to establish tobacco plantations remained the overwhelming
preoccupation of virtually every colonist. This led to dispersed settlement throughout
Tidewater, first along the James and its many tributaries, then up the river valleys to the north
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and south, and finally to the southern shore of the Potomac and up the coast of the Eastern
Shore (Morgan 1975:133-157). A number of sites relating to this period have been
excavated, yielding evidence for a pattern of generally modest dwellings and associated
agricultural service buildings: smoke houses, dairies, servants quarters, and tobacco barns.
Predictably, the character of the evidence revealed at the sites reflects the differing economic
and social standing of the occupants, with remnants of masonry structures and a wide range
of domestic items found at Richard Kemp's Rich Neck plantation seat near Jamestown
testifying to the owner's wealth and prominence as the secretary of the colony (Muraca et al.
2003). The ambition of Kemp's plantation complex and overall lifestyle is in marked
contrast with the single small earthfast dwelling and the remarkably sparse assemblage of
household items found at the CG8 site, in James City County (Edwards 2004). The meager
evidence from this site reflects the more modest means of its anonymous occupants, and is
more representative of the lifestyle of the growing class of yeoman planters who may have
begun their careers in Virginia as indentured servants (Carson et al. 1981).
During the decades of the 1630s through the 1660s, Virginia was known as "a good poor
man's country." What was meant by this description was the assessment that conditions were
conducive for men of only modest means to experience a degree of success that would have
been almost unheard of if they had remained at home (Horn 2011). But by the mid-1660s
this situation already was beginning to change. First of all, by the 1640s a growing number
of the new immigrants came from relatively wealthy and politically connected families.
These men often were the younger sons of the landed gentry, whose prospects for success in
England were limited by the competing needs of older siblings in a socially conservative
environment (Quitt 1988). Virginia, on the other hand, offered the promise of wealth, status,
and power, all from cashing in on the ready availability of land and the continued steady
market for tobacco. Rising levels of production of the leaf led to even lower prices over the
course of the ensuing decades, which in turn forced planters to add to their holdings in land
and servants, in order to increase the size of their crops to offset the lower rates of return.
Small and middling planters, without the resources required to expand their plantations,
found it increasingly difficult to compete. Finally, the gentlemen planters buttressed their
newfound wealth and status by forming kin-based and political alliances among their peers
that would dominate the workings of Virginia society for decades to come (Kulikoff
1986:37-43, Morgan 1975:196-211).

Rise of the Plantation System (1670-1720)
During the half-century period beginning circa 1670, the Virginia colony completed its
transformation from a frontier outpost to a fully realized creole society defined by its
commitment to tobacco and the resulting dispersed network of plantations that depended for
their success on the labor of enslaved workers. The wealthiest land holders were able to
purchase most of the enslaved Africans that were imported to the colony in increasing
numbers during the last decades of the century, while the others were left to compete in
acquiring laborers from the steadily declining pool of white immigrants. The competitive
advantage that this gave to the larger planters soon led to even greater widening of the social
and economic gap between them and their less well-to-do and less politically connected
neighbors. By the end of the era, Virginia society had taken on a highly stratified structure,
with a relatively few wealthy families occupying the highest positions, dominating a broad
underclass comprised of small planters and landless laborers, and juxtaposed against a
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rapidly growing caste of black slaves. Archaeologists have identified patterns in the material
record correlating with these developments, as measured primarily in the types of houses that
were built, the foods that were eaten, and the range of household objects that were employed
(Carson et al. 2008, Coombs 2011, Graham et al. 2007, Horn 2011:327-328, Pogue 2001).
Bacon's Rebellion, 1676
Growing tensions between royal officials and their gentlemen planter allies, on the one hand,
and the majority of colonists comprised of small planters and landless freedmen, on the other,
erupted into open rebellion against the government in 1676. Traditionally portrayed by
historians as a precursor to the American Revolution of a century later, the immediate causes
of the conflict were much more localized, with their roots in the long trajectory of
intermittently hostile relations between the English and the local Native Americans
(Washburn 1954). By 1676 the numbers and the influence of the natives both were in steep
decline, and they had been reduced to tributary status along the periphery of colonial society.
Following on a renewed outbreak of hostilities, the rebellion took shape when a group of men
living on the margins of settlement refused to accept Governor Berkeley's plan to embark on
what they considered to be a series of unnecessary and expensive defensive measures, instead
of taking more proactive steps to halt once and for all the Indians' capacity to inflict damage
on the colonists (Carson 1976).
Nathaniel Bacon was a recent immigrant who possessed the resources and the political
connections to establish himself as a man of substance in the colony. But he sided with the
disaffected planters against the governor, and he even accepted an offer to lead a military
campaign aimed at punishing the Indians. Berkeley reacted by declaring Bacon and his
followers outlaws, an ill-considered act on the governor's part which served to redirect the
rebels' attentions from killing Indians to venting their grievances with the authorities. Bacon
and his followers succeeded in defeating the royal forces in open combat, burning the capital,
looting the homes of citizens loyal to the government, and forcing the governor to flee across
the bay to the Eastern Shore. But before the end of the year, Bacon was dead of the "bloody
flux," and with his passing the rebellion lost what direction it had. Berkeley and his
followers soon returned to power with a strengthened resolve to hold in check the
resentments of the underclass against the gentry (Carson 1976, Morgan 1975:250-270,
Sprinkle 1992, Washburn 1954).
The site of the Clifts plantation in Westmoreland County, located on the property that in the
18th-century became the Lee family's Stratford Hall, was excavated under the direction of
Fraser Neiman for the Lee Memorial Foundation in the 1970s. The Clifts site excavation and
analysis was one of the seminal projects of the ³
new archaeology´of 17th-century Virginia,
providing precise and compelling data on the transformations that English architectural
traditions underwent in the New World. Occupied over a span of six decades, the
development of the Clifts ³
manner house´epitomizes the trajectory of those changes, as well
as offers a glaring contrast between the evolving vernacular architecture and the ambitious
brick ³
polite house,´Stratford Hall, that was subsequently built by the Lees some 60 years
later. Along with the many important findings relating to the character of the main house and
the associated quarter, the homelot was found to have been enclosed by a wooden palisade
erected by the occupants as a defensive measure against the Native Americans during the
unrest leading up to Bacon's Rebellion. In addition to the ditch-set palisade walls, bastions
built into two of the opposing corners provided the defenders with the benefit of enfilading
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fire, and testify to the relative sophistication of the installation (archaeologists revealed a
modified version of this plan at the contemporary Hallowes site, which consisted of palisade
fences attached to opposing corners of the planter's house itself to act as towers) (Hodges
1993, Neiman 1978 and 1980).
From a Society with Slaves to a Slave Society
In the years following Bacon's Rebellion, a combination of factors served to accelerate the
transformation of Virginia's initially relatively egalitarian society into one that was
increasingly stratified along economic, cultural, and racial lines. The continued depressed
prices paid for tobacco was at the heart of the issue, which simultaneously reduced the
opportunities available to small planters and recently freed servants, and in turn favored men
who had the capital to invest in African slaves. Since enslaved workers were more costly
than servants, men with limited resources continued to try to buy indentures, but a man who
could afford the higher prices hoped to purchase slaves as they were more profitable in the
long run. The transition from white servants to enslaved blacks was not immediate by any
means, but by the 1690s the declining rate of white immigration was acute, and virtually all
planters by that time had turned to acquiring slaves if they could. The result was that by
circa 1700 the vast majority of unfree workers in the Chesapeake were black, and the
proportion was increasing every year. Over the next 20 years, the percentage of slaves in the
work force continued to grow dramatically, for the same reasons that had allowed the white
population to expand over the last half of the 17th century: natural increase due to higher
rates of birth and survival, a more normal sex ratio, and the formation of relatively stable
family groups (Kulikoff 1986:37-43, Morgan 1975:295-315).
Archaeological data in the form of the sizes and configurations of slave housing provides
insight into the changing demographics of Chesapeake plantation slavery. The
unprecedented wave of enslaved workers brought to Virginia after 1670 was comprised
largely of adult males imported directly from Africa. Patterns of post holes marking the
footprints of the dwellings that housed these people indicate that they often were
barracks-like structures. At a number of these sites clusters of small pits have been found
that had been dug into the ground below the floors of the structures, suggesting that they
served as personal storage spaces for the unrelated occupants. Over the course of the 18th
century, as kin-based family groups became increasingly common within the enslaved
population, the housing was adapted to meet their different needs. Slave cabins generally
took on smaller dimensions more conducive for individual families, and the number of
subfloor storage pits seems to have decreased accordingly (Fesler 2004, Heath 2010:162-168,
Morgan 1998:104-124, Neiman 1997).
The study of animal bones and other faunal remains has allowed archaeologists to gain
previously unforeseen insights into the foodways of colonial Virginians. As with
architecture, the archaeological evidence indicates that already in the first years of settlement
the subsistence practices adopted by the colonists represented significant departures in
response to the New World ecology. The greatest changes are indicated in the meat diet,
principally consisting of an initial dependence on wild species and on pork, reflecting the fact
that fish, wild mammals, and a variety of birds and other wildlife were available in
abundance, and that pigs reproduced with gusto and were much better adapted than cattle to
survival in the relatively harsh frontier environment. Over time, cattle raising gained in
popularity as colonists found the greater investment in their care worth the effort, and as a
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result the ratio of beef to pork bones found in archaeological assemblages increased
dramatically, as did the overall ratio of domestic to wild species. After decades of decline,
however, the volume of pig bones found at archaeological sites increased again beginning
circa 1680. This development has been interpreted to be related to the rising numbers of
enslaved Africans in the colony, and to the strategy of masters to make use of cheaper and
more easily acquired cuts of pork as the primary meat ration (Carson et al. 2008, Graham et
al. 2007, Miller 1988).
A wide range of other data indicates that the standard of living known by most settlers in
17th-century Virginia was considerably lower than what their fellow countrymen
experienced back in England. As measured by the presence or absence of domestic
furnishings like cooking and dining implements, ceramic and glass table wares and storage
vessels, items of personal adornment and leisure, and the like, it is clear that by the time the
first generation of Virginians had staked their future on tobacco, they already had jettisoned
many of the accepted trappings of English material life. The conditions that the immigrants
experienced during the first decades of settlement were found to be particularly grim. Lorena
Walsh (1979) concluded that most settlers attained only a ³
rude sufficiency´at best; Cary
and Barbara Carson (1976) characterized conditions experienced by those toward the bottom
of the social pyramid as ³
remarkably, almost unimaginably primitive.´Needless to say, when
it came to the living conditions experienced by the growing numbers of enslaved blacks who
found themselves laboring under the heavy hand of Virginia's sot weed planters, they were
harsh, indeed (Horn 1994, Morgan 1998:102-203).
The fluid and culturally diverse nature of Virginia society during the 17th century, where
Englishmen of all ranks, Native Americans, and Africans -- enslaved and free -- interacted on
a level of remarkable intimacy, is indicated by a variety of interrelated strands of evidence.
One way that archaeologists have contributed to the discussion is by plotting the distribution
and social dimensions of locally made tobacco pipes and ceramic vessels that likely reflect
shared contributions made by Indians, Africans, and Englishmen. Given its importance to
the economy of the colony, it is not surprising that smoking tobacco became a ubiquitous
pursuit among all levels of Virginia society. Tobacco pipes made from local clays and either
hand formed or molded into English shapes, and decorated in a mix of English and
Algonquian designs, have been found on Virginia sites in large numbers beginning in the
1640s, and they continued in use through the end of the century. These pipes probably
initially were made by both natives and colonists, and later by blacks as well, to serve the
needs of men of modest means: they were cheaper alternatives to the white clay tobacco
pipes that were imported to Virginia in vast quantities from England and Holland. In a
related development, a type of locally made pottery referred to as colonoware has been found
at Virginia plantation sites spanning the period from the 1620s through the 18th century.
Generally speaking these wares at least superficially resemble both Native American pottery
from the Contact Period and traditional African vessels. But they often also exhibit a variety
of features -- such as flat bottoms, lug handles, and a range of forms -- that clearly are
European in derivation, and which qualify them as a unique blending of cultural prototypes.
As with the locally made pipes, these ceramics likely represent the handiwork of Native
American, English, and African makers at different times, and filled a demand by members
of the humbler ranks of society for vessels of relatively low cost (Heath 1996, Mouer 1993,
Mouer et al. 1999).
The society that had emerged by mid-century still was extremely fragile, suffering from high
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rates of mortality and marked by an unnaturally high proportion of males that hindered the
formation of families, depressed rates of reproduction, and retarded social cohesion. After
1680, however, the rate of English immigration decreased steadily, coinciding with reduced
opportunities for advancement for freedmen and small planters. The unintended
consequence of this development was a more normal sex ratio, and, with it, a significantly
elevated birth rate that meant that by the 1690s the numbers of native-born white Virginians
approached parity with the immigrant population for the first time. As a consequence of this
demographic shift, life expectancy increased generally, meaning that families were less likely
to be sundered by parental deaths, and which further contributed to a more stable social
order. Thus the processes of adaptation and innovation had culminated in a society
dominated by the complex relations between tobacco planters, large and small, and the
laborers upon whom their prosperity depended (Kulikoff 1986:37-43, Morgan
1975:133-157).
Rise of the Virginia Gentry and a Culture of Consumption
As a relatively small number of wealthy and politically prominent families came to dominate
the Virginia colony, they sought ways to demonstrate their status and separate themselves
from those among white society who they considered to be their inferiors. At the same time,
the presence of a growing caste of enslaved blacks encouraged small planters, freedmen, and
even indentured servants, to band together in racial solidarity, and thus helped to defuse the
resentments among poorer whites that had been a prime feature of the discontent leading up
to Bacon's Rebellion. Finally, among whites the growing enslaved population fostered a fear
of revolt, and brought with it the passage of laws that established tighter controls over their
activities, together with the hardening of racial boundaries and a greater segregation of the
social landscape. White Virginians adopted a variety of strategies aimed at helping them to
negotiate the increasing complexities of a slave-based society, and the character of their
housing, the foods they ate, the clothes they wore, and the types of household objects they
acquired all were enlisted to aid in this process of self definition (Carson 1994, Carson et al.
2008, Graham et al. 2007).
As the character of housing is a primary means of self-fashioning in virtually every culture, it
is not surprising that the Virginia house continued to be adapted to meet the evolving needs
of colonial society. Servants and/or slaves living on modest-sized plantations still may have
resided in the main dwelling with the planter family, but increasingly over the last decades of
the century the living quarters for both black and white workers were shifted to outbuildings.
Removing laborers and their clutter from the primary household allowed a much greater
degree of privacy, and opened the way for a number of design innovations aimed at
demonstrating the wealth, status, and power of their owners (Neiman 1990 and 1993). Chief
among these was the central passage, a hallway that ran the width of the house and acted as a
buffer between the private chambers and the main entrance to the dwelling, the first recorded
example of which appeared in Virginia in 1719 (Wenger 1986).
Building in brick was a traditional means of signifying wealth and social prominence in
England, but few men in Virginia before the 1660s had either the means or the inclination to
adopt that strategy. At least a few dwelling houses sporting masonry foundations and walls
partially comprised of brick were built beginning as early as the 1620s, and a number of
brick structures were erected at Jamestown in the 1660s as part of yet another failed attempt
to realign the character of the struggling capital with traditional English notions of what
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proper town architecture was like. The two-story brick dwellings erected by John Page in
1662, near what later became the new capital of Williamsburg, and by Arthur Allen in 1665
in Surry County, across the James River from Jamestown (the extant house today is known as
Bacon's Castle), are particularly notable exceptions. In both instances their status conscious
builders modeled their homes after up-to-the-minute English precedents (Brown 1998,
Carson et al. 2008, Graham et al. 2007, Upton 1980).
A new type of "polite" house came into being by the turn of the century, often built at least
partially of more costly brick. Robert Beverley noted the trend in 1705, when he recorded in
his history of the colony that, ³
The private buildings are of late very much improved; several
Gentleman of late having built themselves large Brick Houses´(Beverley 1705:289). The
newly popular features simultaneously increased privacy for the occupants, provided spaces
appropriate for entertaining peers and participating in high-status activities such as punch and
tea drinking, and accommodated the display of a wide array of fashionable household
furnishings. In short, the houses of the gentry were increasingly reshaped in order to support
a new set of behaviors modeled on English ideas of gentility, which were embraced as a
means of reinforcing the occupants' claims to exalted social position (Carson 1994, Carson et
al. 2008, Graham et al. 2007, Wenger 1986).
Other material measures of the adoption of genteel behavior -- first by members of the gentry
and eventually trickling down to those lower on the social pyramid -- include developments
in the types of ceramic vessels used and the acquisition of a wide range of household
amenities. It appears that the pattern of ceramic use changed dramatically over the course of
the century. Early on, assemblages were overwhelmingly dominated by vessels used in
preparing and storing food, reflecting a traditional style of folk cuisine suited to frontier
conditions. By the last decade of the century the proportions of individualized table wares
and beverage containers had increased dramatically, signifying the introduction of tea wares
and other specialized vessels, and a new focus on fine dining. This trend is echoed by the
steady appearance of other household amenities, such as table knives and forks, utensils to
allow meats to be prepared in a variety of ways, curtain rings and candlesticks, tables and
chairs, and many more. Together these patterns indicate that over the course of the century
not only did members of the Virginia elite seek to enter into a culture of consumption, but
they embraced it as a crucial means of defining their social identity (Carson 1994, Pogue
1993, Yentsch 1990 and 1991).

Theoretical Considerations
With the renewed interest beginning in the 1960s and 1970s in studying the character of the
developing society of the Chesapeake colonies, the focus shifted to a detailed portrayal and
interpretation of the patterns of everyday life. The portrait of the development of the
Chesapeake that emerged from the pens of documentary historians over the course of the
1970s and 1980s provided a strong narrative structure to guide archaeological research (Carr,
Morgan, and Russo 1988, Kulikoff 1986, Morgan 1975, Tate 1979). It is the now-familiar
depiction of a band of immigrants emerging from the crucible of the relatively harsh
conditions of life found in America and finally transforming by the first decades of the 18th
century into a fully realized, hierarchical, slave-based plantation society, that has provided
the interpretive context for the archaeological studies that were undertaken over much of the
last four decades (Hudgins 1993, Pogue 2001).
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Theoretically speaking, the impact of the colonizing experience in adjusting English cultural
norms to the New World became the underlying perspective taken by most historians
(Greene 1988:166-169, Main 1982,Tate 1979:32-36); although one ambitious and
controversial synthesis is notable for adopting a strongly diffusionist stance (Fischer 1989,
Walsh 2011). Until recently most archaeologists have also emphasized adaptive theories,
such as the frontier gradient model (Keeler 1978, Miller 1984, Stone 1990), as well as
Wallerstein's (1974, 1979, 1980) world systems theory (Edwards and Brown 1993), and an
explicitly evolutionary approach championed by Neiman (1990, 1993). Others have coupled
an adaptive mechanism to other perspectives in an attempt to explicate broad trends in the
development of Anglo-Chesapeake society. Notable among these scholars are James Deetz
(1977), who adopted the ideas of structural anthropology to formulate his conception of the
emerging ³
Georgian´world view; Mark Leone (1988) and others (Leone, Potter, and
Shackel, 1987, Shackel 1992, 1993) who linked the rise of individualism to a theory of
merchant capitalism; and Cary Carson (1994) and others (Martin 1994, Pogue 1997, 2001)
who took a page from English scholars (McKendrick, Brewer, and Plumb 1982) to postulate
that a profound change in social norms occurred first in England and then spread to America
over the course of the Colonial Period that has been dubbed the ³
consumer revolution.´
All of these models share the basic conception that colonization necessitated significant
modifications to traditional English cultural and social norms as the result of adapting to
conditions in the New World. Consensus among scholars sharing this view has not been
reached as to specific details of the process of adaptation, but a broadly defined trajectory of
change has been postulated by a number of writers, which have their foundation in the
frontier gradient model that achieved widespread prominence in the 1960s (Casagrande et al.
1964, Lewis 1975). In these scenarios, an initial period of adjustment was marked by failed
attempts to replicate English traditions, followed quickly by experimentation and, in short
order, selection of specific new behavioral modes. By the end of this phase, English material
culture generally was simplified for use in America. This was followed by a longer period of
more subtle adjustment, when general strategies for survival had been selected and were
widely followed, and finally by increasing cultural elaboration resulting from the long-term
success of the colonization effort (Deetz 1977:36-43, 1988:364-365, Greene 1988:81, Miller
1984:372-394, Stone 1990).
The frontier model - and all other theories that postulate a series of developmental phases -has been criticized as essentially an empirical generalization that implies a predictable
trajectory of change. According to this criticism, interpretations based on the model simply
describe the results of historical process without providing any mechanism for understanding
the causes of variations in behavior (Neiman 1990:214-216). Similarly, a popular criticism
of adaptive paradigms in general maintains that this perspective ³
reduces individual human
beings to automatons and overlooks the manifest complexity of individual behavior´(Hodder
1986:25, Lett 1987:92-93). The response by Harris (1968:649) in defense of his theory of
cultural materialism may be extended to encompass adaptive theories in general: ³
Cultural
materialism does not predict the behavior of individuals; it predicts the behavior of
aggregates of individuals´(Lett 1987:93). Thus, adaptive theories of culture change should
not be expected to provide causal explanations in specific instances, but rather seek to
account for cultural systems of behavior. The challenge in developing any explanatory model
is to link it with mechanisms that account for the greatest variety of behaviors. In any case,
the undoubted wide-ranging impact of the colonizing experience remains a constant in
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virtually all attempts to interpret the social development of 17th-Chesapeake society and
culture, and explanations grounded in an adaptive perspective seem likely to continue to
claim analytical primacy in the future.
Among historians the state of scholarly inquiry regarding the Early Chesapeake has been
acknowledged as having ³
lost much of its vitality during the past twenty years because of a
perception of the field as overcrowded and a major shift of interest to other topics and
regions´(Horn 2011:330). A number of recent contributions have served to reenergize the
field, however, and these developments have naturally begun to influence the theoretical
approaches taken by historical archaeologists. On the one hand, this consists of a broader
shift away from a regional focus to one that embraces the trans-Atlantic connections that
provided the context and the driving force behind the development of the Chesapeake. At the
same time, new research suggests that the regional perspective has served to mask important
developments that are likely to be better understood from a sub-regional level of analysis
(Bradburn and Coombs 2006, Coombs 2011, Morgan 2011, Walsh 1999, 2001, 2011). In
essence the recent shift in perspective represents the latest round in negotiating the inherent
tension that exists regarding proper scales of investigation: ranging from global, to
trans-Atlantic, to regional, to sub-regional, all the way down to individual homesteads. For
archaeologists questions of scale are of particular importance, as they most often are faced
with the challenge of extrapolating their interpretations from an extremely limited data set typically beginning with the findings revealed at one specific site - in hopes of elucidating
broader patterns of behavior.
From at least the 1950s scholars generally had been well aware that the Chesapeake region
was a composite of sub-regions defined by a range of environmental, economic, and
demographic factors. But for the majority the overall similarities far outweighed the
differences (Middleton 1953). Furthermore, the focus on comparing the Chesapeake with
other areas - primarily New England and the Carolina Lowcountry, and later the Caribbean
and Ireland - served as the primary stimulus for the initial wave of documentary research in
the 1960s and 1970s, and thus fostered a strong regional perspective (Morgan 2011:300-301).
The recent stimulus for both historians and archaeologists to adopt a sub-regional scale of
investigation was the renewed awareness of ³
important regional variations depending on
local economic specialization and the presence (or absence) of increasing numbers of
enslaved Africans working in the fields of large plantations,´and the research opportunities
these differences seemed to offer (Horn 2011:327). Of particular significance in this regard
was the appearance of two essays authored by Lorena Walsh (1999 and 2001), in which she
segmented the Chesapeake into three zones according to their primary economic foci growing either sweet scented or oronocco tobacco, or pursing a regime of mixed farming and identified associated differences in the patterns of slave holding. Although more an
altered research design rather than a shift in theoretical paradigm per seѱ
, these developments
already have influenced a number of Chesapeake archaeologists to refocus their attention on
the possible benefits that a sub-regional level of inquiry may offer for the analysis and
interpretation of patterns in material culture (King et al. 2006, Levy, Coombs, and Muraca
2007, Samford and Chaney 2010).

Research Trends
Over the last 40 years studying the development of Anglo-American society in Virginia and
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her sister colony of Maryland became one of the most dynamic fields of scholarship in the
field of early American history, and the research undertaken by Chesapeake historical
archaeologists played an important role in this renaissance. The remarkable and largely
unexpected findings that began to emerge in the early 1970s from excavating sites like
Flowerdew and Martin's Hundreds, Kingsmill, Governor's Land, and the Clifts Plantation, in
Virginia, and St. Mary's City, in Maryland, energized the field, testifying to the richness of
the archaeological record, and suggesting the potentially dramatic insights to be gained from
its careful investigation (Hudgins 1993). At that time the early Chesapeake already had
become the focus of renewed attention on the part of documentary historians who were
bringing to bear the methods and the perspectives of what was then referred to as the ³
new
social history´(Carr, Morgan, and Russo 1988, Tate 1979). Given the shared focus on the
quotidian aspects of daily life, it is not surprising that a synergy between the two disciplines
would emerge as a strong feature of Chesapeake research, and one which has continued
down to the present (Carson et al. 2008, Graham et al. 2007, Hudgins 1993, Walsh 2011).
The dominant interpretation of early Virginia society that was in vogue prior to the new
discoveries of the 1970s was the product of the work of historians like Alexander Brown and
Philip Bruce, writing in the 1880s and 1890s, and of their successors, prominent scholars like
T.J. Wertenbaker and Wesley Frank Craven, who were active in the decades just before and
after the Second World War. Given the prevailing perspective of the era, their approach was
overwhelmingly political in focus, and with the events of the 17th century considered to be
important largely as a prelude to what was really of interest: the march toward national
independence that culminated in the American Revolution. When these scholars elected to
consider issues relating to daily life, their perspective once again was framed primarily by
looking backward from the accomplishments of later generations, namely the presumed
grandeur and cultural attainment of the planter society that they viewed as the dominant
feature of the 18th century. Although the challenge of settling an alien landscape was
acknowledged by some to have been a major influence in framing the colonists' experience,
the depth and the breadth of the impact of the environment, and the novelty of the social and
economic adaptations that came to characterize the region, were downplayed. The society
that had its beginnings along the shores of the James River and then spread throughout the
Chesapeake thus was viewed simply as a slightly backward version of that found in the
British Isles at the time (Carr, Menard, and Russo 1988, Hudgins 1993, Tate 1979).
It is no surprise, therefore, that the archaeologists and other scholars of material culture who
attempted to make sense of what had been uncovered at Jamestown, and at the few other
domestic sites dating to the 17th century that had been excavated up to that time, were heavily
influenced by this perspective. The focus on the findings at Jamestown obscured rather than
clarified this picture, moreover, as the features marking its growth did not fairly represent
contemporary developments at the surrounding plantations. Thus, Henry Forman, whose
writings appeared over a 30-year period beginning in 1938, viewed the character of the
architectural evidence from 17th-century Virginia and Maryland as essentially representing
traditional, what he called ³
Medieval,´English forms. The many brick buildings that he and
others excavated at Jamestown and at St. Mary's City naturally led Forman (1938, 1948,
1957, also see Jester 1957:20-25, Morrison 1952:134-165, Waterman and Barrows 1932) to
infer that houses supported by brick foundations, comprised either entirely of masonry or
with the brickwork supporting box-framed English-style cottages, were the regional norm
dating virtually from the first years of settlement. The presence of these and other amenities,
and the confusion caused by misdating a number of standing structures -- some by as many
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as 75 to 100 years -- reinforced these scholars' erroneous conclusion that builders in the New
World had experienced a considerable measure of success in almost immediately replicating
familiar, if antiquated English models (Edwards 1982; but for an early reassessment of the
prevalence of brick buildings in 17th-century Virginia, see Pierson [1970] 1976:23-24).
Scholars attempting to manipulate other categories of material culture to portray the character
of ³
domestic life´in 17th-century Virginia followed the lead of the architectural historians in
viewing conditions in the colony as watered down versions of those found in England, and
with the colonizing experience itself having only a minor impact on living standards
(Hudgins 1993). This upbeat appraisal is epitomized by Annie L. Jester in her book,
Domestic Life in Virginia in the 17th Century, one of the series of pamphlets that were
published by the Jamestown Anniversary Commission in 1957. Jester concluded that, ³
it
will be seen that these furnishings were as elaborate or as simple as in the comparable home
in England,´and that ³
even the planter with a modest household´possessed a table dressed
with linen and set with plates and other vessels made of pewter, ceramics, and glassware,
surrounded by an array of furnishings like chairs, beds, and chests, and outfitted with a
variety of cooking utensils, such as iron pots and pans, skewers, ovens, and the like. In short,
she concluded that the settlers had just what any self respecting cottager back home in
Yorkshire or Sussex might expect to own (Jester 1957:52-57).
It is important to note that Jester's findings were based almost exclusively on her highly
selective reading of the evidence provided by probate inventories, with the archaeological
data from Jamestown cast in a minor supporting role. Jester may have been the first, but she
hardly was the last scholar studying early America to privilege the evidence gleaned from
inventories and other documentary sources as a more readily available and more easily
interpretable alternative to archaeological data to inform their investigations (Stone 1977). It
would be many decades before Chesapeake archaeologists could look to a corpus of
comparative evidence from excavations as a viable starting point to consider such issues
(King et al. 2006, Pogue 1993).
In a sense the work that began in the 1970s built on the findings from the excavations that
had been undertaken at Jamestown in the 1930s and early 1940s, and again under the
direction of John Cotter (1958) in the years leading up to the 350th anniversary celebration.
But the evidence generated by archaeologists and historians that piled up so impressively
during the boom decade of the 1970s was in such stark contrast to much of what had been
found at Jamestown, that the earlier interpretations were discarded almost immediately and
entirely. Forman's portrayal of the development of Chesapeake architecture and Jester's
characterization of 17th-century living standards, for example, simply collapsed under the
weight of the new research. Suffice to say that where the archaeologists and historians of the
earlier generations saw a moderately successful, if beleaguered, effort to replicate the social
trappings and cultural norms of Elizabethan England in the Chesapeake colonies, the baby
boomers envisioned a volatile mix of social misfits and men on the make striving within the
evolving norms imposed by an alien ecology. Grasping desperately at any and all options
that came to hand, discarding traditions that failed to make the grade, and at different times
battling with and borrowing from, and to a degree ultimately blending with, African and
Native American cultures, they cobbled together a new life in the New World (Carson et al.
1981, Hudgins 1993, Tate 1979).
Exploring the character of Chesapeake vernacular architecture has been a particular focus of
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research, with the trajectory of its development closely linked by architectural historians and
archaeologists alike to the interpretive narrative outlined above. Central to this discussion
was the discovery of the popularity of the hybridized vernacular building form which came to
be known at the time as the ³
Virginia house.´The development of this type of architecture
began with the earliest years of settlement, as colonists selected and then quickly modified a
traditional lightly framed building style in the face of New World conditions. The
labor-intensive nature of tobacco production served as a spur for continued experimentation,
leading to the many labor saving features that came to define the Virginia house. The
resulting hybrid boasted a remarkably low construction cost relative to erecting the
traditional box-framed structures that were the norm in England. Over the course of the
century the design of Virginia housing continued to evolve -- to address both functional and
stylistic concerns -- with many of those changes interpreted as reflecting the ascendance of a
native-born gentry elite, and their desire to more clearly delineate their owners' status, both
real and desired, during a period of dynamic social development (Carson 1974, Carson et al.
1981, Carson et al. 2008, Main 1982, Neiman 1978 and 1993, Stone 2004).
The basic argument for the significance of the Virginia house as an indicator of social change
was first articulated in print by Cary Carson and Garry Stone in 1974, then was elaborated by
Fraser Neiman in 1978, and finally was ³
canonized´by Carson and his four co-authors in
their highly influential article, ³
Impermanent Architecture in the Southern American
Colonies,´that appeared in 1981. Although the sample of sites and structures available for
study in the late 1970s was tiny - while as many as 150 earthfast structures had been
identified either in documents or by digging, detailed information was available from only
about two dozen archaeological sites -- the interpretation that was offered was so amply
bolstered by the documentary evidence that it almost immediately gained universal
acceptance (Carson 1974, Carson et al. 1981, Hudgins 1993, Neiman 1978, Pogue 2001,
Stone 1974).
In hindsight, this precocious achievement also may have had the unintended consequence of
glossing over variability in the data that forestalled other lines of investigation. For example,
although the vast majority of the region's buildings were determined to have been
timber-framed and supported by earthfast posts, the focus on that larger pattern likely stunted
systematic study of the many fewer, but hardly insignificant brick structures that also were
present (Brown 1998, Levy 2005). Furthermore, with the interpretive focus firmly trained on
tracing the broad regional patterns of architectural development, until recently considerably
less effort was expended on considering the significance of variations in house types and
their spatial and temporal distribution (Carson et al. 2008, Graham et al. 2007, King and
Chaney 1999).
As with housing, diet has been a traditional focus of archaeological inquiry, and its study
succeeded in generating a complementary body of data to bring to bear on the topic of social
change. By analyzing animal bones and other food remains recovered from datable contexts
found at most of the same sites that yielded the sample of structural evidence first studied by
Carson and others, Henry Miller (1984, 1988) proposed that the diet of the English
inhabitants of the Chesapeake changed dramatically over the course of the 17th century.
Furthermore, these developments were argued to follow the general trajectory of initial
adaptation and later elaboration suggested by the architectural and documentary evidence.
At first, English subsistence practices underwent significant modifications in direct response
to novel features of the Chesapeake ecology. Over time, more subtle adjustments were
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made, including a re-emergence of the importance of traditional English food sources, and a
corresponding reduction in the proportion of wild species consumed. This change is linked
to increasing prosperity and improved animal husbandry practices that enabled colonists to
recapture elements of English foodways traditions that had been jettisoned earlier under the
stress of New World conditions (Miller 1984:294, 372-382, Miller 1988).
Another important body of evidence that has been brought to bear on these topics was
provided by the renewed and much more sophisticated analysis of the information found in
probate inventories (Carson and Carson 1976, Carr and Walsh 1988, Horn 1994, Kulikoff
1986). Not only are the records relatively detailed and the sample refreshingly large, but
since the vast majority of the inventoried estates were assessed according to their monetary
value, it is possible to make comparisons between the contents of estates according to wealth
class at any given period, and to trace patterns of change over time. One of the most
significant results of this research was the finding that living standards throughout the
Chesapeake, and for virtually all households in all wealth categories for the entire period,
were much lower than what was the norm back in England. Most telling was the conclusion
that, for much of the era, even those more affluent members of Chesapeake society seem to
have had limited opportunities to demonstrate their status materially, and were often content
with owning more of the same generally utilitarian possessions as those found in the homes
of their poorer neighbors. These compelling results soon achieved almost universal
acceptance, which once again had the unintended consequence of skewing interpretation and
obscuring other avenues of research (Pogue 1993).
By the 1990s several scholars had focused on analyzing specific subsets of the material
culture universe that was available to Virginia colonists, with the results of much of that
research presented in a volume of papers organized and published by the Council of Virginia
Archaeologists (Reinhart and Pogue 1993). At one end of the spectrum, Jay Gaynor, a
museum curator with the Colonial Williamsburg Foundation, analyzed a single class of
artifacts -- woodworking tools -- which until then had received little attention from scholars
of material culture. Gaynor 1993 (also Harvey 1997:75-96) demonstrated the value of
archaeological data in contributing to understanding the types of tools that were used in the
Chesapeake, as well as offered insights into how settlers employed them. At the same time,
he also suggested that the patterns that were revealed had interpretive significance in relation
to larger questions of social development. At least in the case of woodworking tools, this
study found that the English prototypes had not undergone any perceptible alterations in their
physical character, even while the specific uses to which they were put experienced subtle
changes.
If the interpretive benefits deriving from Gaynor's detailed treatment of a little-studied class
of artifacts came as a pleasant surprise, Bill Pittman's assessment of the contributions of
ceramic analysis to provide similarly enlightening insights was the opposite. One of the most
ubiquitous and arguably the most intensively-studied of any type of artifact found on
Chesapeake sites, tens of thousands of hours of painstaking sorting, cataloging, and mending
hardly seemed to have repaid the investment. Pittman (1993) attributed this deflating
circumstance largely to a methodological flaw -- the lack of a standardized language to
describe ceramic wares and forms - which served as a major impediment to comparative
analysis. The predictable call for Chesapeake archaeologists to rectify the situation followed,
which almost 20 years later seems to have been only fitfully pursued (but see Beaudry et. al
1983 for an important early attempt to standardize vessel terminology).
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Pittman could point to one notable contribution that had been made to the study of early
Chesapeake society based on ceramic evidence, however: the work of Anne Yentsch (1990
and 1991) in analyzing changing patterns in ceramic vessel use over the course of the
century. As the result of a laudable willingness to reanalyze a number of collections in order
to enhance their comparability, Yentsch was able to manipulate data from ceramic
assemblages derived from more than a dozen Chesapeake domestic sites. She divided each
of the assemblages according to five broad functional categories based on vessel type, and
then plotted the percentages of each category to determine if and to what degree their
popularity changed over time. The result was a strong pattern of directional change, with
food preparation and storage vessels predominating during the first decades of settlement,
which Yentsch interpreted as reflecting a traditional, or folk, cuisine suited to the
straightened circumstances of New World conditions. By the last quarter of the century,
however, she found that the percentage of individualized vessels for consumption, and
particularly new types of drinking vessels that were made in the potteries of Staffordshire,
England, had increased dramatically. Yentsch combined these data with documentary
evidence to argue that this marked a shift from a folk to a more ³
courtly,´or
fashion-conscious mode of dining.
Dennis Pogue (1993) returned to the issue of living standards that had been raised by Jester
more than 30 years before. He first attempted to expand upon the findings made by Yentsch
by adding to her sample of ceramic assemblages and by incorporating other categories of
material culture into the discussion. Although the sample size in both cases remained quite
small -- just over 20 total assemblages gleaned from a slightly smaller number of sites from
Maryland as well as Virginia -- the findings were consistent with those previously reported
by Yentsch. Furthermore, this result seemed to offer support for the interpretation that by the
last quarter of the 17th century the Chesapeake was experiencing a revolution in consumer
behavior reflecting the social and demographic developments outlined above. Also of note,
these data indicate that certain types of household objects, characterized as amenities (such as
table knives and forks, individualized ceramic vessels, and others) seem to have found their
way in increasing numbers into Chesapeake households several decades earlier than was
suggested based on historians' interpretations of inventory data (Carr and Walsh 1988).
This finding in turn led to considering the broader question of the reliability of inventories to
reflect the full range of objects that were actually used in households. Apparently because of
biases and inconsistencies in recording on the part of inventory takers, the objects so
helpfully listed in probate records were found to under represent various significant classes
of household objects. Thus, interpretations based solely on inventory data may well
understate the number and variety of household goods owned by Chesapeake colonists. This
seems especially significant for studying those settlers occupying the lowest rungs of the
economic ladder, and the archaeological data therefore represents an invaluable source of
evidence to balance these omissions (Hawley 1989, Luccketti 1990, Pogue 1993 and 1997).
Another focus of research has yielded an impressive body of evidence concerning the daily
of lives of Virginia colonists by studying their physical remains. Led by the work of physical
anthropologists based at the Smithsonian Institution - first by Lawrence Angel in the 1970s,
then continuing up to the present under the direction of Douglas Ubelaker and Douglas
Owlsey -- important insights have been drawn relating to burial practices, physical
manifestations of daily activities, disease, diet, dental health, and more. Beginning with the
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earliest analyses of skeletons exhumed from the The Maine, Clifts Plantation, Governors
Land, and Martin's Hundred sites, and bolstered by many more subsequent studies at
Jamestown and elsewhere around the region, the quantity of skeletal data that has been
recovered is by now voluminous. Together with human remains excavated at St. Mary's City
and various Maryland sites, this material allowed for the preparation of a widely praised
exhibition, Written in Bone, that opened at the Smithsonian Museum of Natural History in
2009 and which is expected to remain on display for a period of four years (Walker 2009).
Broadly speaking, the findings reinforce the characterization of living conditions in the early
Chesapeake as harsh, indeed, providing graphic evidence of high rates of mortality and
morbidity (cf. Angel 1976, Aufderheide et al. 1981, Aufderheide et al. 1985, Kelso
2006:125-168, King and Ubelaker 1996, Owsley 1990, Phung, King, and Ubelaker 2009).
If the scholars of the 1950s and 1960s devoted little time and energy to considering the role
of Native Americans and Africans, enslaved and free, in the makeup of Colonial Virginia
society, by the 1970s historians had begun to address this omission (Craven 1971, Morgan
1975, Sobel 1987, Tate 1979). Not surprisingly, the region's archaeologists followed suit,
and by the 1990s several scholars offered assessments as to the contribution of the discipline
in studying the dynamics of English, Native American, and later African, interactions over
the course of the century. In his COVA essay, Dan Mouer (1993) adopted an
interdisciplinary approach in arguing that Virginia society underwent a process of
creolization, incorporating elements from African, Native American, and various European
groups to form a new and distinctly American folk culture. For investigators focusing
primarily on the Native American side of the equation, charting the wide-ranging changes to
traditional Indian practices as a result of the contact experience was the dominant approach
(Hodges 1993, King and Chaney 2004).
In her assessment of the state of knowledge relating to Virginia's Native American peoples
during the Contact and early Colonial Periods, Mary Ellen Hodges stressed the limited
contribution made by archaeology. She concluded that the ³
archaeological research « has
generated only incomplete patches of data for a small sample of incoherent and temporal
contexts,´and that, ³
For most regions of Virginia, ethnohistoric research [still] has produced
the best body of cultural and historical information to date that can be summarized in a
narrative « of resident native populations following European contact´(Hodges 1993:33).
Over the last two decades, considerable effort has been devoted to expanding the
archaeological data base both by excavating additional sites and by reanalyzing and
synthesizing the results of earlier studies. Given the wide interest generated by the 400th
anniversary of the settlement of Jamestown in 1607, the majority of these efforts focused on
the Powhatan chiefdom that played such an important role in the era of initial Native
American-English contact (cf. Blanton and King 2004, Gallivan 2003, Gleach 1997,
Rountree 1989 and 1999, Rountree, Clark, and Mountford 2007, Turner and Opperman
1993).
One particularly significant outcome of this intensified focus on the Powhatan confederacy
has been to refine Randy Turner's (1986) earlier observation that the archaeological record
does not confirm expectations of a highly centralized, politically hierarchical, and socially
stratified society to the degree suggested by the ethnohistorical evidence (Gallivan 2003 and
2004). Martin Gallivan's study of household and community dynamics in the James River
basin did reveal patterns reflecting greater sedentism, increasingly concentrated nucleated
settlements, and wider diversity in housing suggesting the growing prominence of elites, as
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well as other indications of an evolving stratified social hierarchy. The evidence suggesting
these developments is relatively subtle, however, and the findings only became apparent as
the result of a combination of finely grained site-specific analyses and inter-site comparisons,
and points to the value of conducting additional studies of this type in providing an
independent set of data to complement and critique interpretations based on the
ethnohistorical sources (Gallivan 2004).
Other scholars continued to expand the focus to include tribal and chiefdom societies from
around the region that lay beyond Powhatan's control (Boyd 2004, Hantman 2001, Klein and
Sanford 2004, Lapham 2004, Potter 1993, Rountree and Davidson 1997, Wall 2004). This
broadened perspective has offered the opportunity to address region-wide questions of
change and diversity relating to trade and exchange both between natives and colonists and
within Native American society (Boyd 2004, Klein and Sanford 2004, Lapham 2004). For
all of these investigators, the impact on Native American society and culture as a result of the
experience of interactions with English settlers remains a defining focus of their work.
Tracing changes to traditional systems of exchange and, in particular, the ramifications of
the growing importance of trading beaver fur and later deer hides to the English in exchange
for a range of goods, has been an especially popular undertaking (Boyd 2004, Klein and
Sanford 2004, Lapham 2004, Mallios 2004, Wall 2004). One measure of the extent of the
impact of contact on native culture is provided by documenting the rate of replacement of
traditional prestige items by European trade goods. Although such replacement occurred
with great rapidity in some areas, the extent and rate of change and, presumably, the impact
of contact, has been found to vary significantly over time and space (Boyd 2004, Klein and
Sanford 2004, Wall 2004). In general, these studies indicate that ³
innovations and social
transformations did not occur uniformly across the region,´with ³
social, ecological, and
historical factors influenc[ing] the pace and type of change within local areas´(Klein and
Sanford 2004:55). Thus, these results further support the need for more fine-grained studies
of native groups throughout the region in order to produce a balanced and nuanced
interpretation of the impact of cross-cultural exchange (Barber 2008).
Julie King and Ed Chaney (2004) make the case for integrating a Native American point of
view into what heretofore has been the overwhelmingly Anglo-centric focus -- more recently
expanded to include the study of Africans - that has been the norm for Chesapeake historical
archaeology. Archaeologists whose primary field of interest is prehistory generally have
addressed historic-period sites occupied by Indians, while historical archaeologists have
largely ignored those sites, even paying little attention to the native artifacts recovered from
English contexts. Because of this professional division, according to King and Chaney
(2004:194-195), ³
native people and their cultures are often missing from the colonial
landscapes archaeologists reconstruct.´Pointing to the tendency of archaeologists to focus
on the impact of contact on native lifeways, King and Chaney (2004:195) also argue that the
opportunity to explore the reciprocal influence on English culture and society has been ceded
to scholars primarily making use of the ethnohistorical record (also see Chaney, in King et al.
2006). Europeans' borrowings of features of Native American material culture that were
better suited to the conditions found in the New World are universally acknowledged:
especially techniques of hunting and fishing, and agricultural practices such as tobacco and
corn cultivation. But the authors maintain that the day-to-day role played by Native
Americans in colonial life has been minimized.
Addressing issues of ethnicity and creolization by linking specific archaeological artifact
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types with ethnic groups, both as producers and users, became popular beginning in the
1970s. In his COVA essay, Mouer (1993) pointed to the research on colonowares and
Chesapeake pipes as providing the most compelling evidence to date for studying the
creolizing process, as he concluded that it was likely that Africans, Native Americans, and
Englishmen all had a role, at different times and in varying degrees, in the manufacture and
use of these products. In a path-breaking article published in 1962, Ivor Noel Hume first
coined the term Colono-Indian ware (now generally called colonoware) to describe the
locally produced, smoothed or burnished earthenware vessels that had been recovered in
significant quantities from a cluster of sites located along the lower James and York River
valleys. Based on a number of attributes that suggested to him that a mixture of native
pottery techniques and European design influences were at play, Noel Hume attributed the
vessels to Native American manufacture to serve as items for trade with colonists. Similarly,
tobacco pipes formed out of local clays (now commonly referred to as Chesapeake pipes) and
made both with and without molds, were initially attributed to English and Indian makers,
respectively (Harrington 1951, Henry 1979, Noel Hume 1962).
Further research focusing on Chesapeake pipes also led other investigators to conclude that
the decorative motifs found on many of the objects were African in derivation, and thus
suggested to them that blacks were responsible for making pipes exhibiting those markings
(Deetz 1993 and 1999, Emerson 1988 and 1999). More recent investigations appear to
support the original interpretation that Native Americans most likely were responsible for
producing the hand-formed examples of local pipes, and that the molded versions were the
work of white colonists. This finding is based on a combination of documentary and
archaeological data (Davidson 2004, Mouer et al. 1999), including plotting the variability in
the presence and the numbers of Chesapeake pipes found in a sample of artifact assemblages
recovered from 18 domestic sites in Maryland and Virginia spanning the period from circa
1620 to 1740 (Cox, Luckenbach, and Gadsby, in King et al. 2006). Local pipes were found
to be present in substantial numbers (between nine and 25 percent of the total pipe
assemblages) on five of the sites, all of which were occupied in the middle to third quarter of
the 17th century. The steep drop off of Chesapeake pipes found on sites after 1680 has been
interpreted as a reflection of the growing maturity of trans-Atlantic trade, and, in particular,
the explosion of imports from the west England port city of Bristol. Bristol was a major pipe
making center, and pipes with identifiable marks of Bristol producers dominate
archaeological assemblages beginning in the 1680s. Given the timing, it seems more likely
that English colonists and Native Americans had been the makers of local pipes rather than
Africans, and that their ability to compete with cheap English imported pipes ceased at about
the time of the first major influx of African slaves to the Chesapeake (Cox, Luckenbach, and
Gadsby, in King et al. 2006).
Almost 20 years later, Susan Henry (1980) expanded on Noel Hume's analysis by
incorporating a number of additional assemblages in her detailed study of Virginia
colonowares. She also formally addressed the question of the identity of the potters by
comparing the vessels' characteristics with those associated with West African pottery, in
addition to making comparisons with wares of Native American production. She concluded
that while the American and African wares shared some general attributes, the evidence
indicated a stronger connection with Native American pottery traditions. But in subsequent
investigations other scholars came to a controversial different conclusion, arguing that
Africans are likely to have been the ³
primary´producers of colonowares (Deetz 1988 and
1999:42-45, Ferguson 1980, 1992, 1999). At any rate, the strong correlation of the ware type
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with sites inhabited by Africans and their descendants suggests that at least in certain
circumstances those vessels served as an important element of their material culture, and
therefore have particularly strong interpretive potential in that context (Heath 1996, Mouer et
al. 1999, Steen 1999).
Another set of archaeological data that has been found to be strongly correlated with African
occupations consists of the presence of one or more relatively small subfloor pits found
within the footprints of structures hypothesized as serving as quarters for the enslaved. A
pattern of single cellars typically located just in front of the hearth has been found associated
with home sites believed to have been occupied by white settlers. These features tend to be
substantial in size, and they are widely believed to have served in the traditional capacity of
storing perishable food stuffs. In contrast, multiple subfloor pits have been found within
numerous structures identified as slave quarters, and these are generally smaller in size and
seem more likely to have served a variety of functions beyond simple food storage. The
earliest examples date to the late 17th century, when enslaved Africans were first being
introduced to Virginia in large numbers (Fesler 2004). The question of the precise functions
of the features remains a subject of debate, but most of the pits apparently held personal
items and some of them may even have been used as ancestor shrines (Samford 1999 and
2007). Although the number of sites where multiple pits have been found so far is small, and
they are largely limited to the James River valley, the average number of pits recorded per
house site seems to have increased during the first half of the 18th century, then declined
precipitously after 1760. This trend has been interpreted to correlate with region-wide
changes in household composition, as quarters for the enslaved increasingly came to shelter
family units rather than large numbers of unrelated individuals (Fesler 2004, Heath 2010,
Neiman 1997).
More recently, scholars have begun to adopt a sub-regional approach to studying the material
culture of enslaved Africans (Heath 2010). The rationale for this research is based on Walsh
s (2001) finding that there were important demographic differences between enslaved
populations across the region, with peoples originating from culturally distinct areas of
Africa found to cluster together. This naturally raised the question of whether these cultural
differences manifested themselves in the archaeological record. Following along with
Walsh's (2001) conclusion that slaves imported to the Upper Chesapeake generally originated
from an area in Africa that was culturally distinct from those introduced to the Lower
Chesapeake, Samford and Chaney (2010) selected assemblages from 12 northern sites to
compare with those from 11 sites excavated in lower Tidewater Virginia. They then
compared patterns associated with three selected attributes: quarter architecture, subfloor
pits, and colonoware. The initial results are suggestive, with Upper Chesapeake quarters
found to be smaller in size and containing fewer subfloor pits, on average, and with
colonowares found in much smaller numbers, in contrast to the sites associated with their
counterparts in the Lower Chesapeake. It goes without saying that the sample of sites used in
this preliminary investigation is quite small, however, and they also range across an
extremely broad span of time, more than 150 years. In addition, the question of the
attribution of the sites' as having been inhabited by slaves in some instances is questionable
(cf. Pogue and White 1994), and the total absence of colonowares found on Upper
Chesapeake sites in this study is clearly the result of inadequate sampling (Heath 1996). As
with other attempts to consider patterns of behavior on a sub-regional scale of analysis, the
small numbers of assemblages available to study remains an impediment.
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A number of developments occurred over the last decade to help reenergize interest and
stimulate renewed research in the archaeology of early Virginia, even as the findings of
documentary historians have offered an intriguing new interpretive perspective. Just as
preparations for the 350th anniversary celebration of Jamestown's founding in 1957 spurred a
diverse program of scholarly inquiry in the years leading up to the event, planning for the
400th anniversary celebration led to intensive new excavations at the town site itself,
combined with an effort to revisit and reassess the previous work there and elsewhere
(Carson et al. 2008, Graham et al. 2007, Horning 2001, Kelso 2006, King et al. 2006). The
anticipated wide interest in Jamestown's anniversary on the part of the general public was the
source of substantial funding to establish major new museums and associated programs
devoted to telling the story of the founding and early development of Virginia, each erected
within a two-mile radius of the site under the sponsorship of three organizations: the private
foundation, Preservation Virginia (formerly the APVA); The National Park Service; and the
state-funded Jamestown-Yorktown Foundation. The bright spotlight trained on Jamestown
brought other benefits as well, as a number of other early Colonial domestic sites received
greater attention than might otherwise have been the case (Mallios 1999 and 2000), and
public and private funding was secured to support efforts to identify and excavate important
Native American sites dating from the Contact Period (Turner 2004). At the same time,
collaborative efforts to compile region-wide data bases of archaeological materials were
carried out both to stimulate additional research and to provide a context for interpreting the
Jamestown story (www.apva.org; www.chesapeakearchaeology.org). When taken together
these efforts represented major contributions to the corpus of knowledge relating to
17th-century Virginia, building on the synthesis of research that had been prepared for the
COVA volume that appeared in 1993 (Reinhart and Pogue 1993).
After having been relegated to the sidelines during the headiest days of renewed interest in
the study of the 17th-century Chesapeake, a series of steps were taken in the early 1990s that
aimed at restoring Jamestown to a place of scholarly prominence in time for the
commemoration of the 400th anniversary of its founding in 1607. First was the effort on the
part of the National Park Service to undertake a systematic reassessment of the research that
had been carried out in the 1930s-1950s. The agency contracted with the Colonial
Williamsburg Foundation and the College of William and Mary to work in partnership to
reanalyze the artifact collections, review the excavation records, and prepare a detailed tract
map of the property boundaries and other important features (Bragdon, Chappell, and
Graham 1993, Horning 2001). A subsequent phase of investigation consisted of
comprehensively surveying the entire island and conducting limited excavations in selected
areas (Blanton 2001). Shortly after this effort was initiated, the APVA elected to undertake
intensive archaeological excavations on the portion of the island that they owned, hiring
William Kelso to lead the project that began in 1994, and which is ongoing (Kelso 2006).
Kelso and his team almost immediately began to uncover features and artifacts indicating
that the site of the fort marking the first English settlement of the island in 1607 had
survived. This was a remarkable development, given the widespread assumption that the fort
site had been completely lost as a consequence of centuries of erosion of the James River
shoreline. Since then, much of the fort's trench-set palisade and two surviving bastions,
numerous structures, wells, trash-filled pits, human burials, and other features have been
revealed, and hundreds of thousands of artifacts were recovered. This work has yielded a
number of remarkable discoveries about the character of the settlement which not only
indicates the richness of the evidence at hand but also should serve as the basis for many
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decades of additional analysis (Kelso 2006:229, Hudgins 2005).
Together with the findings of the Jamestown Reassessment project led by Cary Carson, the
results of the excavations carried out by the APVA allow the trajectory of the development of
Jamestown to be much more fully understood. Jamestown appears to have passed through
three iterations: two failed experiments followed by a successful urban formula, with the
latter then reestablished at the new capital city of Williamsburg after Jamestown was
abandoned in 1699. The first trial took the form and function of a well defended trading
post, where the English intended to act as middlemen trafficking in the gold, furs, and skins
that they assumed were to be had by trading with the native peoples. Once it became clear
that the natural wealth of the area lay in other resources, and that the Powhatan Indians were
unwilling to engage in the type and scale of transactions that the English anticipated, the
efforts of the settlers were redirected to extractive industries such as mining and harvesting
naval stores, and growing tobacco as a staple crop. As tobacco cultivation came to dominate
all other occupations, Jamestown was largely abandoned for much of each year, with planters
relocating to live on their widely dispersed outlying holdings, and the city's boarding houses,
taverns, and warehouses experiencing periodic bursts of prosperity when the government was
in session and when the tobacco crop was ready to ship. This model of a sparsely settled
court town was replicated at Williamsburg beginning in 1699, and then spread throughout the
region as satellite communities were established to accommodate those functions on a local
level (Carson et al. 2008).
The portrayal of the rise and fall of Jamestown is presented in an article authored by Carson
and four colleagues -- two historians, two architectural historians, and one archaeologist -that appeared in the pages of The Journal of Southern History (Carson et al. 2008). The story
of Jamestown is offered as one source of evidence to support their thesis that the
development of Chesapeake society is the familiar one of Old World traditions adapted to the
conditions found in the new. The two other sources of evidence brought to bear in support of
this thesis are the by-now familiar ones: architecture and foodways. Another treatment of
much of this same analytical territory appeared in the pages of the William and Mary
Quarterly in 2007, this time authored by Willie Graham and four colleagues -- in this case
including two historians, two architectural historians, and one archaeologist (Graham et al.
2007). While there are some differences in interpretation and focus between the essays, both
articles essentially support what has come to be the normative interpretation of the
development of society in the 17th-century Chesapeake as a distinctive formulation that
emerged from the complex interplay of forces and factors -- many of which have been
alluded to throughout this essay. That the findings of the two pieces bear a great deal of
resemblance is not surprising given that they share an author, but an even more important
factor is that they depend largely on the same data. In particular, both studies make use of a
recently developed source -- the Database of Early Chesapeake Architecture -- that contains
information on more than 450 buildings from Maryland and Virginia spanning the years
1607 to 1720.
A group of archaeologists and historians led by Julie King initiated a parallel project to
develop a database of comparative evidence. The effort, known as the Comparative
Archaeological Study of Colonial Chesapeake Culture (CASCCC), was supported by a
collaborative research grant awarded by the National Endowment for the Humanities, and the
initial phase of work was completed in 2006. The product to date consists of a database of
artifacts excavated from 18 archaeological sites from Maryland and Virginia, together
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spanning the period from 1620 to 1740 (www.chesapeakearchaeology.org). As with the
architectural database, this effort grew out of the conviction that a corpus of comparative data
is crucial to the ongoing and more nuanced study of material life in the Chesapeake (King et
al. 2006). The compilation has served as the basis for comparing data sets according to
selected social, economic, and spatial variables, with the preliminary results suggesting that
significant variation in material culture existed between households over time and space. A
more surprising outcome was the finding that when the average scores for the presence of
amenities between Virginia and Maryland were compared, Virginians in every wealth
category had higher scores than their Maryland counterparts (Levy, Coombs, and Muraca
2007, Pogue 2007). These results have been interpreted to reflect a variety of social and
economic differences between the colonies, and thus supports the value of undertaking more
detailed analyses of assemblages on a sub-regional level.
A related focus of the CASCC (King et al. 2006) was to provide the same level of detailed
information for the material culture of the sites' African and Native American occupants as
for the English planter households. As the ability to identify artifacts and their patterns of
use with members of specific ethnic groups is a well-documented challenge (Fesler and
Franklin 1999, Neiman 1999), the spatial evidence is likely to be crucial in sorting out
whatever patterns may exist. While it is likely that virtually all of the plantation sites
occupied after the 1650s housed enslaved Africans as well as whites, in most instances it
seems probable that any Native American materials found reflect trading relationships rather
than their actual habitation. Two sites (one in Virginia and the other in Maryland) were
selected which are believed to have been occupied by Native Americans during the second
half of the 17th century. The mixture of European and native artifacts found at the two sites
was remarkably similar to each other and equally dissimilar from the English plantations,
indicating that the natives in these instances retained much of their traditional material
culture while adopting certain types of foreign objects. These tantalizing results suggest the
interpretive gains to be made by expanding the overall sample of assemblages offering this
level of detail, or better (King et al. 2006, www.chesapeakearchaeology.org).

Future Directions
Recent trends in Chesapeake scholarship suggest that the coming years will witness more
efforts to reassess and refine the regionally focused interpretive model that has been the
norm. Similarly expanding interests in more nuanced analyses of the contributions made by
Native Americans and Africans to early Virginia history are equally likely to refocus
research along sub-regional lines. This is not to say that interpreting the development of
17th-century Anglo-Chesapeake society as primarily a reflection of the processes of cultural
adaptation in the face of the alien conditions and the novel mixture of peoples that
characterized life in the New World is likely to be discarded. But as is the nature of all
scholarly exercises (Kuhn 1962) - and for a variety of reasons including new discoveries, the
simple passing of time and of generations, shifting interests, and funding opportunities and
constraints -- these findings and approaches have come under increasing scrutiny (King et al.
2006, Levy, Coombs, and Muraca 2007, Samford and Chaney 2010). Pursuing more fine
grained investigations covering a range of questions and topics, old and new, necessarily
brings with it the need to gather comparative data sets that are sufficiently robust to support
those efforts. The recent examples of compiling this type of evidence serve as the greatest
reason to be optimistic about generating productive new insights in the future. Yet
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challenges remain. One fundamental issue is whether, after more than 40 years of
industrious digging, cataloging, and number crunching, the raw data exists to measure up to
the demands of scholars as they pursue their research. Another is the basic question of
whether those collections will be given the quality care and attention required to survive.
The Database of Early Chesapeake Architecture (DECA) already has provided crucial
evidence to inform two recent syntheses of the study of the 17th-century Chesapeake (Carson
et al. 2008, Graham et al. 2007), and it has the potential to serve as the platform for pursuing
an even wider range of research questions. With information captured for several hundred
buildings from throughout the region, the DECA database comprises a refreshingly large and
comparable sample for one of the most intensively studied aspects of early Chesapeake
material culture. It should be particularly amenable for investigators to trace more closely
the distribution of house forms and other characteristics of early architecture over time and
space. Current plans call for the database to be made available to scholars and others as a
web based research tool (Graham et al. 2007). This has not yet come to pass, however, and
the observations offered in this essay have depended on the limited published evidence.
The Comparative Archaeological Study of Chesapeake Culture (King et al. 2006) comprises
the searchable catalogues of artifact assemblages retrieved from 18 domestic sites (seven in
Virginia, 11 in Maryland), combined with associated information on the sites and both
previous findings on the part of the original investigators and selected new analyses, all of
which is now available via the web (www.chesapeakearchaeology.org). Already the
database has been employed to refine our understanding of variability in the types of
domestic accoutrements found on the household level. But while the availability of this
material represents a major step forward in allowing scholars to carry out comparative
research, it remains an extremely small and limited sample. There were two main criteria for
inclusion in the database: the existence of already completed artifact catalogues, along with
a systematically obtained artifact sample that could be used to study intra-site distributional
patterns. These requirements necessarily limited the potential number of sites, and funding
constraints under which the project was carried out precluded standardizing or substantially
supplementing the cataloging protocols. The core of the data consists of the linked
catalogues, which had been generated by more than a dozen different investigators over a
40-year time span, and the character and level of detail of the information naturally varies
accordingly. This variability is a particularly challenging circumstance, placing a variety of
restrictions on analytical options.
Two studies carried out as part of the CASCCC project suggest both the benefits and other
challenges associated with using the existing database to undertake subregional analyses.
Phil Levy, John Coombs, and David Muraca (in King et al. 2006:58-62, also see Levy,
Coombs, and Muraca 2007) focused their attention on plotting the variability in selected
artifact types between households that they identified as belonging to a hierarchy of
socio-economic classes: colonial elites, county elites, ordinary planters, and tenants, servants,
and slaves. Not surprisingly, by plotting the presence and absence of selected artifact types
they found differences that seem to reflect the standing of the occupants, with the elites more
likely to live in larger houses with brick features, and with a greater range of domestic
accoutrements and amenities. These findings thus provide support for a growing body of
evidence (Pogue 1993 and 2001) to suggest that the image of Chesapeake colonists as a
whole as unable or unwilling to acquire the trappings of ³
comfortable living´has been
overdrawn. But the size of the samples upon which these assessments are based remain quite
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limited, and when assemblages are grouped for comparison according to socio-economic and
spatial variables, the numbers involved are alarmingly small. Levy, Coombs, and Muraca
(2006 and 2007) proceeded by sub-dividing 11 site assemblages between four different
classes; in a subsequent investigation they expanded their sample to 16 assemblages sorted
into only three classes. This resulted in as few as two and never more than six sites
representing broad swaths of Chesapeake society and together spanning more than a century
in time. Similarly, Pogue's (2006 and 2007) studies of region-wide trends in consumer
behavior covered a 120-year period and was based on artifacts recovered from just 24 sites.
As all of the authors have acknowledged, while the outcomes of these studies are highly
suggestive, they must be considered tentative until the size of the sample is increased
significantly.
A third comparative database, the Digital Archaeological Archive of Comparative Slavery
(DAACS), is being assembled under the direction of Fraser D. Neiman (and hosted by the
Monticello Foundation), to enable inter-site research on slavery throughout the Chesapeake,
the Carolinas, and the British Caribbean (www.daacs.org). Unlike the CASCCC, the creators
of DAACS were able to secure funding that is adequate to allow the archaeological
collections to be re-catalogued according to a new and uniform set of protocols. Therefore,
certain problems with comparability -- at least in terms of reporting the artifact data - have
been minimized. The database currently contains information from 23 sites, although as of
this writing only one of those assemblages dates to the time period under investigation here.
As the database is expanded, and presumably includes more sites dating to the period before
1720, this should serve as a crucial resource in conducting the types of fine-grained analyses
that are likely to form the core of future research.
The growing interest in compiling databases to support comparative research has spurred
scholars to reexamine collections associated with previously excavated sites, some of which
were first investigated many decades before. Over the last 50 years dozens of archaeological
sites dating to the period spanning the 17th and early 18th centuries have been excavated
which have not been completely analyzed or fully reported on. Many of these projects were
carried out under the umbrella of cultural resource management, sometimes in dire salvage
situations, with inadequate funding to conduct comprehensive post-excavation processing
and report writing. A team of investigators led by Barbara Heath at the University of
Tennessee elected to reanalyze and prepare a final report on the Newman Neck site, a late
17th-early-18th-century domestic complex on Virginia's Northern Neck that was salvaged in
1989-1990, which demonstrates the value of re-examining such ³
abandoned´resources
(Heath et al. 2009). Even though the field records were found to be somewhat lacking, the
overall quality of the excavation was sufficient to allow the investigators to prepare a
relatively detailed and highly informative report.
The conviction that the artifacts and associated records generated by archaeological
investigations should be preserved in perpetuity is a standard tenet of the discipline (Childs
2004). But recent cutbacks in funding and attempts to redirect the efforts of the state and
federal historic preservation programs may well threaten the ability to fulfill that
commitment. In the case of the Newman Neck site the artifacts and records had been
protected and preserved by the Virginia Department of Historic Resources at their laboratory
and collections facility in Richmond and thus were available for scholars to study. But the
Commonwealth of Virginia does not operate a comprehensive curation program, and
according to a recent survey carried out by the Council of Virginia Archaeologists, many
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similarly valuable collections are held by a range of entities - colleges and universities,
historical societies, cultural resource management firms, and private individuals - often under
less than ideal conditions. More troubling are the recent efforts on the part of legislators and
bureaucrats in Virginia and elsewhere to limit the responsibility of government in preserving
both old and recently generated archaeological materials, which calls into question whether
collections such as the one from Newman Neck even may be available for future reanalysis
(White and Breen 2011).

References Cited
Angel, J. Lawrence
1976 Colonial to Modern Skeletal Change in the U.S.A. American Journal of Physical
Anthropology 45:723-735.
Aufderheide, A.C., F.D. Neiman, L.E. Wittmers, and G. Rapp
1981 Lead in Bone II: Skeletal Lead Content as an Indicator of Lifetime Lead Ingestion
and the Social Correlates in an Archaeological Population. American Journal of Physical
Anthropology 55:285-291.
Aufderheide, A.C., J.L. Angel, J.O. Kelly, A.C. outlaw, M.A. Outlaw, G. Rapp, Jr., and L.E.
Wittmers, Jr.
1985 Lead in Bone III: Prediction of Social Correlates from Skeletal Lead Content in Four
Colonial American Populations. American Journal of Physical Anthropology 66:353-361.
Barber, Michael B.
2008 50 Years since the Last Jamestown Event: The Trajectory of the Prehistoric and
Contact Period. Quarterly Bulletin of the Archeological Society of Virginia 63(2):72-80.
Barka, Norman F.
1976 The Archaeology of Flowerdew Hundred Plantation: The Stone House Foundation
Site. Southside Historical Sites, Department of Anthropology, College of William and Mary,
Williamsburg, VA.
1993 The Archaeology of Piersey's Hundred, Virginia, within the Context of the Muster of
1624/5, in Archaeology of Eastern North America: Papers in Honor of Stephen Williams,
James B. Stoltman, ed., Archaeological Report No. 25, Mississippi Department of Archives
and History, Jackson, pp. 313-335.
Beaudry, Mary C., Janet Long, Henry M. Miller, Fraser D. Neiman, and Garry W. Stone
1983 A Vessel Typology for Early Chesapeake Ceramics: The Potomac Typological
System. Historical Archaeology 17(1):18-43.
Beverley, Robert
1705 The History and Present State of Virginia, Louis B. Wright, ed., University of North
Carolina Press, Chapel Hill (1947).
Blanton, Dennis
2001 Island Wide Survey and American Indians, in Jamestown Archeological Assessment,
30

U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, DC., pp. 39-52.
Blanton, Dennis B., and Julia A. King, eds.
2004 Indian and European Contact in Context: The Mid-Atlantic Region, University Press
of Florida, Gainesville.
Boyd, Clifford
2004 Evolutionary Archaeology and the Contact Period: A Case Study from Virginia and
North Carolina, in Indian and European Contact in Context: The Mid-Atlantic Region,
Dennis B. Blanton and Julia A. King, eds., University Press of Florida, Gainesville, pp.
126-148.
Bradburn, Douglas M., and John C. Coombs
2006 Smoke and Mirrors: Reinterpreting the Society and Economy of the
Seventeenth-Century Chesapeake. Atlantic Studies, Vol. 3, No. 2:131-157.
Bragdon, Kathleen, Edward Chappell, and William Graham
1993 A Scant Urbanity: Jamestown in the 17th Century, in The Archaeology of
17th-Century Virginia, Theodore R. Reinhart and Dennis J. Pogue, eds., Dietz Press,
Richmond, VA, pp. 223-250.
Brown, David A.
1998 Domestic Masonry Architecture in 17th-Century Virginia. Northeast Historical
Archaeology, Vol. 27:85-120.
Carr, Lois Green, Philip D. Morgan, and Jean B. Russo, eds.
1988 Introduction, in Colonial Chesapeake Society, University of North Carolina Press,
Chapel Hill, pp. 1-46.
Carr, Lois Green, and Lorena S. Walsh
1988 The Standard of Living in the Colonial Chesapeake. William and Mary Quarterly,
Third Series, Vol. 45:135-159.
Carson, Barbara, and Cary Carson
1976 Styles and Standards of Living in Southern Maryland: 1670-1752. Paper presented
at the Annual Meeting of the Southern Historical Association, Atlanta, GA.
Carson, Cary
1974 The ³
Virginia House´in Maryland. Maryland Historical Magazine, Vol. 69, No.
2:185-195.
1994 The Consumer Revolution in Colonial British America: Why Demand?, in Of
Consuming Interests: The Style of Life in the Eighteenth Century, Cary Carson, Ronald
Hoffman, and Peter J. Albert, eds., University Press of Virginia, Charlottesville, pp. 483-697.
Carson, Cary, Joanne Bowen, Willie Graham, Martha McCartney, and Lorena Walsh
2008 New World, Real World: Improvising English Culture in Seventeenth-Century
Virginia. Journal of Southern History, Vol. LXXIV, No. 1:31-88.
Carson, Cary, Norman F. Barka, William M. Kelso, Garry Wheeler Stone, and Dell Upton
31

1981 Impermanent Architecture in the Southern American Colonies. Winterthur Portfolio,
Vol. 16, No. 2/3:135-196.
Carson, Jane
1976 Bacon's Rebellion, 1676-1976. Jamestown Foundation, Jamestown, VA.
Casagrande, Joseph B., Stephen Thompson, and Philip Young
1964 Colonization as a Research Frontier, in Process and Pattern in Culture, Essays in
Honor of Julian Steward, Robert Manners, ed., Aldine Publishing, Chicago, IL, pp. 281-325.
Chaney, Edward E.
2006 Archaeological Indicators of Native American Influences on English Life in the
Colonial Chesapeake, in Julia A. King, et al., A Comparative Archaeological Study of
Colonial Chesapeake Culture: National Endowment for the Humanities, Final Project
Completion Report (RZ-20896-02), pp. 63-67.
Childs, Terry
2004 Archaeological Stewardship: It's About Both Collections and Sites, in Our Collective
Responsibility: The Ethics and Practice of Archaeological Collections Stewardship, Terry S.
Childs and Lynne P. Sullivan, eds., Society of American Archaeology, Washington, DC, pp.
3-21.
Comparative Archaeological Study of Colonial Chesapeake Culture
(www.chesapeakearchaeology.org).
Coombs, John C.
2011 The Phases of Conversion: A New Chronology for the Rise of Slavery in Early
Virginia. William and Mary Quarterly, Third Series, Vol. 68:332-360.
Cotter, John L.
1958 Archaeological Excavations at Jamestown. National Park Service Archaeological
Series 4. United States Government Printing Office, Washington, DC.
Cox, C. Jane, Al Luckenbach, and Dave Gadsby
2006 Locally-Made Tobacco Pipes in the Colonial Chesapeake: The Material Remnant of
Cultural Interaction, in Julia A. King, et al., A Comparative Archaeological Study of Colonial
Chesapeake Culture: National Endowment for the Humanities, Final Project Report
(RZ-20896-02), pp. 73-78.
Craven, Wesley F.
1971 White, Red, and Black: The Seventeenth-Century Virginian. W.W. Norton, New
York, NY.
Davidson, Thomas E.
2004 The Colonoware Question and the Indian Bowl Trade in Colonial Somerset County,
Maryland, in Indian and European Contact in Context: The Mid-Atlantic Region, Dennis B.
Blanton and Julia A. King, eds., University Press of Florida, Gainesville, pp. 244-264.
Davis, Richard Beale, editor
32

1963 William Fitzhugh and His Chesapeake World, 1676-1701: The Fitzhugh Letters and
Other Documents, University of North Carolina Press, Chapel Hill, p. 202.
Deetz, James
1977 In Small Things Forgotten: An Archaeology of Early American Life. Doubleday,
New York, NY.
1988 American Historical Archaeology: Methods and Results. Science 239:362-367.
1993 Flowerdew Hundred: The Archaeology of a Virginia Plantation, 1619-1864.
University Press of Virginia, Charlottesville.
1999 Archaeology at Flowerdew Hundred, in ³I, Too, Am America´: Archaeological
Studies of African-American Life, Theresa A. Singleton, ed., University Press of Virginia,
Charlottesville, pp. 39-46.
Digital Archaeological Archive of Comparative Slavery (www.daacs.org).
Edwards, Andrew C.
2004 Archaeology of a Seventeenth-Century Houselot at Martin's Hundred, Virginia.
Colonial Williamsburg Foundation, Williamsburg, VA.
Edwards, Mark R.
1982 Dating Buildings by Tree Ring Analysis, in Three Centuries of Maryland
Architecture, Maryland Historical Trust, Annapolis, pp. 19-30.
Edwards, Andrew C., and Marley R. Brown, III
1993 Seventeenth-Century Chesapeake Settlement Patterns: A Current Perspective from
Tidewater Virginia, in The Archaeology of 17th-Century Virginia, Theodore R. Reinhart and
Dennis J. Pogue, eds., Dietz Press, Richmond, VA, pp. 285-310.
Emerson, Matthew C.
1988 Decorated Clay Tobacco Pipes from the Chesapeake. Unpublished PhD dissertation,
University of California, Berkeley.
1999 African Inspirations in a New World Art and Artifact: Decorated Pipes from the
Chesapeake, in ³I, Too, Am America´: Archaeological Studies of African-American Life,
Theresa A. Singleton, ed., University Press of Virginia, Charlottesville, pp. 47-82.
Ferguson, Leland
1980 Looking for the Afro' in Colono-Indian Pottery, in Archaeological Perspectives on
Ethnicity in America, Robert Schuyler, ed., Baywood Publishing, Farmingdale, NJ, pp.
14-28.
1992 Uncommon Ground: Archaeology and Early African America, 1650-1800.
Smithsonian Institution Press, Washington, DC.
1999 ³
The Cross is a Magic Sign:´Marks on Eighteenth-Century Bowls from South
Carolina, in ³
I, Too, Am America:´Archaeological Studies of African-American Life,
Theresa A. Singleton, ed., University Press of Virginia, Charlottesville, pp. 116-131.
Fesler, Garrett
2004 From Houses to Homes: An Archaeological Case Study of Household Formation at
the Utopia Slave Quarter, ca. 1675-1775. Unpublished PhD dissertation, University of
Virginia, Charlottesville.
33

Fesler, Garrett, and Maria Franklin
1999 The Exploration of Ethnicity and the Archaeological Record, in Historical
Archaeology, Identity Formation, and the Interpretation of Ethnicity, Maria Franklin and
Garett Fesler, eds., Colonial Williamsburg Research Publications, Dietz Press, Richmond,
VA, pp. 1-10.
Fischer, David Hackett
1989 Albion's Seed: Four British Folkways in America. Oxford University Press, New
York, NY.
Forman, Henry C.
1938 Jamestown and St. Mary's: Buried Citties of Romance. Johns Hopkins Press,
Baltimore, MD.
1948 The Architecture of the Old South: The Medieval Style, 1585-1850. Harvard
University Press, Cambridge, MA.
1957 Virginia Architecture in the Seventeenth Century. The Virginia 350th Anniversary
Celebration Corporation, Williamsburg, VA.
Gallivan, Martin D.
2003 James River Chiefdoms: The Rise of Inequality in the Chesapeake. University of
Nebraska Press, Lincoln.
2004 Reconnecting the Contact Period and Late Prehistory: Household and Community
Dynamics in the James River Basin, in Indian and European Contact in Context: The
Mid-Atlantic Region, Dennis B. Blanton and Julia A. King, eds., University Press of Florida,
Gainesville, pp. 22-46.
Gaynor, Jay
1993 ³
Tooles of all sorts to worke:́ A Brief Look at Trade Tools in 17th-Century Virginia,
in The Archaeology of 17th-Century Virginia, Theodore R. Reinhart and Dennis J. Pogue,
eds., Dietz Press, Richmond, VA, pp. 311-356.
Gleach, Frederic W.
1997 Powhatan's World and Colonial Virginia: A Conflict of Cultures. University of
Nebraska Press, Lincoln.
Gradie, Charlotte M.
1988 Spanish Jesuits in Virginia: The Mission that Failed. The Virginia Magazine of
History and Biography, Vol. 96, No. 2:131-156.
Graham, Willie, Carter L. Hudgins, Carl R. Lounsbury, Fraser D. Neiman, and James P.
Whittenburg
2007 Adaptation and Innovation: Archaeological and Architectural Perspectives on the
Seventeenth-Century Chesapeake. William and Mary Quarterly, Third Series, Vol.
64(3):451-522.
Greene, Jack P.
1988 Pursuits of Happiness: The Social Development of Early Modern British Colonies
and the Formation of American Culture. University of North Carolina Press, Chapel Hill.
34

Hantman, Jeffrey L.
2001 Monacan Archaeology of the Virginia Interior, in Societies in Eclipse: Archaeology
of the Eastern Woodland Indians, A.D. 1400-1700, D.S. Brose, C.W. Cowan, and R.C.
Mainfort, Jr., eds., Smithsonian Institution Press, Washington, DC, pp. 107-124.
Harrington, J.C.
1951 Tobacco Pipes from Jamestown. Archeological Society of Virginia Quarterly
Bulletin 5(4):2-3.
Harris, Marvin
1968 The Rise of Anthropological Theory. T.Y. Crowell, New York, NY.
Harvey, David
1997 The Archaeological Evidence of Tools Used in Seventeenth- and Eighteenth-Century
Virginia, in Eighteenth-Century Woodworking Tools, James M. Gaynor, ed., The Colonial
Williamsburg Foundation, Williamsburg, pp. 75-98.
Hatch, Charles E., Jr., and Thurlow Gates Gregory
1962 The First American Blast Furnace, 1619-1622: The Birth of a Mighty Industry on
Falling Creek in Virginia. Virginia Magazine of History and Biography 70:259-296.
Hawley, Anna L.
1989 The Meaning of Absence: Household Inventories in Surry County, Virginia,
169-1715, in Early American Probate Inventories, the Dublin Seminar for New England
Folklife, Annual Proceedings 1987, Peter Benes, ed., Boston University, Boston, MA, pp.
23-31.
Heath, Barbara J.
1996 Temper, Temper: Recent Scholarship on Colonoware in 18th-Century Virginia, in The
Archaeology of 18th-Century Virginia, Theodore R. Reinhart, ed., Dietz Press, Richmond,
VA, pp. 149-176.
2010 Space and Place within Plantation Quarters in Virginia, 1700-1825, in Cabin,
Quarter, Plantation: Architecture and Landscapes of North American Slavery, Clifton Ellis
and Rebecca Ginsburg, eds., Yale University Press, New Haven, CT, pp. 156-176.
Heath, Barbara J., Eleanor E. Breen, Dustin S. Lawson, and Daniel W.H. Brock
2009 Archaeological Reassessment of Newman's Neck (44NB180). Department of
Anthropology, University of Tennessee, Knoxville.
Henry, Susan L.
1979 Terra-cotta Tobacco Pipes in 17th-Century Maryland and Virginia: A Preliminary
Study. Historical Archaeology 13:14-37.
1980 Physical, Spatial, and Temporal Dimensions of Colono Ware in the Chesapeake,
1600-1800. Unpublished MA thesis, Department of Anthropology, Catholic University of
America, Washington, DC.
Hodder, Ian
1986 Reading the Past: Current Approaches to Interpretation in Archaeology. Cambridge
35

University Press, Cambridge, England.
Hodges, Charles T.
1993 Private Fortifications in 17th-Century Virginia: A Study of Six Representative
Works, in The Archaeology of 17th-Century Virginia, Theodore R. Reinhart and Dennis J.
Pogue, eds., Dietz Press, Richmond, VA, pp. 183-222.
Hodges, Mary Ellen N.
1993 The Archaeology of Native American Life in Virginia in the Context of European
Contact: Review of Past Research, in The Archaeology of 17th-Century Virginia, Theodore
R. Reinhart and Dennis J. Pogue, eds., Dietz Press, Richmond, VA, pp. 1-66.
Horn, James
1994 Adapting to a New World: English Society in the Seventeenth-Century Chesapeake.
University of North Carolina Press, Chapel Hill.
2011 Transformations of Virginia: Tobacco, Slavery, and Empire: Introduction. William
and Mary Quarterly, Third Series, Vol. 68(3):327-331.
Horning, Audrey
2001 Introduction, in Jamestown Archeological Assessment, U.S. Government Printing
Office, Washington, DC, pp. 3-17.
Hudgins, Carter C.
2005 Articles of Exchange or Ingredients of New World Metallurgy? Early American
Studies 3(1):32-64.
Hudgins, Carter L.
1993 Seventeenth-Century Virginia and its 20th-Century Archaeologists. In The
Archaeology of 17th-Century Virginia, Theodore R. Reinhart and Dennis J. Pogue, eds., Dietz
Press, Richmond, VA, pp. 167-182.
Jester, Annie L.
1957 Domestic Life in Virginia in the Seventeenth Century. The Virginia 350th
Anniversary Celebration Corporation, Williamsburg, VA.
Keeler, Robert W.
1978 The Homelot on the Seventeenth-Century Chesapeake Tidewater Frontier.
Unpublished PhD dissertation, Department of Anthropology, University of Oregon, Eugene.
Kelso, William M.
1984 Kingsmill Plantations, 1619-1800, Archaeology of Country Life in Colonial Virginia.
Academic Press, San Diego, CA.
2006 Jamestown: The Buried Truth. University Press of Virginia, Charlottesville.
King, Julia A., Catherine L. Alston, Gregory J. Brown, Edward E. Chaney, John C. Coombs,
C. Jane Cox, David Gadsby, Philip Levy, Al Luckenbach, David F. Muraca, Dennis J. Pogue,
Benjamin J. Porter, and Shawn Sharpe
2006 A Comparative Archaeological Study of Colonial Chesapeake Culture: National
Endowment for the Humanities, Final Project Completion Report (RZ-20896-02).
36

King, Julia A., and Douglas W. Ubelaker
1996 Living and Dying on the 17th Century Chesapeake Frontier. Maryland Historical
Trust Press, Crownsville.
King, Julia A., and Edward E.Chaney
1999 Lord Baltimore and the Meaning of Brick Architecture in Seventeenth-Century
Maryland, in Old and New Worlds, Geoff Egan and Ronald L. Michael, eds., Oxbow Books,
Oxford, CT, pp. 51-60.
2004 Did the Chesapeake English have a Contact Period?, in Indian and European Contact
in Context: The Mid-Atlantic Region, Dennis B. Blanton and Julia A. King, eds., University
Press of Florida, Gainesville, pp. 193-221.
Kolchin, Peter
1993 American Slavery, 1619-1877. Hill and Wang, New York, NY.
Klein, Michael J., and Douglas W. Sanford
2004 Analytical Scale and Archaeological Perspectives on the Contact Era in the Northern
Neck of Virginia, in Indian and European Contact in Context: The Mid-Atlantic Region,
Dennis B. Blanton and Julia A. King, eds., University Press of Florida, Gainesville, pp.
47-73.
Kuhn, Thomas
1962 The Structure of Scientific Revolutions. University of Chicago Press, Chicago, IL.
Kulikoff, Allan
1986 Tobacco and Slaves: The Development of Southern Cultures in the Chesapeake,
1680-1800. University of North Carolina Press, Chapel Hill.
Lapham, Heather A.
2004 ³
Their Complement of Deer-Skins and Furs:́ Changing Patterns of White-Tailed
Deer Exploitation in the Seventeenth-Century Southern Chesapeake and Virginia
Hinterlands, in Indian and European Contact in Context: The Mid-Atlantic Region, Dennis
B. Blanton and Julia A. King, eds., University Press of Florida, Gainesville, pp. 172-192.
Leone, Mark P.
1988 The Georgian Order as the Order of Merchant Capitalism in Annapolis, Maryland, in
The Recovery of Meaning: Historical Archaeology in the Eastern United States, Mark P.
Leone and Parker B. Potter, eds., Smithsonian Institution Press, Washington, DC, pp.
235-261.
Leone, Mark P., Parker B. Potter, and Paul Shackel
1987 Toward a Critical Archaeology, Current Anthropology, Vol. 28(3):283-302.
Lett, James
1987 The Human Enterprise: A Critical Introduction to Anthropological Theory.
Westview Press, Boulder, CO.
Levy, Philip
37

2005 A Planter's Urbanity: City Living in the Colonial Virginia Countryside, Journal of
Middle Atlantic Archaeology Vol. 21:63-69.
Levy, Philip, John C. Coombs, and David F. Muraca
2006 Notions of Comfort in the Early Colonial Chesapeake, in Julia A. King, et al., A
Comparative Study of Colonial Chesapeake Culture: National Endowment for the
Humanities, Final Project Completion Report (RZ-20896-02), pp. 58-62.
2007 The Death of the Chesapeake: Rethinking Interpretive Scale in the Archaeology of
Early Virginia and Maryland. Paper presented at the 40th Annual Conference on Historical
and Underwater Archaeology, Williamsburg, VA.
Lewis, Kenneth E.
1975 The Jamestown Frontier: An Archaeological View of Colonization. Unpublished
PhD dissertation, University of Oklahoma, Norman.
Main, Gloria L.
1982 Tobacco Colony: Life in early Maryland, 1650-1720. Princeton University Press,
Princeton, NJ.
Mallios, Seth W.
1999 Archaeological Excavations at 44JC568: The Reverend Richard Buck Site.
Association for the Preservation of Virginia Antiquities.
2000 At the Edge of the Precipice: Frontier Ventures, Jamestown's Hinterland, and the
Archaeology of 44JC802. Association for the Preservation of Virginia Antiquities.
2004 Exchange and Violence at Ajacan, Roanoke, and Jamestown, in Indian and European
Contact in Context: The Mid-Atlantic Region, Dennis B. Blanton and Julia A. King, eds.,
University Press of Florida, Gainesville, pp. 126-148.
Martin, Ann Smart
1994 ³
Fashionable Sugar Dishes, Latest Fashion Ware:́ The Creamware Revolution in the
Eighteenth-Century Chesapeake, in Historical Archaeology of the Chesapeake, Paul Shackel
and Barbara Little, eds., Smithsonian Institution Press, Washington, DC, pp. 169-188.
McKendrick, Neil J. Brewer, and J. Plumb, eds.
1982 The Birth of a Consumer Society: The Commercialization of Eighteenth-Century
England. Indiana University Press, Bloomington.
Middleton, Arthur Pierce
1953 Tobacco Coast: A Maritime History of Chesapeake Bay in the Colonial Era. The
Mariner's Museum, Newport News, VA.
Miller, Henry M.
1984 Colonization and Subsistence on the 17th-Century Chesapeake Frontier. Unpublished
PhD dissertation, Department of Anthropology, Michigan State University, East Lansing.
1988 An Archaeological Perspective on the Evolution of Diet in the Colonial Chesapeake,
1620-1745, in Colonial Chesapeake Society, Lois Green Carr, Philip D. Morgan, and Jean B.
Russo, eds., University of North Carolina Press, Chapel Hill, pp. 176-199.
Morgan, Edmund S.
38

1975 American Slavery, American Freedom: The Ordeal of Colonial Virginia. W.W.
Norton, New York, NY.
Morgan, Philip D.
1998 Slave Counterpoint: Black Culture in the Eighteenth-Century Chesapeake and
Lowcountry. University of North Carolina Press, Chapel Hill.
2011 Conclusion: The Future of Chesapeake Studies, in Early Modern Virginia:
Reconsidering the Old Dominion, Douglas Bradburn and John C. Coombs, eds., University
of Virginia Press, Charlottesville, pp. 300-331.
Morrison, Hugh
1952 Early American Architecture. Oxford University Press, New York, NY.
Mouer, L. Daniel
1993 The Creation of Folk Culture in Colonial Virginia, in The Archaeology of
17th-Century Virginia, Theodore R. Reinhart and Dennis J. Pogue, eds., Dietz Press,
Richmond, VA, pp. 105-166.
Mouer, L. Daniel, Douglas C. McLearen, R. Taft Kaiser, Christopher P. Egghart, Beverly J.
Binns, and Dane T. Magoon
1992 Jordan's Journey: A Preliminary report on Archaeology at Site 44PG302, Prince
George County, Virginia, 1990-1991. Virginia Commonwealth University Archaeological
Research Center, Richmond.
Mouer, L. Daniel, Mary Ellen N. Hodges, Stephen R. Potter, Susan L. Henry Renaud, Ivoer
Noel Hume, Dennis J. Pogue, Martha W. McCartney, and Thomas E. Davidson
1999 Colonware Potter, Chesapeake Pipes, and ³
Uncritical Assumptions,´in ³I, Too, Am
America´: Archaeological Studies of African-American Life, Theresa A. Singleton, ed.,
University Press of Virginia, Charlottesville, pp. 47-82.
Muraca, David, Philip Levy, and Leslie McFaden
2003 The Archaeology of Rich Neck Plantation (44WB52). Colonial Williamsburg
Foundation, Williamsburg, VA.
Neiman, Fraser D.
1978 Domestic Architecture of the Clifts Planation Site: The Social Context of Early
Virginia Building. Northern Neck Historical Magazine 28:3096-3128. Reprinted in,
Common Places: Readings in American Vernacular Architecture, Dell Upton and John
Michael Vlach, eds., University of Georgia Press, Athens (1986), pp. 292-314.
1980 Field Archaeology of the Clifts Plantation Site, Westmoreland County, Virginia. The
Robert E. Lee Memorial Association, Stratford, VA.
1990 An Evolutionary Approach to Archaeological Inference: Aspects of Architectural
Variation in the 17th-Century Chesapeake. Unpublished PhD dissertation, Department of
Anthropology, Yale University, New Haven, CT.
1993 Temporal Patterning in House Plans from the 17th-Century Chesapeake, in The
Archaeology of 17th-Century Virginia, Theodore R. Reinhart and Dennis J. Pogue, eds., Dietz
Press, Richmond, VA, pp. 251-284.
1997 Sub-Floor Pits and Slavery in Eighteenth- and Early Nineteenth-Century Virginia.
Paper presented at a meeting of the Society for Historical Archaeology, Corpus Christi, TX.
1999 Dimensions of Ethnicity, in Historical Archaeology, Identity Formation, and the
39

Interpretation of Ethnicity, Maria Franklin and Garrett Fesler, eds., Colonial Williamsburg
Research Publications, Dietz Press, Richmond, VA, pp. 139-149.
Noel Hume, Ivor
1962 An Indian Ware of the Colonial Period. Quarterly Bulletin of the Archeological
Society of Virginia 17(1):2-12.
1991 Martin's Hundred. University Press of Virginia, Charlottesville.
Outlaw, Alain C.
1990 Governor's Land: Archaeology of Early Seventeenth-Century Virginia Settlements.
University Press of Virginia, Charlottesville.
Owsley, Douglas W.
1990 The Skeletal Biology of North American Historical Populations, in A Life in Science:
Papers in Honor of J. Lawrence Angel, Jane Buikstra, ed., Center for American Archeology,
pp. 171-190.
Pierson, William H., Jr.
[1970] 1976 American Buildings and their Architects: The Colonial and Neo-Classical
Styles. Anchor Books, Garden City, NY.
Pittman, William E.
1993 A Survey of 17th-Century Chesapeake Ceramic Typologies, in The Archaeology of
17th-Century Virginia, Theodore R. Reinhart and Dennis J. Pogue, eds., Dietz Press,
Richmond, VA, pp. 357-370.
Phung, Thao T., Julia A. King, and Douglas W. Ubelaker
2009 Alcohol, Tobacco, and Excessive Animal Protein: The Question of an Adequate Diet
in the Seventeenth-Century Chesapeake. Historical Archaeology 43(2):61-82.
Pogue, Dennis J.
1993 Standards of Living in the 17th-Century Chesapeake: Patterns of Variability Among
Artifact Assemblages, in The Archaeology of 17th-Century Virginia, Theodore R. Reinhart
and Dennis J. Pogue, eds., Dietz Press, Richmond, VA, pp. 371-399.
1997 Culture Change along the Tobacco Coast: 1670-1720. Unpublished PhD dissertation,
Department of Anthropology, American University, Washington, DC.
2001 The Transformation of America: Georgian Sensibility, Capitalist Conspiracy, or
Consumer Revolution? Historical Archaeology, Vol. 23, No. 2:41-57.
2006 Measuring the Advent of Gentility in the Colonial Chesapeake, in Julia A. King, et
al., A Comparative Archaeological Study of Colonial Chesapeake Culture: National
Endowment for the Humanities, Final Project Completion Report (RZ-20896-02), pp. 52-57.
2007 Questions of Context and Consumption along the Tobacco Coast. Paper presented at
the 40th Annual Conference on Historical and Underwater Archaeology, Williamsburg, VA.
Pogue, Dennis J., and Esther C. White
1994 Reanalysis of Features and Artifacts Excavated at George Washington's Birthplace,
Virginia. Quarterly Bulletin of the Archeological Society of Virginia, 49(1):32-45.
Potter, Stephen R.
40

1993 Commoners, Tribute, and Chiefs: The Development of Algonquian Culture in the
Potomac Valley. University Press of Virginia, Charlottesville.
Quinn, David B.
1977 North America from Earliest Discovery to First Settlements: The Norse Voyages to
1612. Harper and Row, New York, NY.
Quitt, Martin H.
1988 Immigrant Origins of the Virginia Gentry: A Study of Cultural Transmission and
Innovation. William and Mary Quarterly, Third Series, 45(4):629-655.
Reinhart, Theodore R., and Dennis J. Pogue, editors
1993 The Archaeology of 17th-Century Virginia. Dietz Press, Richmond, VA.
Rountree, Helen,
1989 The Powhatan Indians of Virginia: Their Traditional Culture. University of
Oklahoma Press, Norman.
Rountree, Helen, editor
1993 Powhatan Foreign Relations, 1500-1722. University Press of Virginia,
Charlottesville.
Rountree, Helen, and Thomas E.
1997 Eastern Shore Indians of Virginia and Maryland. University Press of Virginia,
Charlottesville.
Rountree, Helen, Wayne E. Clark, and Kent Mountford
2007 John Smith's Chesapeake Voyages: 1607-1609. University of Virginia Press,
Charlottesville.
Samford, Patricia M.
1999 ³
Strong is the Bond of Kinship:́ West African-Style Ancestor Shrines and Subfloor
Pits on African-American Quarters, in Historical Archaeology, Identity Formation, and the
Interpretation of Ethnicity, Maria Franklin and Garrett Fesler, eds., Colonial Williamsburg
Research Publications, Dietz Press, Richmond, VA, pp. 71-92.
2007 Subfloor Pits and the Archaeology of Slavery in Colonial Virginia. University of
Alabama Press, Tuscaloosa.
Samford, Patricia M., and Edward E. Chaney
2010 Archaeological Implications of Slave Demographics in the Colonial Chesapeake.
Paper presented at the Annual Conference of the Society for Historical Archaeology, Amelia
Island, FL.
Shackel, Paul A.
1992 Modern Discipline: Its Historical Context in the Colonial Chesapeake. Historical
Archaeology 26(3):73-84.
1993 Personal Discipline and Material Culture: An Archaeology of Annapolis, Maryland,
1695-1870. University of Tennessee Press, Knoxville.
41

Sobel, Mechal
1987 The World they Made Together: Black and White Values in Eighteenth-Century
Virginia. Princeton University Press, Princeton, NJ.
Sprinkle, John H.
1992 Loyalists and Baconians: The Participants in Bacon's Rebellion in Virginia, 1676-77.
Unpublished PhD Dissertation, Department of History, The College of William and Mary,
Williamsburg, Virginia.
Steen, Carl
1999 Stirring the Ethnic Stew in the South Carolina Backcountry: John de la Howe and
Lethe Farm, in Historical Archaeology, Identity Formation, and the Interpretation of
Ethnicity, Maria Franklin and Garrett Fesler, eds., Colonial Williamsburg Research
Publications, Dietz Press, Richmond, VA, pp. 93-120.
Stone, Garry W.
1977 Artifacts are not Enough. The Conference on Historic Sites Archaeology Papers,
1976 11:43-63.
1990 St. Maries Citty: Corporate Artifact. Maryland Archeology 26(1-2):4-18.
2004 The Roof Leaked, but the Price was Right: The Virginia House Reconsidered.
Maryland Historical Magazine 99(3):313-328.
Tate, Thad
1979 The Seventeenth Century Chesapeake and its Modern Historians, in The Chesapeake
in the Seventeenth Century: Essays on Anglo-American Society, Thad W. Tate and David L.
Ammerman, eds., University of North Carolina Press, Chapel Hill, pp. 3-50.
Turner, E. Randolph
1986 Difficulties in the Archaeological Identification of Chiefdoms as Seen in the Virginia
Coastal Plain During the Late Woodland and Early Historic Periods, in Late Woodland
Cultures of the Middle Atlantic Region, Jay F. Custer, ed., University of Delaware Press,
Newark, pp. 19-28.
2004 Virginia Native Americans During the Contact Period: A Summary of Archaeological
Research over the Past Decade. Quarterly Bulletin of the Archeological Society of Virginia
59(1):14-24.
Turner, E. Randolph, and Antony F. Opperman
1993 Archaeological Manifestations of the Virginia Company Period: A Summary of
Surviving Powhatan and English Settlements in Tidewater Virginia, Circa 1607-1624, in The
Archaeology of 17th-Century Virginia, Theodore R. Reinhart and Dennis J. Pogue, eds., Dietz
Press, Richmond, VA, pp. 67-104.
Upton, Dell
1980 Early Vernacular Architecture in Southeastern Virginia. Unpublished PhD
dissertation, Department of American Civilization, Brown University, Providence, RI.
Walker, Sally M.
2009 Written in Bone: Buried Lives of Jamestown and Colonial Maryland. Minneapolis,
Minnesota.
42

Wall, Robert D.
2004 The Chesapeake Hinterlands: Contact-Period Archaeology in the Upper Potomac
Valley, in Indian and European Contact in Context: The Mid-Atlantic Region, Dennis B.
Blanton and Julia A. King, eds., University Press of Florida, Gainesville, 74-97.
Wallerstein, Immanuel
1974 The Modern World-System, I. Academic Press, New York, NY.
1979 The Capitalist World Economy. Cambridge University, Cambridge, England.
1980 The Modern World-System, II. Academic Press, New York, NY.
Walsh, Lorena S.
1979 ³
A Culture of Rude Sufficiency:́ Life Styles in Maryland's Eastern Shore Between
1658 and 1720 . Paper Presented at the Society for Historical Archaeology Annual Meeting,
Nashville, TN.
1999 Summing the Parts: Implications for Estimating Chesapeake Output and Income
Subregionally. William and Mary Quarterly, Third Series, Vol. 56(1):53-94.
2001 The Chesapeake Slave Trade: Regional Patterns, African Origins, and Some
Implications. William and Mary Quarterly, Third Series, Vol. 58(1):139-170.
2011 Boom and Bust Cycles in Chesapeake History. William and Mary Quarterly, Third
Series, Vol. 68(3):387-392.
Washburn, Wilcomb E.
1954 The Governor and the Rebel: A History of Bacon's Rebellion in Virginia. University
of North Carolina Press, Chapel Hill.
Waterman, Thomas T., and John A. Barrows
1932 Domestic Colonial Architecture of Tidewater Virginia. Charles Scribner's Sons, New
York, NY.
Wenger, Mark R.
1986 The Central Passage in Virginia: Evolution of an Eighteenth-Century Living Space,
in Perspectives in Vernacular Architecture II, Camille Wells, ed., University of Missouri
Press, Columbia, pp. 137-149.
White, Esther C., and Eleanor B. Breen
2011 A Survey of Archeological Repositories in Virginia. Report prepared for the Council
of Virginia Archaeologists.
Yentsch, Anne
1990 Minimum Vessel Lists as Evidence of Change in Folk and Courtly Traditions of Food
Use. Historical Archaeology 24(3):24-53.
1991 Chesapeake Artefacts and Their Cultural Context: Pottery and the Food Domain.
Post-Medieval Archaeology 25:25-52.

43

44

