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FOREWORD

The Historic Sites Act of 1935 declared historic preservation to be a policy of the Federal
Government. It authorized the Secretary of the Interior, through the National Park Service,
to make “a survey of historic and archeologic sites, buildings, and objects for the purpose of
determining which possess exceptional values as commemorating or illustrating the history
of the United States." The Secretary declares those properties found to possess "exception-
al" historical significance to be National Historic Landmarks. These nationally significant
properties are identified ideally through thematic studies which evaluate surviving structures
and sites within topics of our national history and archeology.

The first theme studies in archeology were undertaken between 1958 and 1962; these
resulted in the designation of 74 archeological landmarks. I regret that no such studies have
been done in the three decades since then. It is for this reason that I believe the present
Historic Contact Period theme study, covering the northeastern United States, represents
an important initiative. For the first time in 30 years the critically significant advances in our
understanding of archeology are being reflected again in the results of the National Historic
Landmarks Survey.

I am confident that this vanguard survey will encourage land planning agencies at all levels
of government and preservation organizations bath public and private to adapt the
methodology of this survey to their special needs.

Jerry Rogers
Assaciate Director, Cultural Resources,
National Park Service
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PREFACE

This study was made for two purposes: to identify archeological sites for special attention
by the National Park Service; and, as Jerry Rogers writes in the Foreword, to reflect "the
critically significant advances in our understanding of archeology." My concern as a historian
is primarily with the latter goal.

It has been well achieved. The study shows great progress in information newly turned up
as well as in the innovative methods adopted by archeologist everywhere. While everyone
will agree that the tasks ahead are immense, and the passage of time makes them harder,
the giant strides already made are statistically measurable in the study’s bibliography. More
then half of its citations are to publications issued since 1980: -- 543 compared to 523 in all
the years before 1980. '

By this bibliographical measure, work in the field proceeded at a steady, unexciting pace
until it began to pick up in 1973 and really took off in 1978, accelerating again in 1985, This
is not a bell curve, Archeology is beginning to come into its own not a minute tao soon, and
this theme study reveals its importance to scholarship in all the disciplines related to human
culture.

A major problem for which its evidence must be decisive concerns the much disputed
question of pre-contact Amerindian populations. We know from written documents that
many epidemics swept away Indian peoples after the introduction from Europe and Africa
of diseases new to the "Americans.” Was there one giant pandemic ravaging the entire
continent before European scribes were present to describe it? Only the evidence in the
earth can answer.

What do we know about how and when North America was originally populated, and how
its peoples moved about and dealt with each other, not to speak of how they made their
livings? Nobody wrate it down. Long after Europeans arrived in parts of the continent,
large regions remained unknown to them, so that our only sources of information are oral
traditions and artifacts marking routes of passage. Some scientists are dubious about the
validity of oral traditions; the artifucts can either confirm or refute them.

What sort of intertribal trade networks existed before the introduction of European goods
created new systems of intersocietal exchange with each other before 1492, and what do they
imply about the lives and psychologies of those Indians? When did particular tribes begin
to trade with Europeans, and how were their cultures affected by this noveity? The men
who recorded the fact of trade -- not all of them wanted it known -- were wholly
uninterested in its effects on Indian culture; we must go to the material evidence for that.

Such gquestions are relatively new to archeology, and to history also! They require patient
examination of surviving artifacts, the results of which can suggest much about tribal
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migrations also. It is true that scholars are far from consensus about the interpretation of
much evidence. I have heard heated argument between two serious and well informed
archeologists about the disappearance from history of St. Lawrence Iroquoians. Because the
vanished Iroquoians’ ceramic pots traveled in one direction while their smoking pipes went
elsewhere, the debaters could not agree as to which direction had been taken by the Indians.
In that case, the solution to their problem required resort to evidence of the written sort.

On the other hand, this theme study stresses findings that conclusively prove the falsity of
certain written documents. For centuries it had been assumed, practically as dogma, that
the Delaware Indians had been conguered and made "women" by the Iroquois, and so had
become incompetent to own land or decide weighty matters of war or peace. This
assumption had become central to nearly all historical and anthropological studies of the
Detawares {(and of colonial Pennsylvania) until recently, and it was supported by a Seneca
oral tradition. Nobody noticed that the "tradition” was itself derived from a written
document that started as an English diplomatic ploy against France.

How could archeology contribute to such a muddle? By confirming two other tribal
traditions: the Delawares’ own and the Cayugas’. These agreed that the Delawares were
“women" in the special context of eastern tribal cultures. They had been recognized by all
the easterners as peacemakers, a role atiributed to women. Now archeologists find that
tribes to the north and south of the Delawares lived in concentrated fortified villages, always
prepared for war, but the Delawares lived dispersed without fortifications. Obviously from
such evidence, they were spared the fear of war, a finding that perfectly supports their own
version of what "women" status meant.

One of the exciting features of this theme study is the attention it gives to disciplines other
than archeology but relevant to it. The days are past when diggers measured and weighed
objects and tried to determine their age without looking beyond the findings of their
technologies. There can be no doubt whatever that such basic data are needed. Is the pun
too awful to call them necessary spadework? But when we know the dimensians of the thing
itself, the question arises for people outside the profession, "why bother?" Archeology has
suffered much public neglect because its practitioners long ignored such concerns.

Now, however, as this theme study clearly demonstrates, the diggers have lifted their sights
and are joining interdisciplinary discourse about the peoples of America, especially those
who have been invisible to historians. As these peoples emerge to view, histories must be
revised to take account of them.

Sorry to say, plenty of technicalities are stifl in the scene, though fewer than formerly. An
outsider must plead for mercy and enlightenment when battered with terms like "concave-
based Levanna projectile points”, "Niantic series globular collared Hackney Pond and other
terminal Windsor wares,” and “Bowmans Brook/Overpeck.” These things are jargon,

probably meaningful to the initiated, certainly mysterious to outsiders. It cannot be repeated
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too often that the language of interdisciplinary communication is Standard English. Jargon
draws a curtain.

All disciplines have been handicapped by the fact reported in this theme study that "no
general archeological synthesis of 18th-century North Atlantic life has yet been attempted.”
We owe congratulations and gratitude to the National Park Service for providing us with this
new approach to such synthesis for the 16th and 17th centuries as well as the 18th.

It hardly needs to be added, but won’t hurt to state plainly, that historians must pay serious
attention to this new fund of archeological evidence, and incorporate it into their own work.

Francis Jennings

Director Emeritus, D’Arcy McNickle
Center for the History of the American
Indian, the Newberry Library
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

OVERVIEW:

The first three centuries of historic cantact between Indians, Europeans, and Africans in
what is today the Northeastern United States shaped the national experience of the
American people. This National Historic Landmarks Sorvey theme study surveys document-
ary, archeological, ethnographic, and other evidence to develop a planning document to
identify, evaluate, and designate as National Historic Landmarks nationally significant
properties associated with historic contact between peoples from two Old Worlds in the
Northeast from the Atlantic Coast to the western reaches of the Trans-Appalachian
highlands between 1524 and 1783,

This study combines two planning processes to achieve this goal. National Historic
Landmarks Survey theme framework is used to systematize data relating to this important
period in American history. Information associated with the first of these themes, "Cultural
Developments--Indigenous American Populations: Ethnohistory of Indigenous American
Populations," is organized within national-scale historic preservation planning process
historic contexts establishing a comprehensive framewark for their identification, evaluation,
and designation.

In the short-term, these historic contexts are a vehicle supporting nomination of 16 new
NHLs and the thematic upgrade of four existing NHL properties. All resources selected for
nomination or thematic upgrade in this NHL theme study satisfy National Historic
Landmarks program evaluation criteria and possess values unrepresented or under--
represented in the NHL thematic framework. Non-consributing properties assaciated with
other NHIL. thematic elements in nominated resources are noted and recommended for
future study. In conformance with existing regulations, all landowners of nominated NHL
properties have consented to designation.

In the long-term, this study is a planring tool that may be adapted or adopted by other
federal agencies, state and local historic preservation offices, Indian communities, and others.
Agencies and individuals interested in historic contact period resources also can use this
document to increase public awareness of this critical period in our country’s history. The
volume further is a basic resource document for the period. Most specifically, frameworks
and information presented in the following pages can be employed in the future to both
nominate additional properties of national significance as National Historic Landmarks and
propose other properties on different jevels of significance for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places and other registers.



NE HISTORIC CONTACT NHL THEME STUDY
INTRODUCTION: PAGE xvi

MAIN THEME:  Historic Contact Between Indian People and Colonists.

AREA: Northeastern United States,

CHRONOLOGY: 1524-1783.

SUB-PERIODS:  Sixteenth Century
Seventeenth Century
Eighteenth Century

HISTORIC CONTEXT REGIONS:

Connecticut

Maine
Massachusetts

New Hampshire
Northern New Jersey

Delaware
Eastern Maryland
Southern New Jersey

Western Maryland
Eastern Ohio
Central Pennsylvania

The North Atlantic Region:

Southeastern New York
Northeastern Pennsylvania
Rhode Island

Vermont

The Middle Atlantic Region:
Southeastern Pennsylvania
Eastern Virginia
Northeastern West Virginia
The Trans-Appalachian Region:
Western Vermont

Central and Western Virginia
Northwestern West Virginia

North, Central, and Western New York
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HISTORIC CONTEXT SUB-REGIONS:

PAGE xvii

The North Atlantic Region:

Maine

Western Abenaki Country

Eastern Massachusetts
Narragansett Country

Eastern Connecticut

Connecticut and Housatonic Rivers

Eastern Lang Island
Mahican Country
Munsee Country
Dutch-Indian Contact
French-Indian Contact
Anglo-Indian Contact

The Middle Atlantic Region:

Delaware Country

The Eastern Shore

Potomac and Rappahannock Rivers
James and York Rivers

Nottoway and Meherrin Rivers
Susquehannocks :
European-Indian Contact

The Trans-Appalachian Region:

Mohawk Country
Oneida Country
Onondaga Country
Cayuga Country
Seneca Country

PROPERTY TYPES:

Habitations :
Economic Activity Areas
Military Properties

Niagara Frontier

Susquehanna Country
Maryland and Virginia Uplands
Appalachian Highlands
European-Indian Contact

Spiritually Significant Areas



NE HISTORIC CONTACT NHL THEME STUDY

INTRODUCTION:

KNOWN RESOURCE DISTRIBUTION:

PAGE xviil

[Please Note: Numbers in Parentheses Represent NHLs on NR and other duplications]:

Regions & Countries

NORTH ATLANTIC

Maine

Western Abenaki
Eastern Massachusetts
Narragansett

Eastern Connecticut

Props NR  Existing NHL

39 14 0
13 1 0
8 5 0
19 5 0
10 3 ¢

Connecticut and Housatonic

River Valleys
Eastern Long Island

Mahican

Munsee

Sub-Total: Indian Props
Dutch-Indian Contact

French-Indian Contact

77 1(2) Mission House
12 1 0

11 1{2) Mission House

43 3

332 34(36) 1(2)

13) o1y 0

2(5) O(1) Fort St Frederice
Fort Ticonderoga

New NHL Nomination or
Thematic Upgrade

Cushnoc
Norridgewock
Pemaquid

Pentagoet

0

Nauset

Cocumscussoc
Mashantucket Pequot
Fort Shantok

0

Fort Corchaug

Fort Orange
Schuyler Flatts

Minisink
Ward’s Point

13
Fort Orange
Schuyler Flatts

Norridgewock
Pentagoet
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Regions & Countries

Anglo-Indian Contact

Sub-Total: Euro-Indian

Total North Atlantic

{Less Duplications): 356
MIDDLE ATLANTIC

Delaware 28
Eastern Shore 7

Potomac and Rappahannock
Valleys 28
James and York Valleys 10

Nottoway and Meherrin
Valleys 9

Susquehannocks in the
Middle Atlantic 1

Sub-Total: Indian Props 83

~ Props NR  Existing NHL

21(30) 5(17) Fort Crown Point

Fort Halifax

Fort Ticonderoga

Fort Western
Gemeinhaus
Huguenot Street
Hurley

Mission House
0ld Deerfield

24(38) 5(19) 10(11)

3 1

1(2) Abbott Farm

2 0
5(6) Accokeek Creek

4(5) Colonial NHP

30
0 0
15(18) 3

New NHL Nomination or

Thematic Upgrade
Cocumscussoc
Cushnoc

Fort Orange

Pemaquid
Schuyler Flatts

0(9)

13

0

Chicone

Camden NHL
St. Mary's City NHL

Pamunkey Reservation
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Regions & Countries Props NR  Existing NHL New NHL Nomination or
Thematic Upgrade
European-Indian 6(10) 1(8) Fort Christina St. Mary’s City NHL
Printzhof
Colonial NHP
Conrad Weiser Home
James Logan Home
St. Mary’s City
Sub-Total: Euro-Indian 6(10) 1(8) 5(6) 0(1)
Total: Mid-Atlantic 89 16 8 4
TRANS-APPALACHIA
Mohawk 85 1(3) 0 Fort Orange
Schuyler Flatts
Upper Castle
Oneida 20 0(1) Oriskany Battlefield 0
Onondaga 29 0 0 0
Cayuga L 0 0
Seneca 58  3(3) Boughton Hill Old Fort Niagara NHL
Niagara Frontier and
Portage Escarpment 30 0 0 0
Susquehanna Valley
Susquehannacks 27 7 0 Byrd Leibhart
Delawares 8 0 0 0
Shawnees 7(8) 1 ¢ 0
Conoys 4 Q ¢ 0
Tuteloes 1 0 0 0
Multicultural 3(4) 1 0 0
Unidentified 360 0 0
Susquehanna Total 88(12) 9 0 1
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Regions & Countries Props NR  Existing NHL New NHL Nomination or
Thematic Upgrade

Maryland and Virginia

Upland 17 3 0 0
Appalachian Highlands

Monaongahelas 42 1 0 0

Delawares 9 0 0 0

Shawnees 3(5) 1 0 0

Mingos 0(1) O 0 0

Wyandots 1 0 0 0

Multicultural 2(5) 0 0 0

Unidentified 2 0 0 0
Appalachian High. Total 79(11)2 0 0
Sub-Total: Indian Props 425 16 2 3
Dutch-Indian 82) 0(1) O Fort Orange

Schuyler Flatts

French-Indian 0(6) 0  Fort St. Frederic  Old Fort Niagara NHL
Fort Ticonderoga
Old Fort Niagara

Anglo-Indian 7(20) 1 Bushy Run Battle  Fort Orange
Fort Crown Point  Old Fort Niagara NHL
Fort Johnson Schuyler Flatts
Fort Klock

Fort Necessity NB
Fort Stanwix

Fort Ticonderoga
Johnson Hall

New Town Battlefield
Qld Fort Niagara
Oriskany Battlefield

Sub-Total: Euro-Indian 7(28) 1(2) 12(4) 0

Total: Trans-Appal. 432 17 14 3
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Regions & Countries Props NR  Existing NHL New NHL Nomination or
Thematic Upgrade

Sub-Total: North Atlantic 356 39 11 13
Sub-Total: Mid-Atlantic 89 16 8 4
Sub-Total: Trans-Appal. 432 17 14 3

Sub-Total: Indian Props 840 65 6 20
Sub-Total: Euro-Indian 37 7 27 0
Total: Northeast 877 72 33 20

RESEARCH NEEDS AND QUESTIONS:

This theme study uses National Historic L.andmark thematic elements to frame nationally
significant areas of inquiry reflecting basic research needs and questions. Designated and
nominated properties that have yielded or have the potential to yield nationally significant
information of major scientific importance are listed on pages 273-286. Further information
detailing the research status of studies associated with each element may be found on pages
301-320:

Sub-Facet [.D.1.i: Native Adaptations to Northeastern Environments.
Facet 1.D.2: Establishing Intercultural Relations.

Sub-Facet 1.D.2.a: Trapping and Fishing for Newcomers.

Sub-Facet I.D.2.b: Whaling and other Maritime Activities.

Sub-Facet LD.2.c: Military Scouts.

Sub-Facet L.D.2.d: Guiding Explorers Across New Territories.
Sub-Facet 1.D.2.e: Defending Native Homelands.

Sub-Facet LD.2.f: Defending Native Religious Systems.

Sub-Facet LD.2.g: Introductions to Foreign Religious Systems.
Sub-Facet L.D.2.h: New Native Military Alliances.

Sub-Facet .D.2.i: Trade Relationships.

Sub-Facet LD.2.j: Cash Cropping.

Sub-Facet 1.D.2.k: Helping Foreigners Survive: Providing Food, Clothing, and

Shelter.
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 Facet I.D.3: Varieties of Early Conflict, Conguest, or Accommodation.
Sub-Facet 1.D.3.a: Transfer of Technology to Native People.
Sub-Facet 1.D.3.b: Forced and Voluntary Population Movements.
Sub-Facet 1.D.3.c: The New Demographics.
Sub-Facet 1.D.3.d: . Changing Settlement Types.
Facet LD.4: Native Contributions to the Development of the Nation’s |
Cultures.
Sub-Facet 1.D4.a: Transferring Native Technology to Newcomers,
Sub-Facet 1.D.4.b: Native Roles in Decorative and Fine Arts, Literature, and
: Music.
Sub-Facet 1.D.4.c: Native Roles in the Development of Humanism, the Social
Sciences, and the Law.
Sub-Facet L.D.4.d: Native Roles in the Changing Images of America.

KEY BIBLIOGRAPHIC REFERENCES:

Axtell, James .
1985 The Invasion Within: The Contest of Cultures in Colonial North America.
Oxford University Press, New York, N.Y.

Cronon, William
1983 Changes in the Land: Indians, Colonists, and the Ecology of New England,
Hill and Wang, New York, N.Y.

Dobyns, Henry
1983 Their Number Become Thinned: Native American Population Dynamics in
Eastern North America. University of Tennessee Press, Knoxville, Tenn.

Fitzhugh, William W.

1985 editor, Cultures in Contact: The European Impact on Native Cultural
Institutions in Eastern North America, A.D. 1000-1800, Smithsonian
Institution Press, Washington, D.C.,

Jennings, Francis
1975 The Invasion of America: Indians, Colonialism, and the Cant of Conquest.
University of North Carolina Press, N.C.

Spittal, W.G.
1990 editor, Iroquois Women: An Anthology. [rografts, Oshweken, Ont
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1987 Atlas of Great Lakes Indian History. University of Oklahoma Press, Norman,

Okla.

Toaoker, Elisabeth
1978 The Indians of the Northeast: A Critical Bibliography. Indiana University

Press, Bloomington, Ind.

Trigger, Bruce G.
1978 editor, Handbook of North American Indians 15: Northeast. Smithsonian

Institution Press, Washington, D.C.

Washburn, Wilcomb E.
1988 editor, Handbook of North American Indians 4: History of Indian-White

Relations. Smithsonian Institution Press, Washington, D.C,

RECOMMENDED PLANNING GOALS AND PRIORITIES

The following 11 goals represent a schematic framework reflecting steps necessary to
identify, evaluate, and designate cultural resources associated with historic contact in the
Northeast. Each of these goals is offered as a recommendations for future action by State
and Tribal Historic Preservation Offices, federal agencies, local governments, and other
agencies responsible for managing cultural resources. Goals and priorities are proposed for
the Northeast in general, its three constituent regions, each sub-region, and, where
appropriate, for each SHPO. It is hoped that federal, state, and local cultural resource
managers will employ these sugpested goals and priorities to develop new initiatives and
increase effectiveness of ongoing programs aimed at preserving and protecting historic
contact and other cultural resources.

Priorities presented below are ranked from the highest (Priority 1) to the lowest {(Priority
2) as follows:

Priority 1: Highest Priority-- Much remains to be done.
Priority 2: Medium Priority-- Some remains to be done.
Priority 3; Low Priority-- Much work already has been accomplished.
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GOAL 1I: COLLECTING INFORMATION STORED IN REPOSITORIES

Identification, collection, and organization of already pathered written, oral, and material
evidence stored in repositories is the necessary first step in any project. The quality, extent,
and accessibility of information sources bearing upon historic cantact in the Northeast varies
widely. Very little information is available on historic oral records and interviews recording
knowledge of modern native people, professional scholars, avocationalists, and others are
only just getting underway in some areas. Different kinds of written information present a
range of challenges and opportunities. Archeolog:cal or ethnographic field notes, for
example, largely remain in their author’s possession and are rarely available for public
examination even after the demise of their creators. Written sources directly documenting
16th-century events, for their part, are rare in the North and Middle Atlantic and non-
existent in Trans-Appalachia. And, although much has already been done, substantial
opportunities remain to scholars interested in bringing fresh perspectives and techniques to
the study of the vast corpus of records documenting 17th- and 18th-century relatlons
between natives and newcomers in the Northeast,

The priority list below shows that some form of systematic documentary, oral, or artifactual
information survey has been undertaken in every part of the project area. Although general
coverage has been most intensive in Trans-Appalachia, a great deal of work has been done
in most sub-regions within the North and Middle Atlantic regions. Most of this attention has
been directed towards European-Indian contact. Relatively little, by contrast, has yet been
done on relations between Indian and African American people or among various native
peoples themselves. Investigators also need to direct more attention towards currently
under-utilized collections and their documentation in public and private museums,
laboratories, and other repositories.

Priority 1:  Areas where little or no systematic collection of information contained in
publications, unpublished manuscripts and notes, laboratory and museum
collections, memories of professional scholars and avocationalists, or other
sources has yet been undertaken,

None
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Priority 2:  Systematic data collection efforts have been undertaken from two or more
information source types.

North Atlantic:

Maine Eastern Long Island
Western Abenaki Country Mahican Country
Eastern Massachusetts Dutch-Indian Contact
Narragansett Country French Indian Contact

Eastern Connecticut

Middle Atlantic:

Delaware Country Nottoway and Meherrin Valleys
Eastern Shore Susquehannocks in the Middle Atlantic
James and York Valleys Region

Trans-Appalachia:

Maryland and Virginia Uplands Appalachian Highlands

Priority 3: = Many or most sources have been systematically surveyed,

North Atlantic: Middle Atlantic:
Connecticut and Housatonic Valleys Potomac and Rappahannock Valleys
Munsee Country Indian-European Contact

Anglo-Indian Contact

Trans-Appalachia:

Mohawk Country ' Niagara Frontier and Portage Escarpment
Oneida Country Susquehanna Country
Onondaga Country Dutch-Indian Contact
Cayuga Country French-Indian Contact

Seneca Country Anglo-Indian Contact
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GOAL 2: FIELD SURVEY

Field surveys examining land surfaces and buried sub-surface deposits verify locations,
characteristics, and conditions of resources alluded to in written, cral, and other sources.
Reconnaissance-level surveys generally are preliminary explorations sampling very small parts
of relatively large areas. Intensive surveys, for their part, more closely examine particular
sites or lacales.

As listings below show, field surveys have been conducted in every region and s;inb-region
within the project area. Despite this fact, substantial areas remain unsurveyed everywhere
in the Northeast.

Priority 1:  Areas where little or no survey of any type has been undertaken.
None

Priority 2:  Areas where reconnaissance-level surveys have been undertaken and where
fewer than 20 percent of inventoried properties have been intensively

surveyed.
North Atlantic:
Eastern Massachusetts Eastern Long Island
Connecticut and Housatonic Valleys Mahican Country
Middle Atlantic: Trans-Appalachia:

Susquehannocks in the Middle Atlantic Appalachian Highlands

Priority 3:  Areas where reconnaissance-level surveys have been undertaken and where
more than 20 percent of inventoried properties have been intensively surveyed.

North Atlantic;

Maine Munsee Country
Western Abenaki Dutch-Indian Contact
Narragansett Country French-Indian Contact

Eastern Connecticut Anglo-Indian Contact
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Middle Atlantic:

Delaware Country James and York Valleys

Eastern Shore Nottoway and Meherrin Valleys

Potomac and Rappahannock Valleys Indian-European Contact
Trans-Appalachia:

Mohawk Country Niagara Frontier and Portage Escarpment

Oneida Country Susquehanna Country

Onondaga Country Maryland and Virginia Uplands

Cayuga Country European-Indian Contact

Seneca Country

GOAL 3: CONDITION ASSESSMENT

Resource integrity is a major requirement for designation and protection. As mentioned
earlier, the very nature of archeological resources often makes such determinations difficult.
The following lists noting the range and extent of existing records bearing upon the issue
indicate that substantial resources should be directed towards assessing property conditions
in every area of the Northeast,

Priority 1:  Little or no systematic condition assessment information.

None

Priority 2:  Largely incomplete or possibly superceded information,
North Atlantic:
Maine Mahican Country
Western Abenaki Country Munsee Country
Eastern Long Island
Middle Atlantic:

Delaware Country Susquehannocks in the Middle Atlantic
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Trans-Appalachia:

Oneida Country Niagara Frontier and Portage Escarpment
Onondaga Country Susquehanna Country
Cayuga Country Appalachian Highlands

Priority 3:  Relatively substantially complete and up-to-date systematic information

available,
North Atlantic:
Eastern Massachusetts Dutch-Indian Contact
Narragansett Country French-Indian Contact
Eastern Connecticut Anglo-Indian Contact

Connecticut and Housatonic Valleys
Middle Atlantic:

Eastern Shore Nottoway and Meherrin Valieys
Potomac and Rappahannock Valleys European-Indian Contact
James and York Valleys

Trans-Appalachia:

Mohawk Country Maryland and Virginia Uplands
Seneca Country European-Indian Contact

GOAL 4: SHPO MANUAL INVENTORY DEVELOPMENT

Every SHPO maintains an inventory of cultural resources within its state boundaries. Areas
and extent of coverage, data categories, and accessibility of these records vary considerably.
The lists below represent an impressionistic assessment derived during theme study
development of present abilities of SHPO files to expeditiously retrieve comprehensive
information on inventoried properties associated with historic contact. Accessibility is
variously determined by such constraints as condition and extent of indexing systems, visitor
access, ability to respond to phone or written data search requests, and funding variables.

Every SHPO was able to answer theme study research queries requesting information on
inventoried properties associated with historic contact.  Three SHPOs possessing small or
well-indexed files were able to directly respond by mail with comprehensive lists of
inventoried properties. Those SHPOs possessing larger or less well-indexed inventories
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required lengthy manual file searches by SHPO staff or visiting NPS personnel. Experience
gained during theme study development suggests that increasing effort should be directed
towards enhancing inventory files accessibility.

Priority 1:  Incomplete or totally inaccessible files.

None

Priority 2:  Substantially complete files for which accessibility could be improved.

Delaware New York
District of Columbia Pennsylvania
Maryland Vermont
Massachusetts Virginia

New Hampshire West Virginia
New Jersey

Priority 3: A generally complete and accessible system in place.

Connecticut
Maine
Rhode Island

GOAL 5: COMPUTERIZED SHPO INVENTORY DEVELOPMENT

Computers presently provide the quickest and most efficient means available to SHPOs to
access and update inventory files. Recognizing this fact, all SHPOs presently are utilizing
or contemplating adoption of computer systems. Only three SHPOs in the Northeast theme
study project area currently extensively utilize computerized inventories. Pennsylvania’s
Bureau of Historic Preservation currently is working to upgrade its database system and
complete entry of all manual files. New York, for its part, currently utilizes computerized
databases maintained by State Universities or individual scholars. And Massachusetts is
working towards completing data entry of existing manual inventory files.

Increased efforts should be made 1o find ways to assist SHPOs contemplating computerized
data inventory adoption and enhance the utility of computerized inventory systems currently
in use.



NE HISTORIC CONTACT NHL THEME STUDY
INTRODUCTION: PAGE i

Priority 1:  No computerized inventory exists.

Connecticut New Jersey
Delaware Rhode Island
District of Columbia Vermont
Maine Virginia
Maryland West Virginia

New Hampshire

Priority 2:  Under development or partially completed.

Massachusetts
New York
Pennsylvania

Priority 3;: Complete up-and-running system in place.

None

GOAL 6: SHPO HISTORIC CONTEXT PLANNING DOCUMENT DEVELOPMENT

Each SHPO is required to prepare statewide or regional historic contexts as part of its
comprehensive preservation planning effort. Most SHPOs have completed documents
dealing with resources from various prehistoric or later historic periods.  Five SHPOS in the
project area listed below have produced finished historic contexts for historic contact period
resources. Five others have published historic contexts for particular areas within their states
or are preparing statewide documents. The remaining four SHPOs continue to plan
preparation of historic contact period context documentation.

Priority 1: No document completed or under development.

District of Columbia ' Maryland
Connecticut New Hampshire

Priority 2: Document under development.
Maine Virginia

New York {some areas) West Virginia
Rhode Island
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Priority 3: Document complceted or being updated.

Delaware Pennsylvania
Massachusetts Vermont
New Jersey

GOAL 7: INTERDISCIPLINARY OVERVIEW SYNTHESIS DEVELOPMENT

Interdisciplinary studies synthesizing findings drawn from published and unpublished sources,
curated objects and other stored repository materials, field data, inventory listings, and other
sources provide crucial supporting documentation for planning documents. Some studies,
like Barry C. Kent’s "Susquehanna’s Indians" and Colin Calloway’s recently published survey
of Western Abenaki ethnohistory, effectively employ muli-disciplinary approaches combining
archeology, ethnography, and history 10 comprehensively examine entire areas and periods
(Calloway 1990; Kent 1984). Others, such as James Bradley’s "Evolution of the Onondaga
Iroquois: Accommodating Change, 1500-1655" (J. Bradley 1987a), use the same techniques
to intensively survey specific themes, time periods, or areas. As the almost total absence of
non-documentary sources in most articles published in the recent “History of Indian-White
Relations" volume of the “"Handbook of North American Indians” (Washburn 1988)
graphically shows, much remains to be done in this area.

Priority 1:  No up-to-date document available.
North Atlantic;

Eastern Massachusetts Mahican Country

Middle Atlantic:

Delaware Country Eastern Shore

Trans-Appalachia:

Oneida Country Appalachian Highlands
Maryland and Virginia Uplands
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Priority 2:  Document under development, in thesis form, or in manuscript.
North Atlantic:

Maine Munsee Country
Narragansett Country

Middle Atlantic:
Nottoway and Meherrin Valleys
Trans-Appalachia:

Mohawk Country

Priority 3:  Published -document available.

North Atlantic:

Western Abenaki Country Dutch-Indian Contact
Connecticut and Housatonic Valleys French-Indian Contact
Eastern Long Island Anglo-Indian Contact

Middle Atlantic:

Potomac and Rappahannock Valleys Susquehannocks in the Middle Atlantic
James and York Valieys Indian-European Relations

Trans-Appalachia:

Onondaga Country Niagara Frontier and Portage Escarpment
Cayuga Country . Susquehanna Country
Seneca Country European-Indian Contact

GOAL 8: THEMATIC YALUE REPRESENTATION

As utilized in this theme study, the NHL Thematic Framework represents a series of
nationally significant research questions. The following listings indicate the extent to which
already designated NHLs and properties herein nominated as NHLs address research
questions illuminating major aspects of historic contact in the Northeast.
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Nominated properties address many currently unrepresented or under-represented thematic
areas. Further efforts need to be made to identify and nominate properties illustrating
Native Adaptations to Northeastern Environments, maritime and religious sub-facets of
Establishing Intercultural Relations, and all sub-facets bearing upon Native Contributions
to the Development of the Nation’s Cultures.

Priority 1: Thematic values represented by two or less designated or nominated

properties.

Sub-Facet 1.D.2.b:

Sub-Facet L.D.2.f:
Facet 1.D.4:

Sub-Facet LD.4.a:
Sub-Facet 1.D.4.b:

Sub-Facet L.D.4.c:

Sub-Facet 1.D.4.d:

Sub-Facet 1.D.1.i;

Sub-Facet 1.D.2.b:

Sub-Facet I.D.2.f;
Facet 1.D.4:

Sub-Facet 1.D.4.a:
Sub-Facet [.D.4.b:

Sub-Facet 1.D.4.c:

Sub-Facet 1.D.4.d:

Sub-Facet 1.D.1.i:

Sub-Facet [.D.2.b:

Sub-Facet 1.D.2.f;
Facet 1.D.4:

North Atlantic:

Whaling and other Maritime Activities.

Defending Native Religious Systems.

Native Contributions to the Development of the Nation’s
Cultures.

Transferring Native Technology to Newcomers.

Native Roles in Decorative and Fine Arts, Literature, and
Music.

Native Roles in the Development of Humanism, the Social
Sciences, and the Law.

Native Roles in the Changing Images of America.

Middle Atlantic:

Native Adaptations to Northeastern Environments.

Whaling and other Maritime Activities.

Defending Native Religious Systems.

Native Contributions to the Development of the Nation’s
Cultures. '
Transferring Native Technology to Newcomers.

Native Roles in Decorative and Fine Arts, Literature, and
Music.

Native Roles in the Development of Humanism, the Social
Sciences, and the Law,

Native Roles in the Changing Images of America.

Trans-Appalachia:

Native Adaptations to Northeastern Environments.

Whaling and other Maritime Activities.

Defending Native Religious Systems.

Native Contributions to the Development of the Nation's
Cultures.



Sub-Facet I.D.4.a:
Sub-Facet 1.D.4.b:

Sub-Facet 1.D.4.c;

Sub-Facet [.D.4.d:
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Transferring Native Technology to Newcomers.

Native Roles in Decorative and Fine Arts, Literature, and
Music.

Native Roles in the Development of Humanism, the Social
Sciences, and the Law.

Native Roles in the Changing Images of America.

Priority 2: Thematic values represented by from two to five designated or nominated

properties.

Sub-Facet 1.D.2.g:

Sub-Facet [.D.2.g:

Sub-Facet LD.2.g:

North Atlantic:
Introductions to Foreign Religious Systems.
Middle Atlantic:
Introductions to Foreign Religious Systems.
Trans-Appalachia:

Introductions to Foreign Religious Systems.

Priority 3: Thematic values represented by six or more designated or nominated

properties.

Facet 1.D.2:

Sub-Facet 1.D.2.a:
Sub-Facet [.D.2.c:
Sub-Facet 1.D.2.d:
Sub-Facet 1.D.2.e:
Sub-Facet 1.D.2.h:
Sub-Facet 1.D.2.i:
Sub-Facet LD.2.j:
Sub-Facet 1.D.2.k:

Facet [.D.3:
Sub-Facet 1.D.3.a:

Sub-Facet 1.D.3.b;

North Atlantic:

Establishing Intercultural Relations.

Trapping and Fishing for Newcomers.

Military Scouts.

Guiding Explorers Across New Territories.

Defending Native Homelands.

New Native Military Alliances.

Trade Relutionships.

Cash Cropping.

Helping Foreigners Survive: Providing Food, Clothing, and
Shelter.

Varieties ot Early Conflict, Conquest, or Accommodation.
Transfer of Technology to Native People.

Forced and Voluntary Population Movements.



Sub-Facet LD.3.c:
Sub-Facet 1.D.3.d:

Facet 1.15.2:

Sub-Facet 1.D.2.a:
Sub-Facet 1.D.2.c:
Sub-Facet 1L.D.2.d:
Sub-Facet 1.D.2.e:
Sub-Facet 1.D.2.h:

Sub-Facet LD.2.1:
Sub-Facet L.D.2.:

Sub-Facet L.D.2.k:

Facet 1.D.3:

Sub-Facet [.D.3.a:
Sub-Facet I.D.3.b:
Sub-Facet I.D.3.c:
Sub-Facet 1.D.3.4:

Facet 1.D.2:

Sub-Facet 1.D.2.a:
Sub-Facet I.D.2.c:
Sub-Facet 1.D.2.d:
Sub-Facet 1.D.2.e:
Sub-Facet 1.D.2.h:

Sub-Facet 1.D.2.i:
Sub-Facet LD.2.j:

-Sub-Facet L.D.2.k:

Facet 1.D.3:

Sub-Facet 1.D.3.a:
Sub-Facet 1.D.3.b:
Sub-Facet 1.D.3.c:
Sub-Facet 1.D.3.d:
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The New Demographics.
Changing Settlement Types.

Middle Atlantic:

Establishing Intercultural Relations.
Trapping and Fishing for Newcomers.
Military Scouts.

Guiding Explorers Across New Territories.
Defending Native Homelands.

New Native Military Alliances.

Trade Relationships.

Cash Cropping.

“Helping Foreigners Survive: Providing Food, Clothing, and

Shelter.

Varieties of Early Conflict, Conquest, or Accommodation.
Transfer of Technology to Native People.

Forced and Voluntary Population Movements,

The New Demographics.

Changing Settlement Types.

Trans-Appalachia:

Establishing Intercultural Relations.

Trapping and Fishing for Newcomers.

Military Scouts.

Guiding Explorers Across New Territories.

Defending Native Homelands.

New Native Military Alliances.

Trade Relationships.

Cash Cropping.

Helping Foreigners Survive: Providing Food, Clothing, and
Shelter.

Varieties of Early Conflict, Conquest, or Accommodation.
Transfer of Technology to Native People.

Forced and Voluntary Population Movements,

The New Demographics.

Changing Settlement Types.
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GOAL 9: NOMINATING NATIONAL HISTORIC LANDMARKS IN NEW AREAS

Areas within which no designated NHLs associated with the Indian side of historic contact
existed at the beginning and during completion of this theme study have been considered
Priority 1 high nomination priority areas. Areas where only one property possessing
associations with historic contact had been previous designated as a NHL were considered
Priority 2 medium nomination priority regions. Priority 3 areas where two or more
properties possessing primary associations with Indian people during historic contact times
already had been designated as NHLs were considered low nomination priority regions.

As the Priority 3 listing below so emphatically shows, only a very few currently designated
NHL properties (such as Boughton Hill NHL} possess values primarily associated with the
Indian side of historic contact. Because of this fact, special efforts have been made to
increase recognition of all such properties in every Priority areas included in this theme
study.

Priority 1:  Areas containing no currently designated NHL.

North Atlantic:

Maine _ Eastern Connecticut
Western Abenaki Country Eastern Long Island
Eastern Massachusetts Dutch-Indian Contact

Narragansett Country
Middle Atlantic:

Eastern Shore Susquehannocks in the Middle Atlantic
Nottoway and Meherrin Valleys

Trans-Appalachia:
Onondaga Country Susquehanna Country

Cayuga Country Maryland and Virginia Uplands
Niagara Frontier and Portage Escarpment Appalachian Highlands
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Priority 2:  Areas containing one currently designated NHL.
North Atlantic:

Connecticut and Housatonic Valleys Munsee Country
Mahican Country

Middle Atlantic:
Delaware Country
Potomac and Rappahannock Valleys
James and York Valleys
Trans-Appalachia:

Seneca Country

THEME STUDY
PAGE oouwiii

Priority 3:  Areas with two or more currently designated NHL properties.

North Atlantic:

French-Indian Contact Anglo-Indian Contact

Middle Atlantic:

European-Indian Contact

Trans-Appalachia:

European-Indian Contact
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GOAL 10: AREAS STILL IN' NEED OF NATIONAL HISTORIC LANDMARK
REPRESENTATION

Priority 1 areas represent sub-regions where no property associated with historic contact has
‘been or is projected to be nominated as a NHL. Priority 2 areas contain only one NHL
property associated with historic contact. Two or more NHLs are present in Priority 3 areas.
Extremely well documented intact properties located in Priority 1 areas, like the Fort Hill
site in Western Abenaki Country, should be proposed for designation pending removal of
existing nomination impediments. Other Priority 1 areas should be surveyed to identify and
develop documentation sufficient to evaluate potentially nationally significant properties as
future NHLs. Further study also should be undertaken to identify additional associated
resources, increase overall designation numbers, and enhance NHL thematic representation
in Priority 2 and 3 areas.
Priority 1: = Areas where no property has been or is projected to be nominated as a NHL.
North Atlantic:

Western Abenaki Country

Middle Atlantic:

Nottoway and Meherrin Valleys Susquehannocks in the Middle Atlantic

Trans-Appalachia:

Oneida Country Niagara Frontier and Portage Escarpment
Onondaga Country Maryland and Virginia Uplands
Cayupa Country Appalachian Highlands

Priority 2:  Areas containing one property designated or nominated as a NHL.
North Atlantic:

Eastern Massachusetts Eastern Long Island
Narragansett Country
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Middle Atlantic:

Eastern Shore European-Indian Contact
James and York Valleys

Trans-Appalachia:

Mohawk Country Susquehanna Country

Priority 3:  Areas containing two or more properties designated or nominated as NHLs,

North Atlantic:

Maine _ Dutch-Indian Contact
Eastern Connecticut French-Indian Contact
Mahican Country Anglo-Indian Contact

Munsee Country

Middle Atlantic:

Potomac and Rappahannock Valleys

Trans-Appalachia:

European-Indian Contact

GOAL 11: NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES DESIGNATION

National Register studies provide the crucial basic level of identification and evaluation
documentation necessary for managing cultural resources. Figures listed below do not
represent exactly comparable enumerations. Several NR Districts contain large numbers of
contributing properties while large numbers of individual sites may be long destroyed or be
little more than small artifact scatters. These figures therefore represent approximations
suggestive of broad designation patterns.
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Priority 1:  Less than 10 percent of inventoried properties are listed or have been studied
for listing or eligibility.

North Atlantic:

Western Abenaki Country Munsee Country
Eastern Massachusetts Dutch-Indian Contact
Mahican Country French-Indian Contact

Middle Atlantic:
Delaware Country Susquehannocks in the Middle Atlantic

Trans-Appalachia:

Mohawk Country Susquehanna Country (excluding
Onondaga Country Susquehannocks)

Cayuga Country Maryland and Virginia Uplands
Seneca Country Appalachian Highlands

Niagara Frontier and Portage Escarpment European-Indian Contact

Priority 2: From 10 to 50 percent of inventoried properties are listed or have been
studied for listing or eligibility.

North Atlantic:

Maine Eastern Connecticut
Narragansett Country Anglo-Indian Contact

Middle Atiantic:
Eastern Shore Nottoway and Meherrin Valleys
Potomac and Rappahannock Valleys European-Indian Contact
James and York Valleys

Trans-Appalachia:

Susquehanna Country (Susquéhannocks Only)
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Priority 3: More than 50 percent of inventoried properties are listed or have been studied
for listing or eligibility.

None

It is further recommended that all SHPOs and other agencies coordi-
nate results of historic contact period historic context planming
findings to broaden management process integration by developing or
enhancing effectiveness aof public awareness initiatives, regulatory
preservation mechanisms, cooperative preservation partnership efforts,
and other cultural resource management tools and procedures.
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NORTHEAST HISTORICCONTACTNHLTHEME STUDY DATA REQUIREMENTS:

Properties proposed for NHL designation must:

L

2

have landowner nomination consent.

possess intact deposits associated with praperty types that have yielded or are capable
of yielding information sufficient to identify:

- A, period or periods of occupation or utilization.

and

B. sociocultural affiliations of site occupants.

and

C. site functions.,

Properties possessing these attributes should yield or possess the potential to yield
information capable of:

Py s o

o

establishing site activity scheduling,

revealing intrasite variability.

identifying relationships with other locales or communities.

revealing environmental information.

representing thematic values presently not represented or under-represented in the
NHL thematic framework.

representing cultures not presently represented or under-represented 2s NHLs or as
properties within existing NPS system units.
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NOMINATED NHL PROPERTIES AND THEIR SPONSORS:

Information provided by belowlisted sponsors has shown that the following
properties possess values satisfying Northeast Historic Contact NHL Theme

Study Data Requirements:

Byrd Leibhart, PA

Camden NHL, VA
Chicone, MD
Cocumscussoc, RI
Cushnoc, ME

Fort Corchaug, NY

Fort Orange, NY

Fort Shantok, CT
Mashantucket Pequot Reservation, CT
Minisink, NJ

Mohawk Upper Castle, NY
Nauset, MA

Norridgewock, ME

Old Fort Niagara NHL, NY
Pamunkey Indian Reservation, VA
Pemaquid, ME

Pentagoet, ME

St. Mary’s City NHL, MD
Schuyler Flatts, NY

Ward’s Point, NY

Barry C. Kent

Vir. Department of Historic Resources
Richard B. Hughes '

Patricia Rubertone

Leon Cranmer

Ralph S. Solecki and Lorraine E. Williams
Paul R. Huey

Lorraine E. Williarus and Kevin A. McBride
Kevin A. McBride

Herbert C. Kraft

Dean R. Snow

Francis P. McManamon

Bruce J. Bourque, Ellen R. Cowie, and
James B. Petersen

Douglas Knight and Patricia Kay Scott
Vir. Department of Historic Resources
Robert L. Bradley

Alaric Fauikner

Henry M. Miller

Paul R. Huey

Jerome Jacobson



NE HISTORIC CONTACT NHL THEME STUDY
INTRODUCTION: PAGE 1

A. Name of Multiple Property Listing

NATIONAL HISTORIC LANDMARK THEME STUDY: HISTORIC CONTACT-
EARLY RELATIONS BETWEEN INDIANS AND COLONISTS IN NORTH-
EASTERN NORTH AMERICA, 1524-1783.

B. Associated Historic Contexts

HISTORIC CONTACT BETWEEN INDIANS AND COLONISTS
IN THE NORTH ATLANTIC REGION, 1524-1783.

HISTORIC CONTACT BETWEEN INDIANS AND COLONISTS
IN THE MIDDLE ATLANTIC REGION, 1524-1783.

HISTORIC CONTACT BETWEEN INDIANS AND COLONISTS
IN THE TRANS-APPALACHIAN REGION, 1524-1783.

14 Geographical Data

Historic contexts developed in this National Historic Landmark (NHL) theme study Multiple
Property Documentation Form (MPDF) identify, evaluate, nominate, and recommend
treatments for cultural resources associated with the earliest phases of contact between
Indian people sharing broadly similar cultural traditions and people of European and African
descent within the present northeastern quarter of the United States from 1524 to 1783,
This area includes the following states:

Connecticut Ohio

Delaware Pennsylvania
New York Rhode Istand
Maine Vermont
Maryland Virginia
Massachusetts Washington, DC
New Hampshire West Virginia
New Jersey

All of these states are located within the National Park Service (NPS) Archeological Assis-
tance Division (AAD) Mid-Atlantic Region (MARO) service area. As many as 250,000
Algonquian, Iroquoian, or Siouian-speaking descendants of people who had first come to
North Atlantic shores at least 11 millennia earlier were living on lands currently within these
state boundaries when Western Europeans began sailing to the area with some regularity
during the last decade of the 15th-century. Although these people belonged to different
social, political, and cultural groups, all used broadly similar types of stone tools, clay pots,
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and other domestically produced implements and weapons to feed, shelter, and cloth
themselves and their families. Many of the tools and techniques they employed to hunt, fish,
and forage had been in use in the Northeast in one form or another for thousands of years.
Other developments, such as corn, bean, squash, and tobacco cultivation and the bow and
arrow, were more recent innovations probably first introduced into the area sometime during
the Late Woodland period between 1,100 and 500 years ago.

Although earlier contacts may have occurred, Indian people living along what is now the-
Nartheastern coast of the United States first began meeting large numbers of Western
European mariners from Spain, Portugal, France, England, the Low Countries, and
Scandinavia during the 16th-century. The affects of these encounters ultimately were felt
throughout the Northeast and the rest of North America. While several Europeans made
attempts to colonize the coast during the 1500s, none succeeded in establishing permanent
settlements until the following century. Taking advantage of new developments in sail, ship,
and gun technology, these newcomers located their largest settlements around Massachusetts
Bay, the Connecticut River valley, the lower reaches of the Hudson and Delaware Rivers,
and Chesapeake Bay. Expanding outward from these centers, they struggled with Indian
people and each other for survival and supremacy throughout the remaining years of the
colonial era. During this time, colonial population in the Northeast rose from nothing to
nearly 2,500,000 (including 500,000 people of African origin) as Indian population dropped
as much as 90% below its pre-contact level. Although relations between natives and
newcomers continue to the present day, the initial phases of historic contact in much of the
Northeast ended in 1783 when colonists winning their own independence from Great Britain
began to assert savereignty over all Indians within lands claimed by the new republic.

E. Statement of Historic Contexts
INTRODUCTION
THE PURPOSE AND FUNCTION OF THIS THEME STUDY

The three historic contexts developed in this National Historic Landmark theme study survey
archeological, documentary, documented oral, and other physical evidence to identify,
evaluate, and designate or thematically upgrade properties in three regions of the Northeast
associated with the earliest phases of historic contact between Indians, Europeans, and
Africans in the Northeastern United States from 1524 to 1783, Published and unpublished
sources in each region have been reviewed 1o assess the current state of knowledge on the
subject. Sub-regional areas were identified on the basis of regularities and differences
disclosed during this initial survey. Data summaries and inventories of properties containing
resources clearly assocliated with historic contact were then developed for each of these sub-
regions.
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Information presented in this document has been collected from archival and archeological
sources. Readers accordingly will find extensive treatments of settlement patterns, artifact
types, and other more tangible aspects of culture contact in these pages. No single
theoretical approach or interpretive framework has guided theme study research or
development. Scholars such as Edward H. Spicer (1961), Eleanor Burke Leacock and
Nancy Oestreich Lurie (1988), and Edward M. Larrabee (1976) have developed systematic
frameworks to organize and ¢xplain regularities and differences in contact phenomena.
Investigators like Mark Ieone (Leone and Potter 1988), Patricia Rubertone (1990), and
others are looking into the ramifications of meaning, trade, adaptation, gender, ethnicity,
inequatity, and other less tangible aspects of contact. All such syntheses and hypothetical
reconstructions presently are subjects of intense discussion and debate in the scholarly
community. Because of this fact, theoretical and methodological considerations illuminate
but do not delimit the information that foliows.

This document is the first NHL theme study to develop regional comprehensive preservation
planning historic contexts. It is also the first theme study to use the National Register of
Historic Place’s recently developed Muitiple Property Documentation Form. Using both
frameworks to expand the scope of traditional NHL theme studies, this document combines
NHL evaluation criteria with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for
Archeology and Historic Preservation (National Park Service 1983) to identify, evaluate, and
nominate or thematically upgrade the following 20 properties:

The Byrd Leibhart Site, Pennsylvania.

Camden NHL, Virginia.

The Chicone Site, Maryland.

The Cocumscussoc Site, Rhode Island.

The Cushnoc Site, Maine.

Fort Corchaug, New York.

For: Orange Site, New York.

Fort Shantok, Connecticut.

Mashantucket Pequot Reservation Archeological District, Connecticut.
The Minisink Site, New Jersey.

The Mohawk Upper Castle Site, New York.

Nauset Archeological District, Massachusetts.

The Norridgewock Archeological District, Maine.,

Old Fort Niagara NHL, New York.

Pamunkey Indian Reservation Archaeological District, Virginia.
Pemaquid Archacological Site, Maine.

Pentagoet Archeological District, Maine.

St. Mary’s City Historical District NHL, Maryland.

The Schuyler Flatts Site, New Yark.

The Ward’s Point Site, New York.
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Identified during historic context development, each of these properties has been shown 10
meet National Historic Landmark program evaluation criteria by possessing intact deposits
associated with property types that have yielded or are capable of yielding information
sufficient to identify period or periads of occupation or utilization, sociocultural affiliations
of site occupants, and site function. Non-contributing properties associated with other NHL
thematic elements in nominated resources are noted and recommended for future study.
Nominated with the consent of their landowners, each of these properties also has been
found to yield or possess the potential to yield information capable of:

1- establishing site activity scheduling through the preservation of features or in
situ deposits containing animal remains, plant remains, or artifacts capable of
revealing when and how often sites were accupied or used.

2- revealing intrasite variability distinguishing specific activity areas such as
cooking hearths, storage or refuse pits, house or fortification post mold
patterns, or other features or deposits enabling archeologists to determine how
and for what reasons sites were occupied or used.

3- identifying relationships with other locales or cominunities through the
presence of exotic artifacts or features.

4- revealing environmental information through pollen or soil samples, faunal or
floral remains, and other direct sources or indirect sources such as site
location and property type.

S5- representing thematic values presently not represented or under-represented
in the NHL thematic framework :

6- representing cultures not presently represented or under-represented as NHLs
or as properties within existing NPS system units,

Information associated with each of these variables is presented within appropriate NHL
thematic framework elements (see below) and summarized in data requirement grids located
in Section 8 of each individual nomination form.

Theme studjes gather, synthesize, and present data bearing upon nationally significant
aspects of American culture and history. Representing important scholarly contributions
in their own right, them studies traditionally have primarily served as National Historic
Landmark property designation vehicles. As a result, few theme studies have found wider
audiences after fulfilling their immediate objectives. This situation is changing. In recent
years, the NPS has placed increased emphasis on making research findings available to wider
publics. Inspired by this initiative, the present theme study uses standardized MPDF and
comprehensive preservation planning historic context formats to help other federal agencies,
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state, local, and tribal governments, scholars, and others adopt or adapt theme study
research.

States, local municipalities, and tribal governments may use information contained in this
theme study to develop historic contexts of their own. Agencies managing resources in
multi-state service areas such as the National Forest Service and the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers also may employ theme study findings to develop their own planning goals and
priorities for particular properties or larger administrative areas. Finally, information in this
document can be used to propose nomination of other properties.associated with historic
contact in the Northeast to local, state, and National Registers of Historic Places, as new
National Historic Landmarks, or as World Heritage Sites.

HISTORIC CONTACT IN THE NORTHEAST

The 1992 Columbian Quincentenary reminds us that few events have influenced the course
of history more than contact between the people of two Old Worlds begun in modern times
in 1492. Although memorial observances are important events in themselves, they should
do more than commemorate important occurrences. Studies of contact inspired by
commemorative activities create opportunities to increase insight into all relations between
strangers. Perhaps no where else has the challenge of contact been more extensively docu-
mented or better exemplified than in the history of the encounter between Indians,
Europeans, and Africans in the Northeastern Woodlands of North America, Deeper
appreciation of the causes and consequences of this encounter can lead to fuller understand-
ing of contact in the Northeast, illuminate aspects of contact encounters in other places and
at other times, and, by so doing, kindle greater awareness and appreciation of subtleties and
complexities inherent in all contacts between people.

People, it seems, have always been fascinated by contact. The very idea of it conjures up
images of exotic places, curious customs, and historic events. Perhaps the source of this
fascination lies in the fact that, at its most basic level, contact is the story of encounters
between strangers. Everyone knows about strangers, No matter what they do or how they
do it, strangers are different. Strangers represent the uncertainties inherent in any contact
with the unknown or unfathomable. Regarded as fascinating foreigners, dreaded as
fearsome outsiders, or looked down on as inferiors, they are nearly always thought of as
aliens somehow different from family or friends.

People nevertheless need strangers. Allies or adversaries, they provide otherwise un-
obtainable goods and services. Basic human institutions such as trade, diplomacy, marriage,
and war all trace their origins to the common human need to deal with such people.
Although everyone deals with strangers in different ways, all people try to get what they
want while avoiding whatever is thought or felt to be dangerous or undesirable.
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No matter how much we come to depend upon strangers or how familiar they become, we
can never entirely be sure that they think about or feel things in quite the same ways we do.
Recognizing the fact that no two people perfectly understand one another, anthropologist
Marshall Sahlins has used the expression "creative misunderstanding” to characterize
relationships between strangers meeting each other’s expectations for often entirely different
reasons (Sahlins 1981).

Contact with people one can only creatively misunderstand can arouse strong emations.
PeOpic sometimes deal with such emotions by trying to drive away, dominate, or destroy
strangers. At other times, people work to turn outsiders into family and friends. Rituals,
such as modern World-System diplomatic protocols or the wampum exchanges and Calumet
dances used throughout the Northeast during historic contact times, are meant to lessen
tensions somewhat by orchestrating and controlling meetings between strangers in orderly
expectable ways. Rituals are not always used to regulate contacts. Some people try to avoid
all contacts. Others, such as Centra) African Mbuti tribesfolk who reputedly openly receive
all visitors as friends and family, choase to dispense with formalities altogether.

No matter how they are regulated, most contacts between strangers are indirect. In their
most extreme form, they can occur as some form of "blind barter" in which trade partners
never meet one another face-to-face. Most peaple, however, conduct business with strangers
through special intermediaries thought to possess unusual powers or abilities (Helms 1988).
Specialists skilled in dealing with strangers exist in every society. Called "cultural boundary
role players" by anthropologist Fredrik Barth, such people serve as brokers managing often
volatile and always uncertain relationships between strangers meeting at cultural, socxo-
political, or other borders (Barth 1969).

Whether contacts occur in face-to-face meetings or as indirect transactions knowingly or
unknowingly brokered by intermediaries, all encounters between strangers move ideas,
people, and things across cultural divides. Words usually used to characterize such
movements, like trade, exchange, or war, are imprecise approximations rarely conveying their
full meanings or implications. Coercive or compulsary exchanges, for example, may more
closely resemble war or taxation than trade. Locations, compositions, and boundaries. of
groups involved in exchanges, moreover, frequently can change. Al of these factors further
rarely are seen the same way by different people. Because of these facts, the consequences
of contact are neither predictable nor controllable. Under certain conditions, introduced
ideas, materials, or technologies may revolutionize sacieties and overturn established orders.
Under others, contact seems to merely reaffirm people’s most cherished notions of
themselves and their place in the world. No matter what their causes or consequences,
people everywhere struggle 1o reap what they regard as the benefits of contact while
avoiding what they feel are its hazards or drawbacks.

The story of historic contact between Indians and colonists in Northeastern North America
has its own inherent fascination. As geographer David Lowenthal reminds us, other times
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fascinate as much as other people and places (Lowenthal 1985). Fewer regions of the world
have seen greater numbers of strangers in contact with one another in more places at one
time than in Northeastern North America between 1524 and 1783. Small wonder, then, that
people everywhere have been fascinated by stories of contact in the Northeast since word
of the first European voyages to places like Canada, New England, and Virginia spread
throughout the Eastern and Western hemispheres.

Indian people generally have regarded the story of contact as parable and prelude. Drawing
from their own traditions, many Indian commentators have seen enduring themes of conflict
and cooperation enacted in contact events. Nearly all trace the origin of present conditions
to contacts beginning 500 years ago. Drawing similar conclustons from their own cuitural
perspectives, newcomers generally have contemplated contact history from romantic or
rationalist points of view. Romantics have viewed the Northeast as a stage where struggles
between noble savages and heroic pioneers like the mythical Chingachgook and Hawkeye
or real people such as Pocahontas and John Smith or Metacomet (more widely known as
King Philip) and Benjamin Church, have been played out against a dramatic backdrop of
unspoiled natural splendor and international intrigue. As archeologist Bruce T. Trigger
notes, present-day romantics tending to idealize Northeastern and other Indian people as
natural ecologists or members of preferable types of society admire what they regard as their
superior social, political, economic, and metaphysical understandings. Often regarding
Indian cultures as ineffably different from their own, such people also frequently mystify
their Jifeways as unique and not fully comprehensible in any but their own terms (Trigger
1991).

Rationalists, for their part, also have long played their role in shaping our view of contact
in the Northeast. Ambitious entrepreneurs like William Penn and hard-headed imperial
expansionists such as Sir William Johnson regarded the land and its peaple as exploitable
resources presenting opportunities for unlimited growth and development. Pamphieteers
have flooded newsstands and mailboxes with promotional brochures touting the value of
Northeastern real estate since earliest colonial times. More recent rationalist scholars have
sought to explain the causes and conseguences of contact between natives and newcomers
by weighing impacts of economic, social, political, and other influences on people and land
(Trigger 1951).

The general dimensions of contact in the Northeast, mutual discovery, conflict, accommoda-
tion, the military and political subjugation of Indian people, and their continuing struggle to
preserve their cultures and traditions, are widely-known and extensively documented
(Leacock and Lurie 1988; Trigger [978z; Washburn 1988).  Although most people
appreciate the complexities of this encounter, many people today regard contact between
Indian, European, and African people in the Northeast as an invasion of the western
hemisphere by people primarily from Europe (Jennings 1975). Northeastern contact
certainly can be understood as a devastating onslaught mounted on a continental scale
{(Jennings 1975). Europeans first arrived uninvited to the region’s shores during the last
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decade of the 15th-century. Conflict subsequently dominated aspects of most relations
between natives and newcomers as both struggled for survival and sovereignty during the
next 300 years. The initial phase of this struggle finally ended when rebellious Americans
wrested contro) of the region from Great Britain at the end of the War of Independence in
1783. By then, most surviving native people were dispossessed by newcomers from all but
the poorest of their lands. Denied representation in new American legislatures and forced
to accept unasked-for and frequently meager protections of American Jaw, most Northeast-
ern native people had to acquiesce to the realities of life with foreign strangers or move.

Seen from the vantage point of the present-day, the defeat and dispossession of Northeast-
ern Indians by European invaders appears as an inevitable and unavoidable outcome of
inexorable historical processes. Possessing seemingly superior tools and weapons and
inadvertently aided by and occasionally deliberately employing new diseases, newcomers
settling along the Atlantic seaboard achieved overwhelming numerical superiority over
neighboring Indian people by 1700. By the time the new American republic won its
independence from Great Britain 83 years later, nearly two and a half million newcomers
controlled most of the Northeast. More than 1,800,000 of these settlers were Europeans.
The rest, numbering more than 500,000 individuals, were people of African ancestry
{(McCusker and Menard 1985). Total Northeastern Indian numbers, by contrast, had
dwindled from more than a quarter of a million people to less than 50,000 during the same
period. Thousands of people of mixed parentage born to unions between Indians and
people of European or African descent, for their part, became members of existing
communities or formed small multi-racial or multi-cultural enclaves of their own.

A closer look at records of the time shows that the outcome of early contacts in the
Northeast was neither irrevocable nor inevitable. Instead, contemporary documents reveal
that people then as now rarely took the future for granted. Although nearly all recorded
expressions of Indian opinion reflect feelings of anger, apprehension, or apprebation, native
people confronting military, cuitural, and pathogenic invasions probably tried to hope for the
best as they prepared for the worst. While most newcomers generally expressed confidence
and assuredness in their writings, experience showed even the maost optimistic settler that
many of their perceived advantages were more apparent than real.

Impelled onward by vigorous political ideologies and compelling spiritual beliefs, most
Jooked to their numbers, iron axes and plows, and newly-developed guns, sails, and ships to
overcome the land and its original inhabitants. No matter how strong their belief in
themselves and their tools, most ultimately had to adjust to prevailing conditions.  And,
although they belonged to societies reckoning populations in the millions, settlers trying to
colonize Indian lands neither instantly nor invariably cutnumbered native people. Although
they subsequently achjeved preponderance along a narrow strip of Atlantic coastline by the
middle years of the 1600s, they did not enjoy numerical superiority everywhere in the region.
People of African origin became majority populations in many parts of Chesapeake country
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during colonial times. Farther west beyond the Appalachians, native people overwhelmingly
outnumbered newcomers up unti! the end of the American War of Independence.

No matter what their numbers were, Indian people possessed their own considerable
resources in the contact encounter. First and faremost, nearly every Indian community
maintained the ability to feed, cloth, and shelter its members throughout the contact period.
Most, moreover, maintained consensual forms of governance responsive o their wants and
needs. Indian leaders skilled in consensual politics struggled to preserve the health and
welfare of their people by cannily bargaining with strangers and by playing foreign rivals off
against one another. Civil chiefs schooled in the skills of forest diplomacy, such as the
Powhatan paramount werowance Wahunsunacock, the Eastern Abenaki chief Madock-
awando, Hackensack sachem Oratam, and noted Onondaga orator-dipiomats Daniel
Garacontie and Teganissorens, tried to secure advantages for themselves and their peopie
while stemming the tide of calonial expansion. Striving for peace, they continually reminded
strangers that their warriors and military leaders could be formidable adversaries in battle.
And when more peaceable expedients failed, war chiefs such as Pontiac and Joseph Brant
led warriors using weapons and tactics adapted to the conditions of forest warfare in combat
with their enemies.

Like newcomers, Indian people also were able 1o draw upon considerable spiritual resources.
Most continued to honor the ways of their ancestors during the first centuries of contact.
As things changed, prophetic reformers, such as the Delaware prophet Neolin, and native
missionaries such as Presbyterian Mohegan minister Samson Occom, recast old beliefs or
brought promises of new religions to embattled believers.

Even in defeat, with prophets discredited and leaders killed or compromised, many Indian
people were able to avoid domination or destruction by moving away to places beyond the
limits of colonial settlement. Settling among other Indian people or establishing expatriate
communities of their own in places like northern New England, the Ohio Valley, and the
Great Lakes, many exiled native Northeasterners continued to resist foreign attempts to
dominate, destroy, or drive them away for decades after the War of Independence ended.

Unable to completely determine the scope or impact of contact developments, natives and
newcomers alike struggled to adapt themselves to changing and uncertain conditions
(Kupperman 198(0; Morrison 1984). Forced to adjust to the realities of their situation,
Indians, Europeans, and Africans continually moved tools, goods, and ideas back and forth
across cuitural divides criss-crossing the region. As they moved, many of these things came
to be used in new, different, and unforeseen ways while others found similar employment
everywhere. In these and other ways, contact between these people released a stream of
ideas, products, and people that continues to flow back and forth undiminished across the
Atlantic Ocean. Whether it is seen as an invasion or a case-study in symbiotic relationships,
this "Columbian Exchange” transformed the world as it brought people on both sides of the
Atlantic into a wider world than any known by their ancestors (Crosby 1972 and 1986).
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UNDERSTANDING NORTHEASTERN CONTACT

As mentioned earlier, the national significance of the story of this encounter is well known
and widely appreciated. Scholars sifting through masses of written, architectural,
ethnographic, archeological, and other evidence have studied nearly every aspect of contact.
Results of recent research have been particularly productive. Despite these efforts, the
overall record of contact in the region remains tantalizingly incomplete. Most physical
evidence consists of scattered and often enigmatic archeological or written materials. Much
oral tradition remains uncollected or unstudied. Much of the record of contact has not
survived intact to the present day. What has survived often is inadequately surveyed or
incompletely analyzed.

These problems are not unique to contact studies. Researchers investigating the past always
face formidable obstacles. Archeologists dedicated to finding and interpreting physical
evidence joining events to their locales and dates of occurrence, for example, continually
labor to extract additional information from already known sites while working 1o find and
protect new resources. Ethnohistorians trying to deal with incomplete or inconsistent bodies
of documentation work to overcome the limitations of time, space, and interpretive
viewpoint. To complicate matters further, investigators working in one fieid often refrain
from crossing disciplinary lines. Even when they do, few agree on findings of fact or
interpretation.

People trying to understand relations between natives and newcomers in the Northeast face
particularly vexing challenges. Investigators working to bridge cultural and chronological
gaps separating our time from the colonial past rarely agree on matters of chronology,
geography, or interpretation. Most are keenly aware that the volatile nature of contact
events led conditions to change in considerable and often unexpected ways. As mentioned
earlier, scholars limited by the fragmentary nature of surviving resources and inspired by
differing theoretical, cultural, and personal viewpoints have not yet been able to agree on
any single interpretative or organizational scheme. Many investigators, for example, accept
the proposition that the end of the American War for Independence marks the close of the
earliest phases of historic contact in most parts of the Northeast. Few, by contrast, agree
on when or where contact began. Some writers believe that contact began with ancient
arrivals of Celts, Iberians, Africans, or other outlanders to American shores. Others trace
contact to the time of the first Norse voyages nearly 1,000 years ago. Although these and
other views have many adherents, most people presently think that the modern historic
contact period began when Spanish, Portuguese, Basque, French, and English sailors began
traveling to the Northeastern coast during the 1490s.

While the exact beginnings of contact remain unclear, the consequences of the "Columbian
Exchange” are well known. Contact changed very nearly every aspect of life in the North
Atlantic world. Collectively, these changes represented only the most recent of a long chain
of events that had transformed life on both sides of the Atlantic in revolutionary ways since
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the 14th-century. These changes neither accurred overnight nor did they unfold in orderly
predictable ways. Instead, they were the results of complex processes whose impacts were
felt in different ways by different people at various times and places.

This does not mean that all changes were random. Archeological evidence indicates that
Indian life throughout ail but the northernmost reaches of the region began to focus around
unprecedentedly larger and more centralized settlements as Europeans moved towards the
Renaissance during the 14th and 15th centuries. Most of these people began crafting new
and distinctive forms of pottery, stone tools, and shell ornaments as they produced more
substantial crops of corn, beans, and squash. Other evidence suggests increasing incidences
of trade, warfare, and migration throughout much of the region as explorers sailing for newly
emergent European nations begin to chart Atlantic shores during the 1500s. Written records
chronicling the early decades of the 1600s corroborate archeological evidence attesting to
intensifications of these and other developments as Europeans managed to establish their
first successful permanent footholds along the Atlantic seaboard.

Archeological remains, written documents, and oral traditions show that Northeastern Indian
people adopting European imports gradually shifted production from stone toals, clay pots,
and other traditional manufactures to trade commodities such as beaver pelts and wampum
shell beads as the 17th-century wore on. Adoption of European manufactures gradually
turned to dependence as native people abandoning ancestral skills found themselves
unwilling or unable to live without foreign goods. Ironically, most Northeastern Indian
people ultimately became dependent upon imports at the same time settiers struggling to
reduce their own dependence on home country markets freed themselves from direct
European political control by 1783.

These changes occurred as demographic shifts of unprecedented size and scope transfigured
the Atlantic community. The already mentioned movement of millions of Europeans and
Africans to the Northeast was part of a more massive series of migrations that began on or
about the time of the first trans-Atlantic contacts. Epidemic contagions spread by migrants
killed hundreds of thousands of people on both sides of the Atlantic. Bubonic plague from
Asia joined with syphilis and other Western Hemisphere diseases to ravage Western Europe
while Indian peopie struck by smallpox, measles, and other new maladies against which they
had no natural immunities sickened and died in unnumbered thousands (Crosby 1969;
Dobyns 1983; Elting and Starna 1984; McNeill 1976; Ramenofsky 1987, Snow and Lanphear
1988; Spiess and Spiess 1987).

Countless thousands more were killed on both sides of the Atlantic in wars whose ferocity
rose as technical, logistical, and tactical developments made violence a more efficient and
lethal business. In Eurcpe, struggles such as the Thirty Years War, which caused the deaths
of as much as two-thirds of the entire German Rhineland population between 1618 and
1648, devastated entire regions. During the same period, colonists all but obliterated the
Pequots of Connecticut and the Powhatans in Virginia as warriors of the Iroquois League
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of Five Nations depopulated much of the country surrounding their central New York
homeland.

Although nations like the Iroquois were able to maintain their numbers for a time through
wholesale adoptions of foreign tribesfolk and other means, Indian communities generally
were not able to replace population losses as quickly as Europeans. No Indian community
could draw upon the vast numbers of potential migrants available to the colonizing powers.
Colonists settling along the Northeastern coast took advantage of this situation by
establishing many of their first settlements on recently depopulated Indian lands. Chroni-
cling this process, Francis Jennings has shown that while colonists naturally regarded the
sparsely inhabited territories they moved to as "Virgin Land,” they actually were settling
upon newly desolated "Widowed Lands” (Jennings 1975).

Wherever they moved, newcomers struggled with Indians and each other for land and what
it provided. Indian communities such as the Mohawks and other iroquois nations anxious
to maintain secure borders and adequate sources of supplies created buffer-zones around
their heartlands by driving away or incorporating neighboring tribes. No less concerned with
political and economic security, provincial authorities tried to obtain all the territory they
could acquire. Many colonists used force against Indians and each other to seize land.
Contending colonial administrators bickered over provincial boundaries and spheres of
influence while their mother countries fought one another for control of the continent.
Indian people uitimately were unable to avoid being embroiled in the wars growing out of
these disputes. Some of these wars ended in devastating victories opening vast tracts of
Indian land to colonial settlement. Others, however, resulted in far less decisive outcomes.

More thoughtful leaders warily weighed costs of war against potential benefits. Then as now,
wars were disruptive and expensive. Their outcomes were neither always certain nor con-
clusive, Only a few struggles, like the above mentioned Pequot and Powhatan defeats,
ended in clear-cut conquests, Most others dragped on interminably, French and English
colonists battled one another off and on for more than 100 years while embittered tribesfolk
like the Abenakis and Shawnees waged implacable war against invading settlers. More like
feuds than wars, these imperial colonial struggles did not end until Americans began to
impose centralized authority over most of the region after War of Independence ended in
1783.

People concerned by the costs and uncertainties of armed struggle looked for less disruptive
way 10 expand their borders and defend what they already had. Most ultimately turned to
diplomacy to come to terms with one another. Negotiations between Indians and colonists
often were complicated affairs. Negotiators used highly stylized diplomatic forms blending
European traditions and Indian protocols 1 reach agreements. Skilled forest diplomats,
such as already mentioned Iroquois leader Teganissorens and New York’s Sir William
Johnson, held treaties, negotiated covenant agreements, and aftixed their names or marks
to deeds. Concordances reached at these meetings established or maintained more or less
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stable relationships by settling disputes, formally transferring land rights, and by defining
borders, rights, and obligations of treaty signatories.

Colonists began to use deeds to legitimate acquisition of Indian lands as early as the 1620s.
Although Indian people did not believe in personal landownership, all recognized corporate
land and resource rights. Such rights generally were transferred peaceably in ritualized
negotiations or forcibly seized in no less ritually organized military confliets. Unlike Indians,
who did not possess writing before contact with Europeans, colonists employed written deeds
to transfer land titles. Colonial authorities used deeds as a vehicle to extend sovereignty as
well as ownership (Jennings 1975; Springer 1986). Like earlier unwritten agreements, deed
negotiations between natives and newcomers were ritualized transactions. More than a few
guaranteed continued Indian rights to lands and resources within purchased tracts, When
used in this way, Indian deeds served as a form of treaty as well as a type of title transfers.

No matter how deeds worked, few colanists found Indians eager to sign papers sutrendering
their birthrights. Although most Indian people probably did not completely appreciate the
full consequences of the first sales, they soon established creative misunderstandings with
colonists interested in acquiring their lands, Even after establishing this relationship, most
Indian people initially refused to self all but the smallest portions of ancestral domains.
Even fewer were willing to move among strangers after running out of land to sell. All
Indians, however, were forced to face the fact that they ultimately could not stop settlers
from trying to take their territory. Unwilling to capitulate outright to European demands,
most gradually accepted the political realities of their situation by doing their best to slow
the rate of land loss. Records of thousands of Indian deeds in archival repositories
throughout the Northeast show that many succeeded in buying time by selling as little land
as possible while extracting the maximum number of concessions from purchasers (Baker
1988; Grumet 1979; Springer 1986).

In the end, even this stratagem failed. By the time the newly independent colonies took
their place among the world’s nations in 1783, newcomers had used deeds to extend
sovereignty over most Indian lands within modern state boundaries east of the Appalachians.
Like other dispossessed people, Indians forced to part with their lands had to remain on
small reservations or missions, establish homes on land owned by other people, settle on
vacant or unwanted territory, or move elsewhere,

Once land was obtained, speculators, powerful proprictary lords, and government
administrators competed for the labor of settlers, servants, and slaves to make it productive.
New landowners from Maine to Virginia used African-American, Indian, and European
slaves, indentured servants, and hired laborers to clear brush from former Indian fields, cut
down forests, and plant crops. Laborers also worked 1o dig mines, build mills, and erect
townsites. New roads and old waterways were used 10 link newly emerging colonial
communities throughout the region. Many aspects of these and other economic develop-
ments have been extensively examined (e.g., Land, Carr, and Papenfuse 1977; McCusker and
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Menard 1985; J.M. Smith 1959). Not surprisingly, much of this documentation has focused
upon colonists and their activities (cf. Cronon 1983 for a particularly usefu} bibliographic
survey of important North and Middle Atiantic sources).

Modern studies of the period no longer solely concentrate on settiers. Landmark events,
such as the enactment of the 1934 Indian Reorganization Act, the creation of the Indian
Claims Commission in 1946, the rise of the "Indian Power" and ecology movements in the
1960s, and the passing of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, generated new
waves of interest in Indian heritage. In the Northeast, this interest has graduaily shifted the
focus of contact studies. Writers of early American history traditionally portrayed Indian
people as bit players in the colonial drama. No longer satisfied with this view, growing
numbers of people are laboring to construct a different picture of events.

Inspired by the work of anthropologists William N. Fenton (Fenton 1940, 1948, 1951a, and
1957), Eleanor Burke Leacock {Leacock 1954; Leacock and Lurie 1988), Nancy O. Lurie
(Lurie 1959; Leacock and Lurie 1988), historian Robert Berkhofer (Berkhofer 1973), and
other proponents of what is today called the "New Indian History," increasing numbers of
investigators are undertaking ethnohistorical studies creatively synthesizing the disciplines of
anthropology and history. The more influential of these studies, such as Trigger’s
reconsideration of early Canadian "Heroic Age" history before 1663 (Trigger 1985) and
Francis Jennings's and Neal Salisbury’s pathbreaking ethnohistorical reevaluations of
intercultural relations in early New England (Iennings 1975; Salisbury 1982a), are moving
Indians from the periphery of cantact to center stage. By depicting Indians as active par-
ticipants in contact rather than passive victims inexorably caught in irresistible historical
processes, these and similar studies are transforming our views of the American past.

Archeolagists, of course, have been studying the material remains of the Indian side of
historic contact for more than a century. Although written records and oral traditions
provide otherwise unobtainable contextual information, archeological data can provide
significant information unavailable anywhere else. Textual data tends to represent or reflect
views or interests of particular individuals or groups. While graves and other deposits
frequently reflect people’s intentions as well as ideals, most archeological deposits tend to
represent actual conditions at various times of occupation and abandonment. While burial
chambers or certain materials like copper can differentially preserve site deposits, the forces
of decomposition at work in most archeological sites rarely respect human wishes or
intentions. This does not mean that archeological deposits precisely mirror social realities.
Redistribution systems extensively chronicled throughout the Northeast, for example,
generally make it difficult 1o correlate deposit qualities and amounts with social status or
role. Inadvertent abandonment, desires to provide for spiritual beings, reuse, and ritual or
functional disposal of goods ar other materials also affect the appearance of the archeologi-
cal record. Archeological deposits nevertheless generally represent remains of all site
occupants rather than those of an articulate or favored few. As such, the archeological
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record often can present a wider physically verifiable view of events than that represented
in oral or written literature.

Excited by the possibilities offered by such deposits, investigators inspired by the "New
Archaeology" of the 1960s turned their attention from constructing descriptive culture
histories to developing explicitly testable scientific models capable of revealing and
explaining cultural phenomena (Redman 1991). Today, nearly all archeologists continue to
employ the explicitly scientific problem-oriented approaches advocated by New Archaeologis-
ts. Increasing numbers of post-modernist contextual archeologists are building from this
tradition. Representing the most recent wave of revisionism, they deconstruct the work of
their predecessors by stressing symbolic, political, gender, and other less tangible issues
downplayed or ignored by their more materialist forebears. Like the New Archaeologists
before them, post-modern contextualists stressing the social, political, and economic contexts
of all intellectual enterprises are increasingly employing critical archeological frameworks to
focus attention on women, Indians, African Americans, impoverished immigrants, and other
people regarded as "disenfranchised, destroyed, encompassed, colonized, or sitenced in some
way" (Leone and Potter 1988). In the Northeast, archeologists concerned with elucidating
aspects of domination and hegemony are reexamining what some call Indian burial programs
and other hithertofore unrecognized or undervalued saurces of evidence for Indian resis-
tance to foreign intrusion (Gould and Rubertone 1991; Rubertone 1990),

No matter who they study or how they interpret their findings, scholars interested in contact
increasingly are adopting interdisciplinary perspectives. Using a wide range of evidence, they
are showing how Indian people struggled to maintain traditional ways of life as they found
themselves progressively enmeshed within the emerging World-System (Wallerstein 1974;
Wolf 1982). Much of this research is documenting Indian invoivement in the region's
growing cash economy as hunters, traders, guides, soldiers, herbalists, laborers, servants,
miliworkers, whalers, and artisans. Other studies are showing how Indian people produced
wampum and other traditional manufactures for new commercial markets or peddled home-
made splint baskets, straw brooms, beadwork, and other handicrafts modelled after
European prototypes to settlers and each other. Existing records show that not all Indian
labor was free. Indian people falling into debt often were forced into indentured servitude.
Others apprenticed themselves to colonial masters. Both natives and newcomers often
enslaved prisoners (Kawashima 1986 and 1988b; Lauber 1913; Starna and Watkins 1991).

Most slaves forced to work in the Northeast were African captives. Sold into slavery
throughout the Atlantic seaboard, they came to represent already mentioned majorities
around the Chesapeake and other areas farther south. More than 500,000 people of African
American descent lived in the region in slavery and freedom by 1783. All but ignored by
scholars for centuries, investigations inspired by the Civil Rights and Black Power movements
during the 1960s began to focus attention upon the history of these people. Although many
studies have since described many aspects of their cantributions to American history,
comparatively few have examined relations between African Americans and Indian people.
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Gary B. Nash’s "Red, White, and Black" (1982) continues to be one of the best general
overviews of the subject. Other important general surveys have been written by Craven
(1971), Ferguson (1992), Forbes (1988), Littlefield (1979), and Merrell (1984). Aspects of
intermarriage, legal status, and labor in New England have been addressed (Greene 1942;
Kawashima 1986; Piersen 1988; Woodson 1920). Reports on archeological investigations of
properties associated with contact between African Americans and Indians, such as Kenneth
Feder’s excavations at the 18th-century multi-racial Lighthouse Site community {Feder and
Parks 1989), are only now beginning to appear in print. Although these studies provide
important new insights, much remains to be done to adequately document this crucial aspect
of intercultural relations.

Perhaps the most striking finding to emerge from recent studies is the growing awareness
that the circumstances of contact compelled both native people and newcomers to deal with
one another as members of sovereign independent nations. On the face of it, this would
seem to be an obvious fact. To Indian people long accustomed to coping with strangers,
Europeans and Africans must have simply seemed to be other foreigners. Europeans
formally refused to recognize the legitimacy of Indian governments. Colonists depending
upon Indians for success or survival, on the other hand, often adopted more pragmatic
attitudes. Acknowledging the realities of contact, colonial authorities everywhere dealt with
powerful native nations as sovereign states throughout the colonial era.

Much contact scholarship reflects the European tendency to regard tribal people as passive
reactors to dominant or domineering European invaders. That this is so should not be
surprising; colonial conquest cant invariably characterizes Indians as subservient subject
peoples. Actual relations between Indians and settiers in the Northeast were far more subtle
and complex. Most Coastal Algonquian groups forced to submit to colonial authority by
1700, for example, found ways around colonists intent upon dominating their lives. People
from unconquered communities, like those Iroquois belonging to the Anglo-Indian Covenant
Chain alliance, rigorously pursued their own interests as indepgndent and autonomous
nations while perfunctorily pledging fealty to foreign sovereigns thousands of miles away.

Many Indian people continued to conduct relations with the new American government as
sovereign powers after 1783. Federal authorities acceded to this state of affairs by according
constitutionally-guaranteed special status to federally acknowledged Indian tribes. Today,
the federal government maintains a government-to-government relationship with more than
100 Indian tribes. Although many aspects of this relationship’s form and tenor have changed
since the young American nation began to assert exclusive jurisdiction over Indian lands,
people, and property, its constitutional basis has not changed over the course of the past two
hundred years.

The following pages outline the earliest phases of this relationship. As mentioned earlier,
historic contact was only one expression of a farger process that neither began in the region
nor ended with the close of the colonial era. The earliest verifiable contacts between Indian
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people, Europeans, and Africans within the territorial limits of the United States during
modern times occurred farther south or north of the region. Aithough it has changed
considerably in its particulars, contact continues between Indians and other Americans to

the present day.

Contact experiences vary in relation to changing times, places, and circumstances. Despite
this fact, all people experience contact in broadly similar ways. Earlier mentioned
frameworks developed by Edward H. Spicer, Eleanor Burke Leacock, Nancy Oestreich
Lurie, Edward M. Larrabee, and others have attempted to identify and explain the causes
and consequences of common factors linking contact encounters between natives and
newcomers throughout North America (Larrabee 1976; Leacock and Lurie 1988; Spicer
1961). This NHL theme study can be viewed as a set of contrastive case studies capable of
assessing the validity of such general constructs. While findings presented in this document
can help scholars and managers more fully understand factors involved in historic contact
in the Northeast, they cannot by themselves validate or invalidate broader models of culture
change. More general understandings can only be achieved by developing a comparative
base of contemporary historic contact NHL theme studies from other regions in the United
States.

HISTORIC CONTEXT ORGANIZATION

Information contained within this document follows the "Secretary of the Interior’s Planning
Standards" to (1) develop thematic study units delineating appropriate contextual relation-
ships between properties and documentation, (2) formulate operating plans to manage re-
sources identified and evaluated in study units, and (3) link these actions with broader
planning processes. The "Secretary’s Standards™ require that ali historic contexts contain
“the following elements:

(1) Theme

(2) Area

(3)  Chronology

(4)  Known and expected groups of related resources known as Property Types.
(5) Known and expected resource distribution.

(6)  Evaluation criteria.

(7)  Research needs and questions.

(8)  Research bibliography.

(9)  Planning goals and priorities.

(10)  Historic context information integration into broader management processes.
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THEME

First and foremost, historic contexts are systematized by unifying themes. Themes provide
flexible frameworks for synthesizing large masses of often disparate data. The NHL
thematic framework is the National Park Service’s formal "comprehensive outline of United
States history, prehistory, and cultural endeavor" (NPS 1987). This outline organizes
information associated with existing NHLs and potential NHL properties into a vertically-
ranked hierarchy of categories. At its hxghcst leve] of abstraction, the framework identifies
broad themes representing major trends in American history and culture. It then descends
to finer levels of specificity by delineating sub-themes, facets, and sub-facets of more
particular thematic, areal, or topical value.

Information organized by this outline "is used 1o show the extent to which units and cultural
resources of the National Park System, affiliated areas, and National Historic Landmarks
reflect the Nation’s past” (NPS 1987). The NPS generally uses theme studies and other
special studies to determine the extent and quality of thematic element representation. This
theme study is devoted to NHL Theme I: Cultural Developments: Indigenous American
Populations, Sub-Theme ILD.: Ethnohistory of Northeastern Indigenous American -
Populations. Using below listed thematic framework elements as analytic categories
organizing information associated with major research needs and questions, this theme study
reaffirms the utility of the NHL thematic framework as a means to more systematically use
NHL evaluation criteria to determine a property’s national significance.

PLEASE NOTE:  As the official framework of the National Historic
Landmark Survey, this outline represents the formal structure employed by
the National Park Service to organize information associated with National
Historic Landmarks and other units and affiliates in the National Park
System. Conceived as a flexible structure responsive to change, this
framework is not immutable. Theme studies resynthesizing existing data or
developing new information sources frequently stimulate framework revisions,
Such revisions are undertaken through special studies and other formal
review processes and procedures requiring participation of federal and state
agency personnel, the scholarly community, and the general public.

The following NHL thematic framework elements are employed in this theme study:
Theme I: - Cuitural Developments: Indigenous American Populations.

Sub-Theme LD: Ethnohistory of Indigenous American Populations.

Facet L.D.1: Native Cultural Adaptations at Contact,



Sub-Facet 1.D.1.i:
Facet 1.D.2:

Sub-Facet 1.D.2.a:

Sub-Facet 1.D.2.b:

Sub-Facet .D.2.c:

Sub-Facet LD.2.d:

Sub-Facet 1.D.2.e:
Sub-Facet 1.D.2.f:
Sub-Facet LD.2.g:

Sub-Facet 1.D.2.h:

Sub-Facet LD.2.i:
Sub-Facet 1.D.2.j:

Sub-Facet LD.2.k:

Facet 1.D.3;

Sub-Facet 1.1D.3.a:

Sub-Facet 1.D.3.b:

Sub-Facet 1.D.3.c:

Sub-Facet .D.3.4:

Facet L.D.4:

Sub-Facet 1.D.4.a;

Sub-Facet 1.D.4.b:

Sub-Facet 1.D.4.c:

Sub-Facet [.D.4.d:
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Native Adaptations to Northeastern Environments.
Establishing Intercultural Relations.

Trapping and Fishing for Newcomers.
Whaling and other Maritime Activities.
Military Scouts.

Guiding Explorers Across New Territories.
Defending Native Homelands.

Defending Native Religious Systems.
Introductions to Foreign Religious Systems.
New Native Military Alliances.

Trade Relationships.

Cash Cropping.

Helping Foreigners Survive: Providing Food, Clothing, and
Shelter. :

Varieties of Early Conflict, Conquest, or Accommodation.

Transfer of Technology to Native People.
Forced and Voluntary Population Movements.
The New Demographics.

Changing Settiement Types.

Native Contributions to the Development of the Nation’s
Cultures,

Transferring Native Technology to Newcomers.

Native Roles in Decarative and Fine Arts, Literature, and
Music.

Native Roles in the Development of Humanism, the Social
Sciences, and the Law,

Native Roles in the Changing Images of America.

AREA

Themes express regularities discerned in events occurring in particular areas. This theme
study examines events that occurred in a 15 state area comprising the present northeastern
quarter of the United States. This region is divided into three historic context regions.
These regions, and their constituent states, are:
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The North Atlantic Region:
Connecticut Southeastern New York
Maine Northeastern Pennsylvania
Massachusetts Rhade Island
New Hampshire Vermont
Northern New Jersey
The Middle Atlantic Region:
Delaware Southeastern Pennsylvania
Eastern Maryland Eastern Virginia
Southern New Jersey Northeastern West Virginia
The Trans-Appalachian Region:
Western Maryland Western Vermont
Eastern Ohio Central and Western Virginia

Centra) Pennsylvania Northwestern West Virginia
North, Central, and Western New York :

Each historic context regional area contains a number of component sub-regions. Each
region and sub-region shares broadly similar geographic, sociocultural, and historical attrib-
utes,

While all properties nominated in this theme study are Jocated in this area, many events as-
sociated with people associated with these properties or this place occurred elsewhere.
Information associated with Late Ontario Iroquois Tradition sites and Huron or Neutral
historic documentation in Canada, for example, is crucial to any understanding of events in
more westerly reaches of Trans-Appalachia.

Although related events in other places are treated in this theme study, no properties
located beyond the boundaries of the study area are inventoried or nominated. Contempo-
rary properties in other parts of the United States may be considered in other regional
historic contact theme studies. Canadian cultural resources cannot be included in this study.
While National Park Service regujatory authority reaches beyond international borders to
encompass embassy grounds and other properties under American jurisdiction in other coun-
tries, such authority does not extend to properties under foreign sovereignty.

Although most writers agree in principle that a Northeastern region exists, few agree on its
boundaries or classify its’ constituent geographic, historical, or cultural parts in the same way.
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To minimize confusion, this study generally adapts generally accepted geographic boundaries,
cultural divisions, and ethnic nomenclature standardized in the "Northeast" velume of the
"Handbook of North American Indians” whenever possible (Trigger 1978a).

Even a framework as supple and inclusive as that used in the Northeast Handbook cannot
answer all needs. Although its general parameters have been adopted, aspects of the
Handbook’s regional organization has been reworked to better reflect recent advances in
knowledge and conform to theme study management considerations. Unlike the Handbook,
which uses ethnic, linguistic, or cultural categories 1o organize data, this theme study uses
a more dynamic areal approach emphasizing actions and relationships between different
people in particular times and places.

The most notable change in Handbook boundaries concerns the volume’s "Coastal Region.”
As defined in the Handbook, the Coastal Region encompasses the single largest collection
of cultural resources associated with historic contact located anywhere in North America.
Far too massive and diverse to be effectively treated as a single area, the region has been
divided into two historic contexts for managerial purposes in this theme study. The norther-
nmost of these, entitled the North Atlantic Region, is located within the NPS North Atlantic
internal park region service area. This region includes culturally, linguistically, and
historically related groups from New England, the Hudson River Valley, and the upper
Delaware River drainage. Information associated with Coastal Algonquian people living
farther south is organized within an area named after the NPS Mid-Atlantic internal park
region serving the lower Delaware River and Chesapeake Bay drainages. Lower New York
and Northern New Jersey generally are considered Middie Atlantic states. Despite this fact,
most Indian people living in these places generally developed closer political, cultural, social,
and technological, and economic cannections with natives and newcomers to the north in
New York and New England than with more southerly neighbors during historic contact
times.

The Handbook categorizes all people living along Trans-Appalachian valleys from West
Virginia to Quebec as inhabitants of a "Saint Lawrence Lowlands Region." As the Hand-
book’s editor notes, all Indians native 10 this region spoke Northern Iroquoian languages.
Only the northernmost of these Iroquoian nations lived within the St. Lawrence Valley,
however. The rest resided near Algonquian or Siouvian-speaking neighbors along rivers
flowing west into the Mississippi Valley or east towards Atlantic shores. To complicate
matters further, people from other places later moved into this region. Although most
agreed to submit to some form of Iroquois authority prior to their moves, few spoke lro-
quoian languages themselves. In fight of this information, this area is termed the "Trans-
Appalachian Region" in this theme study.

Like all boundaries, those used in this theme study reflect a series of compromises. Every
effort has been made to accommodite the wide varjety of opinions and viewpoints expressed
by regional scholars and cultural resource managers. Because these views are constantly
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changing, these boundaries should be viewed as provisional construets. Borders shift with
time, changing political fortunes and customs, and differing perceptions. As anthropologist
Jack Campisi has shown among the Oneidas, social, religious, and political boundaries
frequently are neither universally shared nor accepted by a community or its neighbors
{Campisi 1974).

Members of Iroquois Confederacy, for example, generally maintained an image stressing
high political boundaries between themselives and others. Recent scholarship has shown that
the force and form of these boundaries shifted over time. Historic documents corroborate
more recent oral traditions affirming that particular Iroquois nations, communities, or
factions sometimes formed close relationships with non-Iroquois people or acted indepen-
dently. Similar incised pottery motifs used by Mohawks and their more easterly Algonquian-
speaking neighbors, for example, may reflect the historically documented Mohawk tendency
to pursue their own interests in relations with Indians and Europeans along the Hudson
River Valley.

The extant evidence sometimes obscures boundaries. Maost 18th-century Iroquois site asse-
mblages containing large amounts of European malterials, for instance, are very nearly
indistinguishable from those left by non-Iroquois Indians or settlers, Networks connecting
families, friends, and strangers from different communities frequently blur boundary
distinctions. Travel, migration, and population dislocation caused by changing economic
patterns, warfare, land loss, and other factors also affect material and conceptual expressions
of group identity and socio-political boundary.

These conditions affected all people living in the Northeast. Established by charter or
decree in Europe, many colonial provincial boundaries reflected incomplete or inaccurate
knowledge of the region’s geography. Other documents, such as Virginian, Massachusetts,
and Connecticut charters granting extravagant domains stretching from sea 1o sea, reflected
unrealistic expectations.

Settlers frequently worked to embroil Indian people in their boundary disputes. Most
provincial authorities tried to secure land claims by relentlessly working to bend Indian
- people to their wills. Some Indian people gave in to these pressures and became clients or
wards of particular colonies. Others resisted or moved elsewhere. Virtually all Northeastern
Indian people choosing to remain in the region ultimately were forced to place their lands
and lives under some degree of foreign control by the end of the War for Independence in
1783. Despite this fact, Indian concepts of boundaries almost never entirely conformed to
those held by colonists. Working to exploit boundary disputes whenever possible in order
10 protect their own interests, Indian peopie often cultivated alliances with different and
sometimes mutually hostile patives and newcomers,

Many Indian people, such as the Iroquois and their Algonquian clients, closely aligned
themselves with particular European nations, provincial governments, or interest groups.
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People living in the northernmost Munsee communities, for example, closely affiliated
themselves with New Yorkers claiming sovereignty over their lands. Farther south, other
Munsee people formed alliances with the New Jersey and Pennsylvania governments. Those
living in New Jersey sometimes were referred to in colonial documents as Jersey Indians
while Munsees living farther north came to be called New York Indians.

Most northerly Munsees forced from their homelands gradually joined Mahicans and New
England Indian communities. Those living farther south generally affiliated themselves with
Delaware Indian people. Today, most people tracing Munsee descent live in exile in
Ontario, Wisconsin, and Oklahoma. Decades of separation have taken their toll on these
people. Although most Munsees and Delawares recognize their common origins, few
presently regard themselves as a single nation. While most descendants of New York
Indians generally acknowledge their Munsee ancestry, most people tracing descent to the
more southerly branches of their family tree regard themselves as Delawares.

Temparal and spatial distance does not always sunder tribal ties. Mohawk people living in
what is today New York and Quebec, for example, are citizens of different nations, Desp:te
this fact, most Mohawks continue to regard themselves as a single people.

These are only a few of the many examples illustrating the extraordmary range of territorial
diversity expressed by the native inhabitants of this region. Collectively, they present an
almost kaleidoscopic network of divergent borders, changing political forms, and shifting
alliances. In an effort 1o best reflect the complexity of this framework, this theme study
employs a geographic framework emphasizing dynamic relations between different people
in particular areas rather than the more static and widely used classificatory approach
stressing ethnic or political boundary maintenance.

CHRONOLOGY
Types of Time

"Time,"” in the words of an anonymous Alaskan Eskimo graffiti artist, "is what keeps
everything from happening at once." Concepts of time, and chronologies based on such
ideas, vary from culture to culture (Whitrow 1988). Some peopie believe that history is an
orderly and inevitable process. Others, envisioning the universe as an arbitrary disorderly
place, think of history as a series of random and unique events.

Whatever their philosophy of history, all people recognize cyclic and linear aspects of time
(Eliade 1959). Cyclic time expresses repetitive, unchanging rhythms such as the passing of
seasons or the timing of religious festivals. Linear time, on the other hand, associates
specific dates with particular points of time occurring on linear continua,
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Every society mixes cyclic and linear time. None, however, combines them in quite the same
way. Traditional societies honoring the ways of ancestors, like those of Northeastern Indians
during historic contact times, tend 10 emphasize cyclic aspects of time. Industrial states
requiring careful coordination of vast disparate populations and systems, like modern
American society, generally organize time in more linear ways.

Different types of historic records reflect different concepts of time. Some oral texts, such
as sagas and epics, for example, may order events within linear continua. People recollecting
oral tradition, by contrast, generally stress cyclic aspects of time. Written records, for their
part, can emphasize either or both types of time. People writing memoirs and other
accounts meant to provide object lessons or moral guidance often recount and interpret
events cyclically. Other writers setting down journal entries, court proceedings, or treaty
minutes, almost exclusively express themselves in linear time. No matter how carefully
writers work to anchor dated events firmly ta specific points of time, few can prevent
speculations, interpretations, and other non-linear inferences from creeping into the record.

Archeologists, by contrast, generally regard their data as frozen moments in time. Although
processual inferences stressing such cyclic notions as normative laws or evolutionary
development can be derived from archeclogical remains, most archeologists regard deposits
as remains of discrete dated events.

People tend to organize time in ways reflecting the temporal emphases of their subject
matter. Keepers and students of oral traditions, for example, generally emphasize cyclic
aspects of history. Historians using written documents and ethnologists analyzing field data
tend to mix aspects of linear and cyclic time. Archeologists emphasizing the linear nature
of time, for their part, regard chronological ordering of discrete events as the necessary first
step for all analysis.

Scholars usually view linear time in two ways. Absolute dates express time as specific units
of measurement such as days, weeks, or years within a chronological framework. Relative
dates, in contrast, express free-floating temporal relationships such as older or younger. As
such, relative dating sequences require radiocarbon or other absolute dates to anchor them
into linear chronological frameworks. Investigators studying historic contact in the Northeast
use a wide range of absolute and relative dating techniques. Excellent descriptions of many
of these techniques may be found in current anthropology and archeology textbooks
(Haviland 1988; D. Thomas 1989). Although radiocarbon and document-verified terminus
post quem (TPQ) dating continue to be the most widely used of these techniques, new
advances in tree-ring dating technigues hold much promise for future use in the region
(Stahle and Wolfman 1985).

Chronologies and other temporal information presented in this theme study stress linear
aspects of time. Although materials contained in this document may illuminate events in
other times and places, particular data and findings developed in this document directly bear
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upon events and properties dating to the first three centuries of contact during the modern
era in the Northeast. This period began to the north of the United States with the first
known modern voyages of Europeans to Newfoundland and the Gulf of St. Lawrence under-
taken during the last decade of the 1400s. Commencing in the United States with the first
documented contacts between Indian people and the crew of Giovanni da Verrazzano's ship
in 1524, the period ended in most areas of the region in 1783 when the newly independent
United States began to dramatically restructure relationships with Indian people.

Scholars generally divide cultural developments dating to this era into periods of prehistory,
protohistory, and history. Use of these terms has stimulated a great deal of heated
discussion in recent years. Many writers assert that this system demeans people by implying
that those living in prehistoric or protohistoric times either have no history or possess a past
that cannot be understood through the same scientific standards used to understand other
people’s histories (Axtell 1989). Few scholars using these terms would agree with this
assessment. Instead, most scholars use these terms to systematically organize the
fragmentary and often inconsistent material, documentary, and oral record of Northeastern
North American culture history into a single coherent framework by differentiating distinct
types of evidence.

Prehistory generally is regarded as the period in which archeological materials and, to a
lesser extent, oral accounts are the only known evidence. Protohistary represents the
interval between the first archeologically or orally documented contacts between natives and
newcomers and the first appearance of written records of these encounters. History reflects
the availability of written, archeological, and oral records of contact relationships. History
associated with Indians or other people producing little or no written record of themselves
often is called ethnohistory.

Northeast Historic Contact Time Frameworks

Most scholars agree that historic contact in the Northeasi spans the protohistoric and historic
pericds between the first encounters of natives and newcomers during the early 1500s and
the final subjugation or expulsion of most of the region’s native people by the end of the
War of Independence, At the time of this writing, eight states within the National Park
Service Mid-Atlantic internal program service region have developed historic context
planning frameworks placing historic contact within chronological continua. These states,
and their historic contact frameworks are:

Delaware: 1500-present (Custer 1986).
Massachusetts: 1500-1775 (Bradley, ed. 1984).

New Jersey: 1500-1800 (L. Williams and Kardas 1982).
Ohio: 1600-1750 (Brose 1985).

Pennsylvania: 1600-present (Raber 1985).
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Vermont: 1607-1767 (A. Dowd 1990).
Virginia: 1607-1750 (VDHR 1991).
West Virginia: 1050-1690 (Graybill 1986).

As with other aspects of contact, these frameworks reflect the already noted fact that few
regional specialists exactly agree on chronological specifics. Despite their differences, most
would support the idea that historic contact neither began nor ended at the same time every-
where in the region. In the North Atlantic and Middle Atlantic regions, for example, most
scholars think that contact began during the first decades of the 16th-century. Farther west
in Trans-Appalachia, most scholars believe that the earliest phases of contact began and
ended somewhat later. No matter when it began, most scholars would agree that contact
affected different communities in different ways at different times,

These complexities make it difficult to clearly define broad patterns of contact, identify
causes and consequences of culture change and stability, or organize time into discrete pha-
ses or periods. Patterns of local and regional culture change and continuity are complex.
Many frequently are incompletely documented.  Available documentary, oral, and
archeological information often is fragmentary, contradictory, or inconsistent. Because of
these and other factors, existing chronological frameworks continue to exhibit wide ranges
of variation. Oral and documentary evidence indicates that people belonging to Indian
communities also used frameworks of their own to organize and understand contact events,
Of the few recorded by scholars, most generally emphasize cyclic aspects of time.

The Iroquois League historical framework recorded by William Fenton is one of the few
Indian chronologies crganizing time along more linear lines. Noting that many traditional
"Iroquois annalists periodize their culture history by the achievements of prophets,” Fenton
writes that the earliest phase of Iroquois history is associated with the cuiture hero "Sapling,”
known as "He Who Grasps the Sky,” or "Sky Grasper." The period of the confederacy is
marked by the advent of its founder, Deganawidah. More recent history is known as the
time following the Seneca prophet Handsome Lake’s resynthesis of the traditional
Longhouse Religion during the late 1700s or early 1800s (Fenton, 1988).

Most tribal and regional chronological frameworks used by scholars have been developed
by archeologists or ethnohistorians. Archeologist James W. Bradiey, for example, divides
the contact era in Massachusetts into three periods (J. Bradley 1984):

The Contact Period (1500-1630).
The Plantation Period (1630-1675).
The Colonial Period (1675-1775).

Other scholars having access to more complete bodies of data often construct more tightly
defined chronologies. Archeologist Barry C. Kent, for example, has formulated the following
10-stage culture history framework to organize information drawn from such excavated
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historic lower Susquehanna Valley Susquehannock towns as the Schultz, Strickler, and
nominated Byrd Leibhart sites (Kent 1984):

1. Common roots with the Iroquois -1450

2. Proto-Susquehannock 1450-1525
3. Early Schultz and migration 1525-1575
4. Schultz 1575-1600
5. Washington Boro 1600-1625
6. Transitional-Billmyer and Roberts 1625-1645
7. Strickler 1645-1665
8. Leibhart-defeat and turmoil 1665-1680
9. The void [no known information] 1680-1690
10. Conestoga and the other Indians 1690-1763

Many scholars primarily rely upon documentary sources. Fenton, for example, largely used
written materials to organize the culture history of the Iroquais League of Five (later Six)
Nations into the following five stages (Fenton 1988):

The Era of the Formation of the League (ca. 1450-1600).
The Impact of Colonial Civilization: The 17th-century.
Forest Diplomacy (1701-1776).

The American Revolution (1774-1783).

The Reservation Period (1784-1967).

Working with similar records, anthropologist Theodore J.C. Brasser has developed the
following Coastal Algonquian historic contact period chronology (Brasser 1988):

First Contact: The Traders Phase ca. 1550-1700.
The Shrinking of a World: The Settlers Phase ca. 1620-1700.
Behind the Frontier: The Integrative Phase ca. 1650-1800.

These frameworks closely reflect developments associated with particular areas or cultures.
Interested in developing more comprehensive regional chronologies necessary for broader
comparative analyses, anthropologists Nancy Qestreich Lurie and the late Eleanor Burke
Leacock combined Coastal Algonquian and Iroquoian chronologies with others to produce
the following temporal thematic arrangement {Leacock and Lurie 1988):

Phase I: Late Precontact
Coastal Algonquian, 1500-1524
Iroquois, 1500-1535

Phase II: Early Contact
Coastal Algonquian, 1524-1740
[roquots, 1535-1740



NE HISTORIC CONTACT NHL THEME STUDY
INTRODUCTION: PAGE 28

Phase III: Competition and Conflict
Coastal Algonquian, 1637-1740
Iroquois, 1740-1800

Phase IV: Administrative Stabilization
Coastal Algonquian, 1740-present
Iroquois, 1800-present

These are only a few of the many documented chronologies constructed in the colonial
Northeast. Together, their range and diversity is as much a function of the period’s social
and cultural compiexity as it is 2 reflection of divergent methods, conflicting theoretical
orientations, and diverse and often contradictory source materials.

Investigators interested in understanding the complexities of culture change and continuity
in the Northeast face challenges similar to those confronted by archeologists compelied to
deal with highly complex or ambiguously delineated strata. Both frequently soive such
problems by excavating data in arbitrary levels. Just as archeologists often try to dig in six
inch increments, data presented in this document are organized into arbitrary 100-year
chronological "strata," Each stratum generally reflects regional chronological developments.
Tighter temporal controls are employed whenever possible.

Historic contexts for the North Atlantic, Middle Atlantic, and Trans-Appalachian Regions
are developed in the following pages. Each presents overviews of archeological, documenta-
1y, oral, and other material needed to identity, evaluate, nominate, and treat properties in
these regions as National Historic Landmarks. Lists of inventoried properties appear at the
end of all sub-regional summaries in each historic context statement. A total of 846 sites
and districts containing resources primarily associated with Historic Contact Period Indian
communities are listed in these inventories. Another 77 properties represent forts, trading
posts, or other resources primarily associated with colonists. These figures represent only
a fraction of the total possible number of properties in both categories. Cartographic
studies, such as Helen Tanner’s "Atlas of Great Lakes Indian History" (Tanner 1987), Tony
Campbell’s (1965) study of the Jansson-Visscher Maps of New England (commonly known
as the van der Donck or Nova Belgii maps), Ben C. McCary and Norman F. Barka’s analysis
of Virginian Indian settlement locations on the John Smith and Zuniga maps (McCary and
Barka 1977), and Barry Kent, Janet Rice, and Kakuko Ota's survey, "A Map of 18th Century
Indian Towns in Pennsylvania” (Kent, Rice, and Ota 1981), show that Europeans
documented thousands of Indian communities during early stages of historic contact in the
region. Locations of thousands of others are uninventoried or unrecorded. Archeolagists
believe that more than a few sites, both chronicled and unchronicled, remain to be found.
Large numbers, however, almost surely have already disappeared without a trace.

Only properties known to contain tangible deposits dating to the first three centuries of
contact in the Northeast are included in inventory listings in this document. Such praperties
must contain radiometrically datable deposits, clearly sealed stratigraphic deposits, or mixed
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assemblages of Indian and European materials dating to protohistoric or historic times in
clear association. Inventory listings include properties presently known to exist and since-
destroyed archeological locales documented by professional investigators, avocationalists, or
local historians.

Although every effort has been made to compile a complete inventory of archeological sites
associated with historic contact in the Northeast, many known properties are not listed in
this theme study. Some are not listed because archeologists have not yet fully verified their
age, affiliation, or presence. Others do not appear because their documentation is located
in unindexed, misfiled, or otherwise inaccessible inventory folders, card files, or computerized
databases.

INVENTORY LISTING KEY

Site Name
Historic property names used to identify resources in the National Register of Historic
Places, state registers, and other federal, state, or professional listings, surveys, and

inventories are employed whenever known. Modern orthographies and site name variants
also are noted wherever appropriate. Site numbers are included whenever possible.

NHL Designation Status

Bold-Face and Underlined Properties nominated for NHL designation in this theme study.

Bold-Face Existing NHLs.
Regular Type Other properties.
Location

In order to safeguard the security of archeological sites, exact information delineating
property locations is not provided. Physical features capable of revealing site locations, such
as rivers, roads, or contour lines, have been removed from all maps and other representa-
tions of archeological deposits. Inventory location listings only note state and county or
municipality.

Date
Dates presented in each inventory listing have been drawn from the most authoritative

available sources. Although archeologists have worked hard to establish accurate
chronologies and dating systems, few exactly dated deposits associated with historic contact
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have been found in the Northeast. Most dates represent "guesstimates” or approximations.
The majority are TPQ (terminus post quem) determinations reflecting the earliest possible
appearance of a particular diagnostic artifact. Radiometric dates are listed as cited in
original sources. Calibrated dates are noted where known. Terms such as historic, contact,
and protohistoric reflect those appearing in original inventory records.

National Register Status

Properties marked with a X in this column are listed in the National Register of Historic
Places. All others are unmarked.
Condition

Information relating to property condition appears in this column. Most condition
assessments reflect data appearing in site forms and other information on file in SHPOs or
State Archeology offices. Most condition assessments are many years old, Archeologists,
moreaver, rarely use the same assessment criteria or assess site condition at the same time,
A site regarded as disturbed by one archeologist, for example, may be thought to be in
excellent condition by another. New excavations may reveal archeological potential in sites
thought to have been destroyed. As a result of these and other factors, condition assess-
ments should be regarded as provisional. Whatever their source, new condition assessments
- should be undertaken prior to any action aftecting archeological properties.

Condition Abbreviations:

dest destroyed
dist disturbed
good good
excel excellent
unk unknown

Source

All cited sources are listed in the bibliography in Section H,
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HISTORIC CONTEXT: HISTORIC CONTACT
BETWEEN INDIANS AND COLONISTS IN THE NORTH ATLANTIC REGION,
1524-1783

OVERVIEW

The North Atlantic region extends across New England from Maine west to Lake
Champlain, the Hudson River valley, and upper Delaware River drainage. At the time of
contact, most people living in this region spoke closely related Eastern Algonquian languages
and followed Late Woodland lifeways. Generally using materials close at hand, most made
and exchanged stylistically similar collared and uncollared pottery, used similar types of tools
and weapons, and lived in grass or bark-covered dome-shaped or conical wigwams or rectan-
gular longhouses.

Contact with Basque, English, French, Spanish, and Portuguese mariners sailing to North
Atlantic shores during the 1500s led to economic, political, and social changes. Change rates
intensified as Europeans began to settle permanently in the region. By 1650, French,
English, and Dutch colonists established themselves on or near Indian communities
throughout the coast. Trading with settlers, Indians struggled to adapt old ways to new
situations while reconciling new things and ideas with old traditions. Indian people
throughout the region worked to creatively respond to challenges posed by economic and
political shifts, demographic upheavals, land loss, and other changes. In the midst of this
struggle, disease and war killed thousands of Indian people. Although many survivors stayed
in the region, large numbers moved to Acadia or Quebec. Others moved west to the
Susquehanna and Chio countries. Some of these people never returned. Others periodically
came back to their North Atlantic homes.

Conditions everywhere in the region changed drastically by the early 1700s. Indian people
living near European settlements along coast generally were more deeply affected than those
living farther inland. Those continuing to live along the coast were increasingly compelled
to submit to some form of colonial supervision in reservations or mission communities.
Others refusing to submit to foreign rule moved to more northerly portions of Maine, New
Hampshire, and Vermont along the frontier between New France, New England, and New
York where they tried to live more independent lives. Such places became harder to find
as the 18th-century wore on. People moving north or west found themselves living in places
where Britain, France, and the Iroquois vied for control over their Jands and lives. Unable
to find peace and security in such places, many North Atlantic people returned home to
settlements on the northernmost frontiers of the region. Some of these people joined
friends and kinfolk in reservations or missions. Others moved 10 remote mountainous,
swampy, or sand barren tracts generally unwanted by colonists where they managed to live
autonomously up to the War of Independence.
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The North Atlantic region includes:
Connecticut Southeastern New York
Maine Northeastern Pennsyivania
Massachusetts Rhode Isiand
New Hampshire Vermont

Northern New Jersey

The Sixteenth Century

Although particular conditions and traditions differed from north 1o south and between
coastal and interior locales, archeological, documentary, and other sources indicate that all
Indian people living within the North Atlantic region of the United States at the time of
initial contact during the early 1500s generally followed similar ways of life based upon
hunting, fishing, and collection of wild plants and other materials. Food generally was
produced in areas favorable to cultivation. As elsewhere in the Northeast, corn, beans,
squash, and tobacco were staple crops wherever food was grown.

Available archeological data support early written accounts indicating that most North
Atlantic Indian people organized their social and political lives around groups of families and
friends. Aided by councils of elders and accomplished men and women, North Atlantic
leaders worked to achieve consensus among followers. People unwilling to go along with
decisions generally moved elsewhere. Leaders attracted followers by skillfully manipulated
factions and meeting the needs of interest groups. The more successful of these leaders
built up large foilowings among people from many communities. Although some of these
coalitions outlived their founders, most disbanded as members left to follow newer or more
effective leaders.

Like people everywhere, Northeastern Indians employed marriage ties, friendship, and other
relationships to recruit new members, increase the range and effectiveness of their networks,
and exchange goods and ideas. People traveled from place to place within this circle of
kinsfolk, friends, and associates as changing climatic, economic, social, and political
conditions allowed.

More than three centuries of linguistic research, first conducted during the 1630s and 1640s
by men such as Roger Williams, the founder of Rhode Island and the Puritan missionary
John Eliot, indicates that all native people living in the North Atlantic region during the
historic contact period probably spoke Eastern Algonquian languages (Goddard 1978a;
Goddard and Bragdon 1988; R. Williams 1973). Archeological evidence indicates that many
lifeways of people speaking these languages developed from earlier cultural traditions first
appearing in the region sometime around five to six hundred years ago. These traditions,
comprising what archeologists call terminal Late Woodland cujture, centered around a
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technology based upon raw materials of stone, clay, shell, bone, antler, wood, sinew, and
skin. North Atlantic terminal Late Woodland people used a wide range of stylistically
similar chipped and pecked stone implements. Most crafted chipped stone triangular-
projectile points made from locally available materials. People living along the southern
New England coast also continued to use narrow stemmed points made from quartz or other
stones. Farther north, Indian people in Maine also crafted stemmed projectile points and
knives.

Although groups living in more northerly portions of Maine abandoned pottery production
just before 1600, all North Atlantic people living within the present borders of the United
States were making and using different types of clay pots during terminal Late Woodland
times (Petersen and Sanger 1989). Clay pots and other existing archeological data presently
provide only equivocal indications of Indian ethnicity, linguistic affiliations, or economic
relationships. As a result, archeologists using particular styles or types of ceramics as
ethnicity indicators often can be mislead. Puritan colonist William Wood, for example, wrote
in 1634 that Massachusetts Indians frequently obtained pots from Narragansetts (W. Wood
1634). Archeologists have found incised collared ceramics generally associated with Mohawk
or St. Lawrence Iroquoian people in terminal Late Woodland period deposits across the
region from Maine to the upper Delaware River valley (Brumbach 1975; Cowie and
Petersen 1992; Johnson and Bradley 1987; Kraft 1975b; Petersen 1989; Petersen and Sanger
1989). These findings do not mean that Mohawks or St. Lawrence Iroquoians lived in or
controlled the region. Archeologist Hetty Jo Brumbach, for example, was unable to detect
statistically significant stylistic differences in pottery found in historically documented
Mohawk and Mahican sites {Brumbach 1975). Findings of similar ceramic complexes in two
locales indicate that people speaking different languages and belonging to different political
and social groups often made or used similar types of pottery. Discoveries of small numbers
of "Iroquoian” pots in historically chronicied Algonquian territories, for their part, may
represent evidence of visits, marriage contacts, or the presence of captives ar refugees.

New findings are sharpening our understandings of relationships between Indian people in
this region. Archeologist Joseph E. Diamond, for example, has found that pots incised with
distinctive "ladder" motifs on their collars are frequently found in sites in and around the
lower reaches of the Esopus River in the mid-Hudson Valley (Diamond 1991). Brumbach
and Bender have found pottery with similar motifs along the upper Hudson and in some
Mobhawk Valley ceramic assemblages (Bender and Brumbach 1992). Other archeologists are
exploring chemical approaches analyzing pottery clays or assessing distributional frequencies
of clay smoking pipes ard ather artifacts to discover new indications of ethnic identity and
intergroup relations (Kuhn 1985; Spow 1980).

North Atlantic native people living around the mouth of the Guif of St. Lawrence were
among the first Indians to encounter newcomers. The earliest of these meetings accurred
in Newfoundland latitudes far north of the present international boundary. Norse voyagers
are known to have traveled to these more northerly latitudes some 1,000 years ago. Basque,
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Breton, and Norman sailors were fishing off Newfoundland Banks when Giovanni Caboto,
an Italian in English employ more commonly known as John Cabot, made the first recorded
European visit 10 these latitudes in more recent times while searching for a western route
to China in 1497. Although other mariners are known to have followed these voyagers,
documents recording Giovanni da Verrazzano's landfalls on Atlantic shores in 1524 remains
the earliest recorded instance of a European visit to parts of the region within the United
States.

Other Europeans soon followed Verrazzano in search of a western route to the Indies,
Failing to find their Northwest Passage, sailors aboard most of English, French, Basque,
Spanish, and Portuguese ships known to have made landfalls from Newfoundland to Virginia
during the 16th-century instead searched for fish, pelts, gold, and slaves to take back to
Europe. These voyages marked the beginning of more or less regular direct contact between
both peoples in the region. Most of the small number of glass beads and other scanty
evidences of contact found in 16th-century Indian archeological sites in the region probably
came from contacts with these early visitors. Other materials may have come from the south
by way of Indians in contact with Englishmen, Spaniards, and other Europeans sailing north
from Florida or the Caribbean.

Most documents written by early European visitors are little more than sketchy reports of
brief encounters. Other documentation consists of generally unattributed map references
on 16th-century globes, atlas, or maps. None of these sources contain extensively detailed
data on Indian people. Only a few mention Indian individuals by name, and virtually none
identify communities or politics. Collectively, surviving documentary materials furnish only
the most impressionistic glimpses of Indian life during the 1500s. Published translated and
transcribed versions of much of this documentation may be seen in Quinn (1977 and 1981)
and Quinn, Quinn, and Hillier (1979).

Extant native oral traditions describing initial contacts, for their part, tend to reveal more
about what later Indians felt about newcomers than about contact events themselves.
Relatively few known accounts exactly date or precisely locate events dating to the 16th-
century. Several of the many texts recounting Indian reactions to early European visitors
are published in Calloway (1991), Morrison (1984), and Simmons {1986).

Archeologists familiar with the equivocal nature of available 16th-century written and oral
sources, such as the late Lynn Ceci, whose studies illuminated aspects of Long Island Indian
socio-economic life and Dean Snow, who has conducted detailed inquiries into Maine Indian
ecological adaptations, tend to use the direct historical approach and middle range theory
to correlate sites and site functions with historically chronicled people and practices (Ceci
1977, Snow 1978a and 1980). Although these and other studies have succeeded in shedding
new light on the subject, archeological resources for the most part continue to provide only
marginally more informative material than written and oral sources.
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Several factors account for this state of affairs. Most known sites have been destroyed or
substantially disturbed. Much of what is known has been salvaged from threatened locales.
Although many professional and avocational archeologists have systematically surveyed many
properties, much recovered information remains scattered, unanalyzed, and unpublished.
Many scholars are working to gather together and study large bodies of material. Not all
are eager to widely publish their findings, however. Archeologists anxious to discourage
looters pillaging sites in western Massachusetts, for example, frequently refrain from
publishing any information of potential use to pothunters (Dincauze 1991).

Despite this situation, many important new discoveries are being made by archeaologists
dedicated to preserving the past. The completely excavated Wyncoop Farm/Grapes site in
the Hurley Flats Complex in Marbletown, New York, for example, contains the remains of
a single longhouse accupied by people who lived in the historically chronicied heart of the
- Esopus Indian homeland during the late 1500s. Farther east, uniguely intact and extensive
radiocarbon-dated deposits within the nominated Nauset district in the Cape Cod National
Seashore preserve an important record of protohistoric Coastal Algonquian Indian life.

Settlement patterns identified at these and other known protohistoric sites confirm written
accounts recording that the region’s Indian people generally lived in small decentralized
settlements. Furopean materials found at such sites usually consist of little more than a few
glass beads, some metal hoops or spirals, or scraps of brass, copper, and iron. Most such
material is found in mortuary contexts. The small number of these artifacts and their
location in graves suggests that European technology did not substantially affect most aspects
of daily life in the region during protohistoric times. Evidence of more intensive contact in
the form of brass, copper, or iron kettles, firearms, and other materials, does not appear in
most areas of the region until the middle decades of the next century.

The Seventeenth Century

Indian life throughout the region was irrevocably transformed during the 1600s. Indian
people only dimly aware of Europeans in 1600 were forced to contend with new neighbors,
tools, and ideas as wars, disease, and dispossession devastated their towns. So far-reaching
were the changes brought on by these events that many scholars categorize the years
following intensive colonization as post-contact plantation or colonization phases {Bradley
1984; Brasser 1988).

Sustained contacts between North Atlantic Indian people and newcomers began when
traders established posts and forts at favorable locations on the coast and along navigable
rivers during the first decades of the 17th-century. To the north, French explorers
established small settlements around the Gulf of Maine as early as 1604. Mare extensive
settlements subsequently were built along the St. Lawrence River.
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Farther south, English colonists erected their first abortive settlements along a portion of
North Atlantic coastline known as Norumbega about the same time the first French settlers
moved into the region. Renamed New England by Captain John Smith, this area
subsequently was more thickly settled by Puritans and other English dissenters moving to
Massachusetts Bay and Plymouth during the 1620s and 1630s. Establishing themselves along
the coast, English settlers began moving into the Connecticut River valiey by the 1640,

Dutch West India Company officials settled colonists from many northern’ European
countries along the Hudson River as English settlers struggled to establish themselves on
New England shores. Their colony, which stretched from the Connecticut River valiey to
Delaware Bay, was known as New Netherland. Portions of New Netherland located in the
North Atlantic region were renamed New York and New Jersey when English troops
conquered the colony in 1664

Although England claimed dominion over the whole of the North Atlantic coast after
defeating the Dutch, English colonists were not able to secure complete control over the
region. During the Third Angio-Dutch War in 1673, a Dutch fleet easily recaptured New
York. Holding the province for nearly a year, the Dutch surrendered the place for the last
time under the terms of the Treaty of Westminster ending the conflict in 1674,

Warfare continued to rage across the Kennebec-Penobscot frontier in Maine as New
Englanders and their Indian allies battled French Acadian settlers and their Indian allies.
Farther west, columns of French soldiers and Indian warriors struck out from New France
to attack English outposts in the northern parts of New York, New Hampshire, and
Massachusetts during the first of four imperial wars fought between France and Great
Britain for control of the region between 1689 and 1762.

Recurring epidemics of smallpox, measles, and other diseases devastated tribes throughout
the region as conflicts with colonists and other Indians killed thousands and depopulated
entire areas. Hundreds of settiers and as many as 1,000 Munsee people may have been
killed during Governor Kieft’s war in New Netherland between 1640 and 1645 (Trelease
1960). Thousands of other people were killed or driven from their homes in other colonial
wars such as the Pequot War of 1637 and the more cataclysmic struggle known today as
King Philip’s War (after the Wampanoag sachem Metacomet or Matacam known by this
name among the English) from 1675 to 1677 (Baker 1986; Jennings 1975; Leach 1958;
Vaughan 1979),

Europeans relentlessly pressed Indians surviving these and other disasters to convey title to
their lands. While many Indian people tried to prevent colonists from taking their iand,
nearly all had to sell or see their lands seized forcibly. Some people managed to siow the
pace and extent of colonial expansion into their territories. Despite these efforts, Europeans
managed 1o obtain title to much of the most desirable coastal land in the region by 1700
(Baker 1989; Grumet 1979; Jennings 1975). Demoratized by the loss of land and loved ones,
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many Indians began to drink heavily. Taking on the characteristics of an epidemic by the
end of the century, alcohol abuse devastated families and ravaged entire communities
already reeling from the effects of war, disease, divisiveness, and other problems.

Indian people struggled to respond to these challenges. Many moved to new places. Other
explored new ways of living. Old back country Indian towns far from colonial settlements
like Norridgewock and Minisink were renovated and reoccupied. New towns were built.
Other Indian people left the region and moved north to the St. Lawrence or west towards
the Susquehanna or Ohio country. Most people remaining on ancestral lands moved to
remote areas unwanted by colonists, Others settled in Christian mission towns. Still others
moved onto small reservations set aside by provincial authorities. Indian people living on
land designated by colonial officials as the Narrapansett reservation in Charlestown, Rhode
Island and the Mashantucket Pequot reservation in Ledyard, Connecticut, managed to hold
onto some of their land. More independent people unwilling to be confined to reservations
or missions, such as Vermont’s Western Abenakis, increasingly settled along uncolonized
borderlands separating contending provinces and colonial powers.

Archeological evidence indicates that Indian people in many parts of the region began o
build larger and more compact settlements during the 1600s. These patterns may reflect
movements of Jarge numbers of native people into smaller communities. They also may
represent demographic recoveries of populations rebounding from effects of eariier
epidemics. Whatever the cause for their appearance, archeologists have found that many
of these sites contain unprecedentedly large or diverse assemblages of European goods.
Although many of these goods have been found in mortuary contexts, excavators working
at Mashantucket, Fort Shantok, and other places increasingly have recovered such goods
from pits, midden layers, and other features associated with everyday life.

Archeological work at these sites also shows that many Indian people only gradually
abandoned traditional aboriginal tools and weapons as the century wore on. Many Indian
musketeers, for instance, continued to use domestically produced bows and arrows, While
some technologies were abandoned, others were renewed or reinforced. Metal tools often
proved useful to wood carvers, cooks, and others. Metal arrowheads came to replace
projectile points crafted from stone or antler tines.

European demand also stimulated production of traditional Indian products. Although
[ndians often were barred from the wage-labor economy, more than a few found ways to
exploit new commercial opportunities. Many Indian people responded to new market
conditions by producing traditional wooden bowls, moccasins, and snowshoes and newer
forms of splint baskets and straw, brush, or birch splint brooms for expart. Others produced
herbal remedies and other pharmaceuticals popular with colonists. Sold or traded to
colonists, such products brought goods and capital to Indian communities otherwise isolated
from the larger colonial economy. Artifact assemblages dominated by Evropean imporis



NE HISTORIC CONTACT NHL THEME STUDY
NORTH ATLANTIC: PAGE 38

found in many archeological deposits suggest that many Indians increasingly participated in
regional colonial economic life by the end of the 1600s.

Native North Atlantic groups and people living in what is now the United States were first
identified by name in European documents during the first decade of the century. A wide
range of archeological, linguistic, ethnographic, and documentary sources indicate that
differences in language, social organization, political affiliation, custom, and belief distin-
guished Coastal Algonquian people and groups from one another. Despite these differences,
these same sources also reveal that most shared significant cuitural and historical similarities.

Differential preservation and ambiguities inherent in all archeological deposits prevent
investigators from conclusively identifying similarities and differences in known sites in the
region. As mentioned earlier, specific pottery styles or archeological assemblages have not
yet been confidently linked to particular historically documented North Atlantic native
communities. Scholars accordingly must rely upon written sources to link particular societies
or communities with specific lacales.

Most documentary sources indicate that nearly ali Indian people in the region followed ways
of life based on culturai patterns first established more than 500 years earlier. Even the
most northerly communities in the region, for example, produced or traded for corn, beans,
squash, and tobacco. Hunting, fishing, and collecting suppiemented rather than dominated
the diets of most 17th-century North Atlantic Indian people (Salisbury 1982a contra M.K.
Bennett 1955; Silver 1981 contra Ceci 1980).

Early 17th-century Indian settiements generally ranged from small camps to large dispersed
communities of longhouses or round or conical wigwams. Larger settlements sometimes
were fortified or situated near fortified enclosures. By the end of the century, most North
Atlantic Indian people lived in small towns or dispersed hamlets. Many Indians remaining
along the coast resided in reservations or missions. Although increasing numbers of native
people began moving into log or frame buildings similar to those constructed by newcomers,
most Indians continued to live in traditional bark or grass-mat covered sapling-framed houses
throughout the 1600s.

Available evidence indicates that these and other protohistoric North Atlantic lifeways
persisted in most Indian communities well into the century. Archeological assemblages
containing small amounts of European goods mixed together with substantial bodies of
aboriginally produced materials generally suggest continuity rather than change. Historic
Dutch, English, and French records, for their part, generally corroborate these findings.
Although European diseases ravaged many Indian communities, the less than 1,000
newcomers who lived year-round in outposts scattered along the North Atlantic seaboard
evidently made Iittle direct impact on native life before 1630.
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Although colonists constantly wrote about settling on virgin or uninthabited land, in reality
they moved to often heavily populated places. Although early investigators given to
minimizing Indian popuiations suggested figures as low as 25,000 (Mooney 1928), more
recent scholars favoring larger estimates have proposed figures ranging from 60,000 to as
much as 150,000 (S.F. Cook 1976; Jennings 1975; Salisbury 1982a),

Whatever their actual number, Indian populations throughout the region declined
disastrously during the 17th-century. The first recorded pandemic may have killed as many
as 90% of all Indian people living from Cape Cod to Penobscot country in Maine between
1616 and 1622 (Spiess and Spiess 1987). The next reported episode, a smallpox epidemic,
intermittently ravaged communities farther south and west from 1631 to 1634 (S.F, Cook
1973a). Although evidence is unclear, contemporary sources suggest that these and
subsequent epidemics killed thousands. In places such as the Massachuseits Bay town of
Patuxet, those not succumbing to epidemic contagion fled from their lands. Those diseases
that followed frequently devastated other communities (Dobyns 1983; Grumet 1990s;
Ramenofsky 1987).

Wars killed or drove away hundreds more. Indian people throughout the region adopted
new weapons, developed new tactics, and acquired new reasons for fighting. Intertribal
conflicts, such as the wars between the Tarrantines (today's Micmac people) and
Massachusetts Coastal Algonquians, became increasingly lethal (Siebert 1973), Farther west,
Mohawk raiders repeatedly forced people living in Western Abenaki and Mahican country
to periodically withdraw from and reoccupy settlements within range of their war parties
throughout the 17th-century (Calloway 1990; Trelease 1960; Trigger 1971).

Colonial wars also set new standards for ferocity and devastation. The region’s first major
intercultural conflict, the Pequot War fought between the Pequot Indians of Eastern
Connecticut and New England settlers and their Indian allies in 1636 and 1637, resulted in
the defeat and near-destruction of the Pequot nation (S.F. Cook i973b; Hauptman and
Wherry 1990; Jennings 1975; Vaughan 1979; Washburn 1978). Settlers and their Indian
allies killed or enslaved thousands of New England Indians during King Philip’s War of 1675-
1676. These wars and debilitating epidemic diseases ultimately reduced overall native
population in most areas of the region to less than a tenth of its pre-1600 level by the end
of the century.

European population, in contrast, rose dramatically as native numbers declined. The vast
majority of these immigrants came from the British Isles. The "Great Migration” of English
settlers into southern New England raised settler population in the Bay Colony alone from
1,000 to 11,000 between 1630 and 1638. In another part of Massachusetts Bay, the 3,000
settlers arriving from 1630 to 1633 overwhelmed the 200 Massachusetts and Pawtucket
people known to have survived Micmac raids, sporadic attacks from Plymouth settlers, and
carlier epidemics {Salisbury 1982a). Thousands of other settlers poured into Rhode Island,
Connecticut, and nearby sections of New Hampshire and lower Maine. Still others moved
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westward beyond the Connecticut Valley towards the Hudson River and western Long Island
lands claimed by the Dutch.

English population in New England grew to nearly 91,000 by 1700. The number of Africans
living in the region, by contrast, remained small. No more than 1,700 Americans of African
descent were enumerated in New Engiand in 1700 (McCusker and Menard 1985:103). Many
probably were new arrivals, Others had most certainly been born in the region. Although
nearly all were slaves owned by European settlers, many of these people began living with
and marrying Indians.

French numbers never approached those of the English during this period. Their sphere of
inflnence in the region, moreover, was restricted to the upper Champlain Valley and the
Acadian border along the St. George and upper Kennebec rivers at this time. Seventeenth-
century French forts, settlements, and missions buiit along these barderlands rarely sheltered
more than a few hundred inhabitants.

European population never exceeded 9,000 within the Dutch sphere of influence between
the Connecticut and Delaware River valiey (Rink 1986). African American population in
New Netheriand, for its part, did not rise above 600 during these years. European
popuiation in New York and northern New Jersey rose to 27,000 in the decades immediately
following the Engiish conquest of New Netherland in 1664. During this time, more than
3,000 African people were brought into or born in the area (McCusker and Menard 1985).

War and disease claimed the lives of many newcomers. Despite these losses, immigration,
voluntary and otherwise, usually more than made up for all losses. Although exact figures
are not available, existing evidence indicates that total European and African population in
the North Atlantic rose from near zero in 1600 to more than 130,000 by the end of the
century.

Overwhelmed by these numbers and forced to contend with seemingly endless waves of
warfare and epidemic disease, Indian people rarely were able to replenish their own losses.
OQutnumbered, they struggled to resist Europeans determined to control North Atlantic
shores by driving away, supplanting, or subjugating the region’s original inhabitants.

Much of the record of these events is in written form. Although current technology limits
archeological interpretation, resources excavated from sites can confirm or disprove written
records. Few sites are known ta contain such well-preserved assemblages. Only a few of
the hundreds of Indian towns documented in historical records have been archeologically
located in the North Atlantic sub-region. Most known archeological sites dating to the 17th-
century contain scanty, scattered. or disturbed deposits. Many properties, such as Burr's
Hill, RI-1000, and Pantigo, are mortuary sites rather than residential areas. And, like Burr’s
Hill, many North Atlantic archeological sites have been destroyed following their discovery.
Few intact residential properties have heen as well studied, preserved, and protected as the



NE HISTORIC CONTACT NHL THEME STUDY
NORTH ATLANTIC: PAGE 41

Hinsdale, New Hampshire Fort Hill site excavated by archeologist Peter A. Thomas, Most
other systematically excavated sites have been hurriedly unearthed by dedicated amateurs
or contract archeologists struggling to keep ahead of bulldozers or looters.

Data recovered from known archeological sites dating to the 1600s collectively indicate that
most North Atlantic native people almost wholly adopted objects of European origin by the
end of the century. Only small amounts of aboriginal manufactures have been recovered
at Burr’s Hill and other late 17th-century sites (Gibson 1980). Traditional artifacts
manufactured by Indians found at such sites frequently served new functions. Both archival
and archeological sources, for example, document the commeoditization of wampum shell
beads (Ceci 1977). These and other aspects of Indian material culture changed dramatically
during the 17th-century.

Such changes do not mean that the region’s original inhabitants somehow lost their identities
or abandoned cultural traditions during these years. Although many aspects of their lives
changed, Indians themselves did not disappear. Surviving wars, epidemics, and dispossession,
native people endured. Testifying to Indian persistence, changes documented in written and
archeological records show how native people struggled to creatively adapt to drastically
changing conditions.

The Eighteenth Century

The already rapid pace of Indian culture change accelerated dramatically throughout the
North Atlantic during the 18th-century. Aboriginal social and cultural life was transformed
as Indians struggled to contend with colonists intent upon their assimilation, subjugation,
dispossession, dispersal, or disappearance. Differential population profiles tellingly reveal
the demographic consequences of these events.

Available population records indicate that North Atlantic Indian population, already in sharp
decline by the late 1600s, continued to dwindie precipitously as the 18th-century wore on.
No fewer than ten episodes of epidemic disease are recorded in Hudson Valley records
alone between 1703 and 1767 (Grumet 1990a). Hundreds of other Indian people perished
in nearly incessant wars devastating Indian and European frontier communities throughout
the century. Land sales and oppressive provincial policies forced other Indians to leave their
homes. Many fled to New France. Others moved to the western frontier. Devastated and
demoralized, no more than a few thousand Indians remained in the region by the century’s
end.

European and African population, in contrast, increased exponentially during the same
period. Total colonial population in the region rose from 130,000 in 1700 to 630,000 by the
time of the final British conquest of New France in 1760 (McCusker and Menard 1985:103,
203). These numbers would grow to more than 1,150,000 by the close of the War for
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Independence. Fewer than 50,000 of these people were Africans or descendants of African
people. The rest were immigrants from Western Europe.

Warfare raged across the region’s borders as France and Great Britain continued their
contest for supremacy and survival. Although the British finally forced the French to
surrender Canada at the end of the Seven Years War (1755-1762), their triumph was
shortlived. The enormous expenditures invested in securing their empire limited their ability
to hold it together. Short-sighted attempts to make colonists pay part of the price of this
empire soon turned New England into a hotbed of revolutionary ferment.  Discontent
finaily turned to rebellion. Within ten years, Britain was at war with her colonies. By 1783,
they were forced to surrender the region to the newly independent United States.

Immigrants moving to North Atlantic provinces during these years became embroiled in
these struggles. The violence was not limited to imperial rivalries or contending Indian
tribesfolk. Factional conflict marked colonial society at every level as landlords, merchants,
provincial functionaries, royal administrators, and residents from neighboring provinces
sought advantage over one another throughout the 18th-century. No matter how they
struggled among themselves, settlers generally shared the common goal of securing
uncontested control over all Indians and Indian lands. Provincial governments intent upon
realizing these goals presided over the purchase or confiscation of nearly all Indian lands in
the region by 1760.

Although most Indian communities suffered devastating losses, few Indian people were
completely dispossessed during this period. Provincial governments set aside small
reservations at Shinnecock, on eastern Long Island, Schaghticoke, in upstate New York (not
to be confused with the Connecticut community of the same name, hereafter speiled
Skatekook), and other locales. Powerful landowners occasionally also deeded small tracts
to Indian people. Long Island manor lord William Smith, for example, signed over 175 acres
in four tracts to Indian owners in 1700. This act established a reservation that endures today
as the modern Poosepatuck community (Gonzalez 1986:119-120).

Indians also continued to move 1o mission settlements. Some mission settlements, like the
earlier mentioned Massachusetts Bay Puritan Praying towns, decreased in importance as the
century wore on. Other missions, constructed in more remote frontier areas, grew in
influence. Some, like the Norridgewock mission led by the French Jesuit warrior-priest
Sebastian Rale, called on converts to openly serve European imperial interests. Others, like
the Moravian settlements established in New York and Pennsylvania during the 1740s, were
multiracia] utopian communities erected by pacifistic communal Protestant sects. Still others,
like the mission towns established at Skatekook, Connecticut in 1734 and Stockbridge,
Massachusetts two years later were led by Presbyterian ministers inspired by the wave of
religious fervor known as "The Great Awakening” that swept across Protestant communities
throughout British North America during the 1730s and 1740s.
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No matter where they lived, nearly all North Atlantic Indians radically changed many aspects
of their way of life during this turbulent cemtury. Observations made by European
chroniclers, trade ledger entries, probate records, and archeological deposits all show that
Indian abandonment of traditional manufactures, already well along by 1700, was virtually
complete by mid-century. The collapse of the New England fur trade and the breakdown
of the Indian real estate market following the sales of much of their remaining lands forced
growing numbers of Indian people into marginal sectors of the colonial wage economy.
Often earning livings as soldiers and guides in the colonial wars, many of thése people
uitimately became laborers, seafarers, or servants.

Forced from their lands and often compelled to travel long distances in search of work,
many Indian people took up a wandering way of life. More than a few of these people were
nomads in their own homelands by century’s end. Many of these people married spouses
from other Indian or non-Indian communities.

Depending where they lived, many Indians learned to speak one of the trade jargons that
arose in various parts of the region during the preceding century. As contact became more
intensive, numbers of Indian people also learned to speak English or French. People
speaking these and other foreign languages also learned foreign ways. Many were taught
new languages and customs by knowledgeable kinsfolk, neighbors, or missionaries.

Increasing numbers of Indian people learned to read and write in traditional or European
languages. English or French gradually supplanted native languages as elders grew old and
died. Many tribal traditions disappeared as young people chose to follow new ways of life
they considered more in tune with changing times. In the process, several languages, such
as Quiripi, Montauk, and Massachusetts virtually disappeared by the end of the century.

These and other changes also are reflected in alterations or disappearances of many
personal, ethnic, and tribal names. Many Indian people took European names. Others
began to use Indian names as surnames. Others took on different tribal identities. Many
Eastern Niantics, for example, came to identify themselves as Narragansetts following their
acceptance of Indian refugees from that tribe following the end of King Philip’s War.
Southern New England Indian refugees settling among Schaghticoke, townsfolk along the
Hoosic River in New York, for their part, collectively became known as Mahicans. Farther
west, northern Delaware-speaking Indian refugees moving to the Susquehanna River came
to call themselves Munsees, "People from Minisink.” As with other changes noted earlier,
shifting naming patterns do not signify wholesale disappearances of cuitural traditions or
people. Instead, they reflect Indian struggles to creatively adapt to the effects of physical
relocation, social reorganization, and other consequences of contact.
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Sources

Numerous studies analyze written records documenting the earliest encounters between
Europeans and Indians in the region. Some of the more accessible of these studies are
Brasser (1978a) and Kraft (1989a and 1989b). More extensive surveys may be found in
Morison (1971), Quinn (1977, 1981, and 198S5; see also Quinn, Quinn, and Hillier 1979), and
Scammell (1981). Several studies analyze developments in specific regions or document
particular expeditions. Ethnologist Bernard G. Hoffman, for example, conducted intensive
investigations into early 16th-century contacts along the northern coast (Hoffman 1961).
Lawrence C, Wroth has written a detailed analysis of the 1524 Verrazzano expedition
(Verrazzano 1970). Lynn Ceci chronicled early European voyages to southern New England
predating Henry Hudson’s 1609 voyage to the river today bearing his name (Ceci 1977).
Laurier Turgeon explores the potential of Basque, Norman, and Breton archives to reveal
new information on 15th-century trade along North Atlantic shores (Turgeon 1990).

A large body of written records documents relations between Indians and colonists in 17th-
century New England. General overviews synthesizing major aspects of this literature are
published in Jennings (1975), Salisbury (1982b), and Salwen (1978). Extracts from important
primary sources documenting events in the North Country are presented in Calloway (1991).
Salisbury (19822) provides a highly detailed review of events in and around southern New
England during the first half of the 17th-century. Conkey, Boissevain, and Goddard (1978)
synopsize information bearing upon the years following King Philip’s War. Studies by Harald
Prins, Bruce Bourque, and Dean Snow present contrasting views of contact developments
in Maine (Prins 1988a, 1991a, and 1991b; Prins and Bourque 1987; Snow 19803

Large numbers of more specialized studies document particular aspects of 17th-century
North Atlantic intercultural relations. English Indian policies are covered in Jacobs {1988).
Leach (1988) and Washburn (1978) document 17th-century warfare in the region. Malone
(1973) shows how southern New England Indians competed in the arms race with their
English neighbors. Puritan-Indian iegal relations in Massachusetts Bay are summarized in
Kawashima (1986 and 1988a). Particularly useful studies contrasting Indian and English
society and material culture in the region may be found in Ceci (1980b and 1982b), P.
Thomas (1979 and 1985), and Fairbanks and Trent (1982).

A substantial literature is devoted to English and French Christian Indian missionization
efforts. Axtell (1985) provides an excellent overview of the subject. Other valuable sources
on 17th-century missionary efforts in the North Atlantic include Brenner (1983 and 1984),
Beaver (1988), Campeau (1988), Goddard and Bragdon (1988), Jennings (1971), Lewis
(1988), and Salisbury (1972 and 1974). A particularly exhaustive survey of documentary and
archeological resources associated with the seven original 17th-century Massachusetts Bay
Praying Indian towns may be found in Carlson (1986).
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Already cited surveys by Haviland and Power (1981) and Snow (1980) describe much of
what is known about 17th-century Indian archeology in the region’s more northerly reaches.
Papers by James W. Bradley (1983 and 1987b) provide useful overview of developments
farther south. The large number of site reports cited in property listings presented below
also provide a wide range of archeological documentation for colonial North Atlantic Indian
life. Contributions in the Burr's Hili site report (Gibson 1980), for example, represent
particularly detailed studies contrasting the wide range of 17th-century aboriginal and
European technologies found in Burr's Hill mortuary contexis with contemporary assem-
blages elsewhere. Other important sources include P. Rabinson (1987 and 1990), Simmons
(1970), P. Thomas (1991), Turnbaugh (1984), L. Williams (1972), and Young (1969a).

Relatively few sources provide general overviews of 18th-century North Atlantic Indian life.
The best single ethnohistoric survey remains Cankey, Boissevain, and Goddard (1978).
Other useful sources include Beaver (1988), Calloway (1990), Kawashima (1986), and
Salisbury (1982b). Several sources cited in the following sections, such as the body of
worked produced by archeologist Herbert C. Kraft (1975b, 1978, and 1989}, provide
important informatijon on archeological evidence associated with particular groups or areas.
No general archeological synthesis of 18th-century North Atlantic Indian life has yet been
attempted.

Information documenting contact events in North Atlantic areas is presented below:

MAINE

Written records and Indian oral traditions corraborate archeological evidence indicating that
a number of different Indian communities called Maine home during the historic contact
period. All scholars agree that significant changes in ethnic identity occurred during contact
times. Ecologically oriented scholars suggest that concentrations of resources around
circumscribed river valleys. separated by relatively unproductive barren lands or hills
constrained Maine Indians to develop unique social, economic, and political lifeways within
individual drainage systems (Snow 1968; Speck 1915). More recently, scholars documenting
complex patterns of interaction revealed historic records hold that Maine Indian people
formed intricate flexible networks of kin and clients stretching across and between river
valleys (Bourque 1989a; Prins 1986b, 1991a, and 1991b; Prins and Bourque 1987).

The Sixteenth Century
Scholars studying archeological evidence dating to the 16th-century generally agree that

incised-collared pottery and triangular chipped stone projectile points resembling types and
styles used by people living farther south first appeared in western Maine as early as 1400.
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Bath side-notched and triangular chipped stone projectile points are found in sites dating
to late prehistoric and protohistoric times farther north and east.

Stone or bone harpoons, fishing gear, barbed arrows and spears, and remains of fish,
shelifish, and sea mammals found in shell heaps and middens found at various locales along
Maine’s coast show that the state’s original inhabitants drew much of their livelihood from
the sea during protohistoric times. No evidence of plant cultivation has yet been found in
late prehistoric or protohistoric sites north of the Kennebec River.

Scant archeological evidence of settlement patterns suggests that most native people in
Maine generally lived in small temporary settlements, The small number of metal scraps
and glass beads found at the Pemaquid and Sargentville sites suggests that European contact
minimally influenced Maine Indian technology during protohistoric times. Other effects of
contact during these years are less clearly understood at present.

The Seventeenth Century

A preat deal of documentary material details events associated with Maine Indians,
Unfortunately, inconsistencies and contradictions generated by often fragmentary data have
sparked often intense scholarly debates on the ethnic, cultural, and linguistic identities of
Maine’s Indians. Contrasting French and English documents with recently discovered ar-
cheological evidence, Bruce Bourque and Harald Prins have worked to sort out some of this
confusion. .

Communities of native people later identified by Samuel de Champlain and other French
explorers as Armouchiquois, Etchemins, and Souriquois lined Maine shores when Giovanni
da Verrazzano made the first recorded European voyage to North Atlantic shores in 1524,
Bourque and Prins believed that most descendants of Souriquois first contacted by French
explorers sailing into the Gulf of Maine during the first decade of the 17th-century later
came to be known as Micmacs (Algonquian: "Allies or kin-friends™). Ancestors of most
Indian people living in New Brunswick and Nova Scotia, people tracing Micmac descent
within the United States have lived in a small community in the northern reaches of
Aroostook County, Maine, for the last several centuries (Prins 1988a; Whitehead 1988).

Prins and Bourque also show that groups identified by the French as Etchemins during the
early 1600s lived along the Maine coast east of the Kennebec River. Many of these people
were known as Maliseets by the 1700s. Bourque and Prins further have found that people
living farther upriver known as Canibas (Kennebecs) generally joined with Etchemins,
Maliseets, or Pigwacket Indians living south of the Kennebec to form a loose confederation
during the late 1600s. These people, collectively known as the Eastern Abenakis, dominated
subsequent intercultural relations in Maine (Bourque 1989a; Prins 1991a and 1991b; Prins
and Bourque 1987).
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Intensive intercultural contacts began when explorers like Samuel de Champlain and John
Smith journeyed to the region during the first decade of the 17th-century. Although precise
figures do not exist, the total Indian population in coastal Maine probably numbered 12,000
people at that time. Many of these people cultivated or traded for corn and other crops.
All hunted, fished, and collected wild plants and other resources. Living in bark or mat
covered wigwams or long houses, their economic interests primarily focused upon what the
sea and forest provided.

The fur trade came to play an important role in Maine Indian life as French and English
traders penetrated the region during the 1600s. Maine Indians found their lands turned into
frontier battlegrounds as France and England began to battle for control of the region
during the 1680s. Most Maine Indians maintained cordial relations with the French. English
traders generally outnumbered and outbid French competitors. Preferring cheaper, more
plentiful, and better English goods, most Maine Indians living to the west of the Penobscot
struggled to live with often avaricious Plymouth and Massachusetts Bay traders settling
among them at Arrowsic (the Clark & Lake site), the nominated Cushnoc and Pemaquid
properties, Saco, and other places.

Responding to opportunities opened by the trade, many Indian people living south of the
Kennebec River increasingly frequented these trading posts. As elsewhere, economic and
social changes followed commerce. Earlier, men and women often worked together in small
domestic production teams. This pattern changed as small groups of men from trading
towns traveled increasingly longer distances in search of furs. Women remaining at home
forged new roles for themselves as they turned their energies to community affairs,
processed pelts, bargained with nearby English traders, and cultivated newly established
fields near their homes. First occurring among Maine tribes, changes in sexual roles and
responsibilities produced in part by the English and French fur trade ultimately transformed
Indian life everywhere in the Northeast during the historic contact period.

Most Maliseets, Canibas, and other Indians from Eastern Maine increasingly became
involved in this trade during the early decades of the 17th-century. Mahicans and Indian
refugees from other places moving to the area between 1676 and 1725 also took part in the
region’s commerce (Bourque 1989a; Prins 1988b). Extant written records indicate that
epidemics and wars with New Englanders compelled many of these people to move farther
away toward Quebec or Acadia as the fur trade collapsed during the waning years of the
1600s.

Forced by war, depopulation, and economic depression to develop more centralized societi-
es, they began to identify themseives as Wabanakis. Together with their Western Abenaki
kinsfolk, most of these people reorganized themselves into a somewhat amorphous coalition
known to Anglo-American settlers and modern scholars as Eastern Abenakis by the end of
“the 17th-century.
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Archealogical and ethnohistoric sources indicate that most major early 17th-century Maine
Indian settlements were located along estuaries. Fishing camps were situated on coastal bays
and lower reaches of major rivers. A 1625 English source evidently based upon information
furnished by Indians kidnapped by English ship captain George Weymouth in 1605 noted
that at least 21 native communities were located on 11 rivers in Maine prior to the 1616
pandemic. Frequently identified as Eastern Abenaki towns, these communities were located
in a place called Mawooshen stretching from Penobscot Bay to Massachusetts. Coastal
Indian people in Mawooshen were organized in a loose confederation led by an influential
leader named Bashaba or Betsabes when Europeans first began settling in the region during
the early 1600s (Eckstrom 1978; Prins 1991a and 1991b).

The sites of at least two of these communities, the nominated historic town of Norridgewock
and a site archeologists have named Nahanada in honor of one of Weymouth’s captives,
have been located by investigators. Extensive deposits containing large amounts of aborigi-
nal and European artifacts and other materials have been found at both locales. Testing at
Nahanada has revealed the presence of a thick midden layer containing post molds, pits, and
numerous European artifacts predating the establishment of the nearby English settlement
of Pemaquid in 1625. Sadly, erosion has all but obliterated Nahanada. Better preserved
sites containing small amounts of contemporary assemblages of European and Indian
artifacts have been identified at Allen’s Island, Bridges Point, Murray Hill Portage, and
several other locales.

Archeological evidence of stane forts, substantial house foundations, and other features
found at locales such as the nominated Pemaquid and Pentagoet properties show that
Europeans intended to stay. Claiming large areas of land by virtue of deeds bearing marks
of native people, they compelled Maine Indians to abandon broad expanses of coastal
territory. Relations worsened as epidemics, Mohawk raids, English expansionism, dishonest
English traders, several murders, and other provocations angered and alienated most Maine

Indians. |

In 1675, English settlers, alarmed by the widening King Philip’s War, demanded that the
Maine Indians surrender their firearms. Many Indians living near English towns soon took
refuge in Penobscot country to the north. Outraged by the murder of the infant child of a
Saco Indian leader and unwilling to put themselves at the mercy of the English, most of
these tribesfolk finally went to war in 1676. Attacking New England settiements throughout
Maine, they soon forced abandonment of Arrowsic, Cushnoc, Pemaquid, and other isolated
frontier towns. Treaties signed in 1676 and 1678 temporarily put an end to the fighting.
Despite these treaties, sporadic attacks continued to break out as unreconciled Maine
Indians periodically lashed out against English settlers throughout the remainder of the 17th-
century.

Indian reiations with the French missionaries, traders, and government officials, by contrast,
became closer during the same period, The Pentagoet area soon became a center of French
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influence in the region. Pentagoet first became an important French administrative center
when Sieur Charles d’Aulnay, the commander of Acadia, built a fort within the modern town
of Castine, Maine in 1633. Captured and occupied by the English in 1654, the Pentagoet
fort was returned to France in 1670. Rebuilt and refurbished, the fort subsequently served
as the capital of Acadia until its final destruction by Dutch privateers in 1674. Refusing to
abandon the area, Jean Vincent de Saint Castin established a trading post in a nearby
Etchemin town in 1677 (Faulkner and Faulkner 1987). Permanent missions were establlshcd
at Norridgewock and other places sometime thereafter.

Nominated properties at Cushnoc, Norridgewock, Pemaquid, and Pentagoet contain
extensive deposits documenting a wide range of Maine Indian relations with French and
English settlers, missionaries, and government officials. Smaller sites such as the College of
New England site and Parrott Point containing modest amounts of European and aboriginal
artifacts provide evidence of the continuing impact of European technology on late 17th-
century settlement and subsistence.

The Eighteenth Century

Most aspects of life changed dramatically for most Maine Indians during the turbulent years
of the 18th-century. Hundreds of Indian people were killed in the wars and epidemics that
raged across Maine. Colonists pouring into the region relentiessly pressed survivors of wars
and epidemtics to give up their lands. Giving in to these pressures, many leaders had already
sold much of the coast below the Kennebec River to English purchasers by 1700 (Baker
1989). French authorities, for their part, claimed their lands to the north of the Kennebec.
No matter how they felt about each other, both nations continued to claim sovereignty over
all Maine Indian lands up to the final French defeat in 1760.

Many people previously identified as Etchemins became known as Maliseets, St. John's
Indians, or Passamaquoddys during the 1700s. Noted as residents of small settlements
lacated to the north and east of the Penobscot River, most of these people gradually came
to be regarded as members of the Wabanaki confederacy. They and other Indians living
north and east of the lower Kennebec Valley attempted to remain neutral as France and
Britain intermittently went to war against each other. Living on lands lying directly astride
the heavily contested frontier separating both belligerents, nentrality became an impossibility.
Unable to stay out of the fighting, most Wabanakis aligned themselves with the French when
the first of these 18th-century imperial wars broke out in 1703,

At that time, many Maliseet-speaking people lived with Canibas at St. Castin’s Habitation
(Bourque 1989a). English attacks brought on by fighting associated with Queen Anne’s War
(1703-1713) forced most of these people to flee farther north towards Quebec or west to
Norridgewock (See below). Although some of these refugees remained in Quebec, most
returned to Maine to settie at Norridgewock or Old Town.
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Large numbers of Malisects remained along the St. Croix River throughout the remainder
of the colonial era. A portion of this group split to form the Passamaquoddy community
during the early 1700s. Descendants of both communities remain in the United States today
in and around reservations at Pleasant Point and Peter Dana Point.

Very little is known about Maine’s 18th-century Micmac community. Documentary sources
mention Micmacs among Indians living in northeastern Maine throughout the 1700s. No
clearly identifiable archeological deposits associated with these people have yet been found.

Most Indians living in Maine were settled in more or less permanent towns by the early
1700s. Some of these settlements contained as many as 100 bark-roofed log houses. Several
larger communities, such as Norridgewack, were enclosed by palisaded stockade walls.
Whether they lived in fortified towns or smail campsites, Maine Indian people mostly used
cloth, tools, and weapons imported from Europe.

Indians living in Maine found it increasingly difficulty to find furs or other commodities to
barter for these goads as the century wore on. Much of their most desirable land had
already been sold or expropriated. Indian hunters and trappers, for their part, had long
since extirpated beavers and other fur-bearing animals in most of their territories. No longer
able to trap fur or hunt for a living, some found suppart in Jesuit missions. Many of these
people supported their French allies as soldiers, guides, or, more rarely, as laborers after
British troops intent upon subjugating or driving away all Indians attacked their settlements
during the opening phase of Queen Anne’s War.

Most Maine Indians were forced to move from their homes as marauding English columns
ranged through their territories. Many settled in Acadia or Quebec. Others relocated
themselves closer to the New England frontier at the French Jesuit mission at Norridgewack
on the upper Kennebec River. Norridgewock became a key strategic base protecting the
Acadian frontier. The town also served as a springboard for military operations against New
England. Although British troops periodically destroyed the town, Indian people continued
to live in and around Norridgewock untii 1754 (Prins and Bourque 1987; Cowie and Petersen
1992). '

The most famous of these attacks, a successful assault resuiting in the destruction and
temporary abandonment of Nomridgewock in 1724, occurred during Dummer’s War
(Eckstrom 1934). New Englanders fought Dummer’s War (1722-1727), named for the
Massachusetts lieutenant-governor commanding provincial troops during the conflict, to end
French influence along their northern frontier with Acadia. Unlike other border wars of the
period, Dummer’s War was not part of a wider conflict. The war ended when sachems
representing Eastern Abenakis and other Maine Indian communities concluded a treaty
nominally acknowledging British sovereignty over their territories.
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Many Indians did not move back to Maine after the war ended. Those choosing to return
increasingiy settled in the more remote Penobscot country. Penobscot Jeaders increasingly
came to diplomatically represent most Maine Indian communities in councils with British and
colonial authorities as the century wore on. As such, they generally came to be regarded as
principal Wabanaki Confederacy representatives in the area. Holding meetings at such
places as Old Town, Pleasant Point, and Kingsclear, these people came to be regarded as
part of a larger Wabanaki Confederacy including Hurons, Ottawas and others who
collectively located their "Great Fire" at Caughnawaga, near Montreal. -

The Wabanaki Confederacy attracted many Maine Indians refusing to accept British rule
over their homeland. Anxious to live as far away from British settlers as possible, large
numbers of these people withdrew farther east while others moved north to Quebec mission
towns at Becancour and at Saint-Francois de Sales, known to the Abenakis as Odanak.

Most Wabanaki expatriates sided with the French when the Seven Years War broke out
between France and Great Britain in 1755. Most Maine Penobscots, for their part, tried to
maintain neutrality. Attacks mounted by other Eastern Abenakis allied with the French soon
forced the Penobscots to take sides. Supporting their Wabanaki allies, they continued
fighting on against the British even after French defeat in 1760. Many fought on until 1763.
Forced to make a separate peace with Massachusetts authorities, the Penobscots were
compelled to cede nearly all of their lands along the Penobscot River in 1762. Two years
later, they were forced to recognize the provinces’s sovereignty over much of their remaining
land in Maine. Importantly, although they relinquished sovereignty to their lands, they did
not convey their titles to Massachusetts or anyone else.

Most Penobscots and other Wabanaki Confederates agreed to support colonists rebelling
against British rule in 1775. Many of these people performed significant service in
campaigns against Canada. Although rebel authorities appreciated their help, Maine Indian
service in the war did not stop erstwhile allies from trying to take their remaining Jands,
After the fighting ended, the newly established state of Massachusetts interpreted wording
used the 1763 agreement to take title to most remaining Penobscot lands. Dispossessed
from much of their territory, the Penobscots were only permitted to keep two coastal islands
and others at and above Old Town on the Penobscot River.

Twenty four of the sites listed below are associated with 18th-century Maine Indian life.
Most contain small numbers of diagnostic artifacts such as European white clay trade pipes
or glass beads. Many are muiti-component deposits containing limited evidence of 18th-
century occupation. Extensive deposits dating to the 1700s have been located at Indian
[siand and the nominated Norridgewock mission.
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Sources

Studies by anthropologist Frank Speck, such as "Penobscot Man" {Speck 1940), provide basic
information for understanding Maine Indian life during the contact era. Overviews of late
prehistoric and early historic Indian life in Maine and coastal New Hampshire may be seen
in Snow (1978a and 1980). Extensive analyses of Maine Indian ceramics appear in Petersen
and Sanger (1989).

Studies by Bruce J. Bourque and Harald Prins provide the most exhaustive overviews of
17th-century Indian life in Maine (Bourque 1989a; Prins 1986b, 1988a, 1988b, 1991a, and
1991b; Prins and Bourque 1987). These studies may be compared to earlier work by Speck
(1915), Snow (1978b; 1980), and others. Calloway presents a succinct overview of intercul-
tural relations in the North Country in an introductory essay to his sonrcebook containing
extracts of printed texts of primary documentation (Calloway 1991). Morrison contrasts
spiritual and econcmic concerns affecting Maine Indian political relations with colonists
(1984). Useful archeological overviews are provided by Baker (1985), Alaric and Gretchen
Faulkner (1985 and 1987), and Snow (1978a and 1980). Materials found at ME 130-1 RSPF
in Farmington Falls may be associated with the multi-cultural Amesckanti community
located at the place during the late 1600s (Prins (1988b).

Useful ethnohistoric overviews of social and political aspects of 18th-century Maine Indian
life may be found in Prins (1991a and 1991b), Bourque (1989a), Ghere (1988), Snow
(1978b), and Morrison (1984).

James D. Wherry’s repart on the Houlton Band of Maliseet contains a mast comprehensive
survey of Maliseet life in Maine during the historic contact period (Wherry 1976). Useful
ethnohistoric overviews of social and political aspects of Maliseet life also may be found in
Prins (1986b, 1991a, and 1991b), Bourque (1989a), Erikson {1978), and Morrison (1984).
Comparatively little is known about Maliseet material cuiture in Maine during the 1700s.
Archeological evidence associated with 18th-century Maliseet life within the United States,
for example, is scanty. The small Maliseet campsites thus far found in Maine contain
modest amounts of 17th or 18th-century European materials mixed together with aboriginal
implements.

Very little is known about the Aroostook County Micmac community. Much of what is
known is summarized in Prins (1986b, 1988a, 19912, and 1991b), McBride and Prins (1991),
and Nicholas and Prins (1989). Other information on Micmac people may be found in
Bailey (1969), Bock (1978), Bourque (1989a), Hoffman (1955), Nietfeld (1981}, and Wallis
and Wallis (1955).
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Inventoried archeological properties located in Maine dating to historic contact period times
include:
Site Name Location Date NR Cond Source
Pejepscot Topsham, ME 1400-1550 X MHASI; Spiess & Hamilton 1987
Cobbosseecontee Dam  Manchester, ME 15008 X Bouvrque 1975
ME 81 Scarboro, ME 15008 MHASI
Quick Water Standish, ME 1500s(?) MHAS]
Pemaquid Burial Pemaquid, ME 1500s-1600s X dist  Camp 1975
Sargentville Sedgewick, ME 1500s-1600s dest  Moorehead 1922
UMF 202 Lewikton, ME 15005-1600s MHASI
ME 27-59 Warren, ME 1500s-1600s MHASI
Allen’s Island St. George, ME 1590-1620 X MHASI; Spiess 1983
College of New England Biddeford, ME early 1600s MHASI
Sandy Point Bucksport, ME early 16008 dest Bradley 199(0; Moorehead 1922
Naharada Bristol, ME 1600-1625 X excel  MHASE Spiess & Bradley 1979
Norridgewock Somerset Co, ME 1614-1754 X Cowie & Petersen 1992; Prins &
Bourque 1987
Pemaquid Lincoin Co, ME 1625-1759 X Beard & Bradley 1978; Camp 1975
Pentagoet Castine, ME 1635-1700 A. Faulkner & G. Faulkner 1985
Cushnoc Augusta, ME 1630s-1775 X Cranmer 1990; Prins 1986a & 1987
Clark & Lake Arrowsic, ME 1654-1676 X Baker 1985
ME 149-1 Eustis, ME 1600s (7) MHASI
Haskell Island Harpswell, ME 1600s MHASI
ME &8-2(I1) Burnham, ME 1600s MHASI
ME 130-1 RSPF Farmingion Falls, ME  1600s MHASI, Prins 1988b
Pond Island District Deer Isle, ME 1600s X good MHASI
Parrott Point Cape Elizabeth, ME 1600s MHASI
Williams Dam Solon, ME 16003 MHASI
Woolley Harpswell, ME 16008 MHASI
ME 16-119 Southport, ME 1600s MHASI
ME 24-27 Sabaius, ME 1600s MHASI
ME 41-53 * Searsport, ME 1600s MHASI
ME 117-72 Tomhegan, ME 1600s MHASI
Caratunk Falls Sojon, ME 1600s-1700s X Spiess 1986
Indian Cellar Heollis, ME 16005-1700s MHASI
Morse Island Friendship, ME 1600s-1700s X MHAS]
UMF 202 Lewision, ME 1600s-1700s MHAS]
Negas Veazie, ME 1700-1723 A. Faulkner 1988
Hogdon Embden, ME 1700-1725 Lahti 1975; Spiess 1980
Indian Island Old Town, ME 1723-presemt MHASI; Snow 1980
Beaver Old Town, ME 17008 MHASI
Evergrecns Solon, ME 1700s MHASI
Grassy Island Parkertowa, ME 1700s MHASI
Metallak Island Richardsontown, ME 1700s MHAS}
Mill Brook West Richardsontown, ME 1700 MHAS]
Portland Point Richardsontown, ME 1700s MHASI
ME 24-27 Sabattus, ME - 1700s MHEASI
ME 61-26 Washington Co, ME 1700s MHASI
ME 61-32 Washingtan Co, ME 1700s MHASI
ME 61-73 Washington Co, ME 1700s MHASI
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ME 74-115 Old Town, ME 17005 MHASI

ME 117-72 Tomhegan, ME 1700s ‘MHASI

ME 177-1 Caribou, ME 1700 MHASI

Big Black Aroostook Co, ME undated X Sanger 1975

Damariscotta Damariscotta, ME undated X Hokurom 1969
" Scitterygusset Falmouth, ME undated MHASI

ME 9-98 Cape Elizabeth, ME undated MHASI

ME 17-11 Bremen, ME undated MHASI

ME 17-11 Friendship, ME undated MHASI

ME 27-54 Bremen, ME undated MHASI

ME 28-45 Warren, ME undated MHASI

ME 78-1 Centerville, ME undated MHASI

ME 151-10 RSPF Stockton Springs, ME  undated MHASI

- WESTERN ABENAKI COUNTRY
The Sixteenth Century

Archeologists currently believe that material evidence recognized elsewhere as indicators of
Late Woodiand lifeways first appeared in Vermont and New Hampshire sometime after
1100. Recent finds of corn in deposits dating 10 the 12th-century at the Skitchewaug site,
for example, suggest that late prehistoric people in Vermont began cultivating maize less
than a century after it was first introduced into the more southerly Hudson and Mohawk
Valleys.

Triangular chipped stone projectile points and clay pots similar to others found in nearby
paris of Quebec, New York, and Massachusetts have been found throughout the Champiain
and Connecticut River Valleys. Some archeologists regard differences in their distributions
as reflections of historic ethnic boundaries. Archeologists William A. Haviland and Marjory
W. Power, for example, believe that discoveries of concave-based Levanna projectile points
similar to those found in the Hudson. Housatonic, and Connecticut River Valleys everywhere
in Vermont and New Hampshire suggest close relationships between people in both areas.
Relative scarcities of straight-based Madison triangular projectile points generally found
farther west, by contrast, are interpreted as evidence of less direct contacts with more
westerly people (Haviland and Power 1981). Not all scholars agree with such findings.
Examining similar projectile point samples, archeologists William Ritchie, Dean Snow, and
Robert Funk were unable to agree on a standard way to differentiate Madison from
Levanna points (P. Thomas 1991).

Discoveries of globular pots surmounted with castellations suggest relations with people
living to the north and south of Lake Champlain. Many of these pots resemble types used
by Hudson and upper Delaware Valley Algonquians and Mohawk Valley Iroquoians
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(Haviland and Power 1981). Others are more closely related to wares associated with more
northerly Saint Lawrence Iroquoians (Pendergast 1990).

Collectively, existing ceramic, stone, and botanical evidence indicates that the immediate
ancestars of the historic native residents of Vermont and New Hampshire lived in ways
similar to those of nearby people for at least 300 years before the first evidences of
protohistoric contact appear in archeological sites in the Champlain and Upper Connectlcut
River Valleys.

No intact site containing deposits clearly associated with protohistoric occupation has yet
been found in Western Abenaki country. Glass beads, sheet metal projectile points, and
bird-shaped copper gorgets have been found in disturbed uppermost top-sail levels at the
multi-component Smythe site at Amoskeag in present-day Manchester, New Hampshire
(Foster, Kenyon, and Nicholas 1981). Historic documents indicate that Amoskeag was a
popular Penacook fishing place during the 17th-century. Other records locate an early 17th-
century English trading post nearby. Archeologists have not yet found evidence of either
occupation in or near known deposits at the Smythe site.

The Seventeenth Century

The homeland of the ancestors of people today identifying themselves as Western Abenakis
stretches across northern New England from the Merrimack River Valley to west Lake
Champlain. People living in this region have, at one time or another, regarded lands
extending from the St. Lawrence drainage to the north to upper reaches of the Common-
wealth of Massachusetts to the south as their own.

Written records and oral traditions affirm that a diverse community of different Indian
peoples lived in Western Abenaki country during the 17th-century. Limited published
materials indicate that most of these people spoke distinct but related Eastern Algonquian
languages (Day 1975 and 1981). Coastal Algonquians fleeing north and Mabhicans driven
east by the Mohawks also moved into the area during the 1600s.

Population estimates indicate that from 5,000 to 10,000 people lived in Western Abenaki
country at the dawn of the 17th-century. Many of these peopie haled from the Western
Abenaki heartland. Others were born elsewhere. In the Champlain Valley, people
identified as Western Abenakis lived on Grand [sle and at the mouths of rivers like the Mis-
sisquoi, Lamoille, and Winooski. Communities of people collectively known as Sckokis were
located at places like Squakheag along the central Connecticut River valley. Farther north,
other communities were located in and around the Cowasuck Intervale. To the east, Win-
nepesaukee and Penacook towns lined the upper Merrimack River. People living along the
lower reaches of the Merrimack, such as the Pawtuckets and Pigwackets, maintained close
relationships with other Indian people living farther south and east.
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The small amounts of European materials unearthed at protohistoric archeological sites at
Winooski in Vermont and the Weirs in New Hampshire corroborate written records stating
that intepsive direct contact began late in Western Abenaki country. Although documents
show that Indians had been trading with Europeans along the Connecticut River since the
1630s, the earliest documented direct contact with Europeans in Western Abenaki country
was recorded by Massachusetts trader William Pynchon in 1652. Trading with Indians at his
frontier post in modern Springfield, Massachusetts, Pynchon listed the first known transac-
tions with people identified as Sokokis in his jedger book.

The remote position of Western Abenaki territory, located in mountainous country along the
often-contested frontier between New England, New York, and the French colonies of
Acadia and New France deterred European expansion into the region during the 17th-
century. Their insular position did not deflect the ravages of epidemic disease or warfare,
however. Smallpox and other discases scourged communities across Western Abenaki
country throughout the 17th-century. Wars with the Mohawks and New England settlers
killed hundreds of people and forced wholesale abandonment of entire towns and regions
for years at a time.

The Fort Hill site contains the best known and preserved body of 17th-century deposits in
Western Abenaki country. Fort Hill was built by Sokokis as a refuge from Mohawk attack
at the beginning of the Second Mohawk-Mahican War (1662-1675). Extant evidence indi-
cates that as many as 500 people crowded within the town’s palisade wall between the fall
of 1663 and the following spring. Food storage pits found at the site show that large
amounts of deer, bear, and dog meat, nuts, dried berries, and from 3,200 to 4,000 bushels
of corn were stored and used by townsfolk at this time. French and English muskets,
munitions, and glass, metal, and ceramic trade goods further testify to the extent of trade
contacts maintained by town inhabitants. Recovery of several Jesuit rings suggests other
types of contact.

The occupants of Fort Hill withstood a brief three day Mobawk siege in December, 1663
Despite this success, the Sokokis abandoned their fort a few months later, Some moved
nearby to less accessible parts of Western Abenaki territory. Other moved among nearby
Cowasuck or Penacook allies or north to New France.

Mohawks decisively defeated a large force of warriors from Western Abenaki country and
other parts of New England in 1669. Two years later, settlers moving up the Connecticut
Valley purchased their first tracts of land in Sokoki country. As elsewhere in New England,
relations between Indians in Western Abenaki country and English colonists deteriorated as
both peoples drifted towards war during the early 1670s. Most Indian people living in the
region tried to remain neutral when King Philip’s War finally broke out in 1675. Unable to
completely avoid involvement, unknown numbers of Sokokis and other people living in
Western Abenaki country were killed by New Englanders and their Mohawk allies during
the struggle.
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English and Mohawk attacks forced many people living along the Champlain and
Connecticut River valleys to move north to refugee communities along the St. Lawrence
River. More than a few joined other Southern New England Algonquians at the
Schaghticoke settiement established by New York Governor Edmund Andros in 1676 to
guard the province’s northern border from French attack. _

Large numbers of these refugees returned to Western Abenaki country as the war wound
down in 1677. Many of these people settled in remote interior communities at Ossippee
Lake, Missisquoi, Winooski, and other places located away from the increasingly colonized
Connecticut River valley. Despite their efforts to live unobtrusively, English settlers and
their Mohawk allies relentlessly attacked many of these communities. Mohawk raiders
forced the inhabitants of Winooski to tempararily abandon the place in 1680. Other attacks
temporarily dispersed people trying to live at Coos or Cowasuck along the uppermost
reaches of the Connectjcut River,

Refugees from Western Abenaki country moving to New France launched a series of
retaliatory attacks that ravaged the New England and New York frontier throughout most
of the remaining years of the century. Many joined French columns attacking English and
Iroquois towns during King William’s War (1689-1697). Others sought their own road to
vengeance during the waning years of the 17th-century.

The Eighteenth Century

Developments affecting life everywhere in the Northeast continued to be felt in Western
Abenaki country throughout the 18th-century. The more disruptive of these developments
frequently forced people from Western Abenaki country to temporarily move away from or
hide within portions of their ancestral territory, Many of these people, for example, were
forced to leave their homes in Vermont and New Hampshire during King William’s War
(1689-1697). More than a few subsequently moved back during the brief interval of peace
between 1697 and the beginning of Queen Anne’s War in 1703, Once again, warriors from
Western Abenaki country played prominent rales in attacks against the New England
frontier. Subjected to counterattacks by New Englanders, most of these people were again
forced to take refuge in New France until the war ended.

Many Indian people from Vermont and New Hampshire stayed in New France following the
restoration of peace in 1713. Most settled at the mission of Saint Francis. Increasing
numbers of these people married people from other tribes. Gradually regarding the St
Lawrence Valley towns as their most secure settlements, most of these people periodically
moved among relatives in Maine and at Cowasuck, Missisquoi, Schaghticoke, and other
Jocales.
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New England expansion north along the Connecticut River drew many Western Abenakis
into Dummer’s War. Warriors led by the noted war leader Grey Lock harried frontier
settlements across New England. As during King Philip’s War nearly 50 years earlier,
neighboring New York remained neutral throughout the conflict. Although French troops
were not permitted to fight alongside the Western Abenakis, French authorities provided
ammunition and pravisions to Grey Lock’s warriors throughout the conflict.

Most people from Western Abenaki country maintained strong ties with the French when
the war ended inconclusively in 1727. Resisting construction of British posts anywhere in
their territories, they allowed the French to establish forts and missions along the strategic
Lake Champlain-Richelieu River corridor. Several of these posts, most notably Fort St.
Frederic, established in 1731 at Crown Point, New York, at the southern end of Lake
Champlain and the short-lived Missisquoi mission established by Father Etienne Lauverjat
in 1743 at the northern end of the lake, socon became important centers for Indian people
living in Western Abenaki country.

Most Indians from Western Abenaki country actively supported their French allies against
the British during King George’s War (1744-1748) and the subsequent Seven Years War
(1755-1762). Exposed to English assault, Indian people living along the frontier were once
again forced to leave their towns., The town center at Schaghticoke was permanently
abandoned at this time. Although colonists soon moved into Schaghticoke town, Indian
people continued to live in hill and valley towns near the site iong after peace returned to
the region.

Indian population in Western Abenaki country dwindled disastrously during this century of
struggle. Many were killed in the nearly interminable wars that ultimately drove most of
their people into exiie in New France by 1760. Others died in epidemics like the 1730
smalipox outbreak that forced Missisquoi peopie to withdraw from their settlement for a
year. Still others succumbed to stresses associated with repeated relocations brought on by
war and epidemic disease.

Most Indian people living in Western Abenaki country were able to avoid direct involvement
in the subsequent American War for Independence. Those of their people living in their
traditional homeland were forced, once again, to temporarily abandon Missisquoi and other
towns. Although exact figures are not recorded in known documents, contemporary Western
Abenakis believe that as many as 1.200 of their people survived the conflict. Many of these
people lived in and around the Saint Francis mission. The rest were scattered in small back-
country settlements at Coos, Missisquoi. and other locales in northern Vermont and New
Hampshire.
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Sources

Useful summaries of late prehistoric and protohistoric archeological research in New
Hampshire and Vermont may be seen in Haviland and Power (1981) and Snow (1980).
Much of what is known about protohistoric contact in Vermont is summarized in Pendergast
(1990). Peter A. Thomas’s studies of 17th-century Squakheag archeology and ethnohistory
are indispensable reading for anyone interested in Western Abenaki life of the period in
particular and southern New England Algonquian sociocultural change in general (P.
Thomas 1977, 1991, and 1985). Day (1978) provides a general overview of Western Abenaki
sociocultural identity and history. Calloway (1990 and 1991) presents vital detailed
information of social and political developments in the area. Haviland and Power (1981)
and Snow (1978a and 1980) continue to provide the best available overviews of archeology
in Western Abenaki country, '

Studies by Calloway (1990 and 1991), Day (1978), and Haviland and Power (1981)
summarize ethnohistoric documentation for the 18th-century. Almost nothing is known about
archeology in Western Abenaki country dating to the 1700s. The only deposit dating to the
period, the below-listed Howe Farm Site in Burlington, Vermont, contains scant and
fragmentary evidence of Western Abenaki occupation.

Inventoried archeological properties located in Western Abenaki Country dating to the
historic contact period include:

Site Name Location Date NR Cond Source

Smythe Manchesier, NH late 1500's dist Bradley 1983; Foster,
Kenyon, and Nichols 1981;
Willoughby 1935

Union Cemetery Manchester, NH late 1500s dist Lamson 1895
The Weirs Laconia, NH early 1600s X Moorehead 1931;8argeant 1974
Winooski Winooski, VT 1640-1680 VAI

Fort Hill (NH) Hinsdale, NH 1663-1664 P. Thomas 1991
Ossippee Lake Ossippee, NH mid 1600s dest  Bradley 1983
Bonny Bake Pond Farm North Berwick, ME 1600s MHASI

Fort Anne Isle La Motte, VT . 1600s VAl

Great Bend Vernon, VT 1600s - VAI
Monument Farm Highgate, VT 1600s VAI

Harvey Mitchell ) Newton Junction, NH 1700-1749 Holmes 1982
Howe Farm Burlington, VT 1720 VAI

Penacook Concord, NH contact Simpson 1984
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EASTERN MASSACHUSETTS
The Sixteenth Century

As elsewhere in the region, lifeways similar to those chronicled by European colonists first
emerged in Eastern Massachusetts sometime between the 1300s and 1400s. Many people
following these lifeways grew much of their own food and produced new forms of globular
and conoidal pots. Some of these vessels were collared, and more than a few were surmo-
unted with castellations. Eastern Massachusetts country folk living farther west towards the
Connecticut River valley often produced wares similar to those associated with other people
living aiong the Hudson, Mohawk, and upper Delaware River drainages. People living closer
to Massachusetts and Cape Cod Bays frequently praduced variants of Niantic series globular
collared Hackney Pond and other terminal Windsor wares. Contemporaries living in more
southerly locales between Cape Cod and Narragansett Bay generally favored Late Woodland
Sebonac series conoidal wares similar to those produced by neighboring people living along
the shores of Long Island Sound (Lavin 1987; Luedtke 1986; McBride 1984).

Although many archeologists believe that large numbers of sites dating to protohistoric times
survive in Eastern Massachusetts, relatively few intact deposits clearly dating to the 1500s
have yet been found (Kerber 1988-1989). Archeologist James W, Bradley’s recent analyses
of temporally diagnostic European goods found in the below-listed sites represents one of
the first systematic attempts to develop reliable chronological controls capable of identifying
and dating protohistoric archeological resources in and around Massachusetts Bay (J.
Bradley 1983 and 1987). Many of the earliest of these sites represent small short-term
habitations. Nearly all inventoried sites dating from 1575 to 1620, in contrast, are buriats.

Most known protohistoric sites in the area possess only scanty evidence of European contact,
A number contain small amounts of glass beads. Hoops, spirals, and other metal objects
also have been found. Several radiometrically dated deposits dating to the 1500s, like those
assayed from nominated Nauset archeological deposits, are not accompanied by presently
identifiable evidence of European contact. Other radiometrically dated deposits, such as
those found in disturbed middens or pits at the Marshall (Dincauze 1991; Pretola and Little
1988) and Hayward’s Portanimicutt (Eteson 1982) sites, contain mixed assemblages of Late
Woodland and historic European artifacts and other materials. Discovery of an iron chain
on the front of the South Weymouth dugout canoe reinforces the fact that it’s 16th-century

radiometric date reflects the age of the tree, not the canoe’s construction date (Dincauze
1991).

The Seventeenth Century
Scholars generally observe continuity rather than change in most known late 16th and early

17th-century archeological sites. This situation changes drastically in deposits post-dating
intensive European colonization. Massachusetts State Historic Preservation Office planning
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documents recognize these changes by categorizing what is regarded as a post-contact phase
into "Plantation” (1630-1675) and "Colonial" (1675-1775) periods (Bradiey 1984).

Europeans began documenting Indian people and places by name during the early years of
the century. By 1687, Massachusetts Bay Colony Indian superintendent Daniel Gookin listed
five "principal Indian nations” in southern New England (Gookin 1972). Three of these
nations, the Pawtuckets, the Pokanokets (today known as Wampanoags), and the
Massachusetts lived on or near the coast of Eastern Massachusetts. Although much work
has been done, scholars have not yet precisely defined the boundaries, identities, or
affiliations of these groups. Archeologists, for example, cannot confidently link distinctive
pottery styles or artifact assemblages with historically identified Indian nations at present.
Written records, largely produced after epidemic disease ravaged Massachusetts Bay Indian
communities document overlapping aboriginal territorial boundaries, changing ethnic
identities, and shifting alliances and affiliations suggesting systems of flexible networks rather
than rigidly defined tribal territories. '

Currently available documentary sources indicate that Indian people living in Pawtucket
territory generally maintained close relations with one another during much of the 17th-
century, At its widest extent, Pawtucket country stretched from Piscataway lands along the
lower Maine and New Hampshire coast south from the downriver Penacook country along
the lower Merrimack River and Agawam (Ipswich, Massachusetts: not to be confused with
the other Agawam country around Springfield, Massachusetts) to the Naumkeag country
around Salem, Massachusetts. Salisbury (1982a) suggests that the Indian population in
Pawtucket country ranged from 21,000 to 24,000 before epidemics and wars with the
Northern Indians reduced their numbers to less than 1,000 by 1674. Prominent Indian
leaders in the region, such as the Pennacook sachems Passaconaway and Wannalancet, the
influential Massachusett woman leader recorded by English annalists only as "the Squaw
Sachem," and her first husband, Nanapeshamet, the Pawtucket chief, worked to establish
mutually beneficial relations with New England settlers during the early 1600s. Although
these and other leaders resisted demands of Jand-hungry settlers, most had to sell much of
their lands by mid-century.

Many people from Pawtucket country moved to Wamesit and other Puritan Indian Praying
Towns around Massachusetts and Cape Cod Bays after selling most of their ancestral lands.
Many of these Christian Pawtuckets either remained neutral or aided New England colonists
during King Philip’s War. Worsening relations following the end of the war ultimately forced
many people from Pawtucket country to join family and {friends beyond the New England
frontier.

Few historical aboriginal sites dating to the 17th-century have been discovered in Pawtucket
country. Most that are known are mortuary sites. Although some sites survive, most have
been destroyed. Two sites currently are known to contain remains of more extensive habita-
tion. Substantial evidence of contact in the form of European white clay trade p<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>