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FOREWORD

When the William and Mary Center for
Archaeological Research (WMCAR) entered into
a cooperative agreement with the National Park
Service to complete research on the eroding areas
of the Manna site, the research design included
the proposal to compare the Owasco archaeo-
logical complex in the Upper Delaware Valley
to the Potomac Creek archaeological complex in
the Middle Chesapeake region, given that they
are both regional phases of eastern Algonquian
culture groups with indications that they may
have been associated with one another. The
WMCAR’s previous investigations of a portion of
the Potomac Creek type-site in Stafford County,
Virginia had, among other things, amplified some
of the intriguing cultural similarities other scholars
have observed between the Owasco and Potomac
Creek archaeological complexes. Interestingly,
most scholars of the Potomac Creek culture agree
that it displays indications of an immigrant group
that relocated to the Potomac River region from
elsewhere in the early Late Woodland period.
Though there is not necessarily consensus on the
origins of an immigrant Potomac Creek culture,
some scholars have proposed late prehistoric
migration as one explanation for the provocative
parallels between the Potomac Creek and Owasco
records and cultures, including strong similarities
in pottery types and decorative treatments, and
features of village plans and architecture (Schmitt
1965; Kavanagh 1982; Potter 1993). Radiocarbon
dates from WMCAR’s work at the Potomac Creek
site are consistent with data from other sites with
Potomac Creek components in suggesting that
if migration does explain the relatively sudden
appearance in the Middle Chesapeake region, it
would have taken place around AD 1300.
Migration theories were popular drivers of
archaeological research sixty years ago. They fell
into disfavor during the dominance of proces-
sual archaeology (Martin 2010). Post-processual
approaches to migration have been followed

by Luckenbach, Clark and Levy (1987), Fiedel
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(1987), and Snow (1995). Given the opportunity
to consider relatively recent results of investigation
of stratified deposits at the Manna site in light of
WMCAR’s investigations at the Potomac Creek
site as well as post-processual approaches to mi-
gration, the WMCAR invited Wayne E. Clark
to review and synthesize regional literature. He
had previously advanced the concept that the
Potomac Creek complex migrated to the Coastal
Plain of the Potomac from the Montgomery com-
plex of the Potomac Piedmont province (Clark
1980). In light of 35 years of new data on these
archaeological complexes, he welcomed our new
Potomac Creek site interpretation. This coopera-
tive agreement was an opportunity to explore the
alternate model that posits that both the Potomac
Creek and Accokeek Creek palisaded village sites
represent new migrant groups of Owasco-speakers
who migrated here from the North Branch of the
Upper Susquehanna Valley. This late Algonquian
migration was in response to increased pressure
from the growing Northern Iroquoian presence in
the Northeast. Northern Iroquoian-speakers mi-
grated to the Middle Susquehanna Valley (Snow
1995) and Southern Ontario (Warrick 2007;
Snow 2007). These migrants brought with them
intensified cultivation of corn (Stothers 1977).
Explaining the historic distribution of Eastern
Algonquian, Northern Iroquoian and Siouan-
speakers from North Carolina to Maine requires
a synthesis of regional data that integrates lin-
guistic, historical, archaeological, ecological, and
anthropological disciplines. This report states
that our interpretation of the historical record,
adjusted for bias of European recorders, serves as
the best source for direct and general analogies
for modeling the archaeological record. Cultural
changes and movements are assumed to be major
factors shaping the archaeological record. In the
eighteenth century, the Mahican, Lenape and
Nanticoke Indians all stated that their common
ancestor’s primary motivation for migrating to the
Hudson, the Delaware and the Chesapeake was to



take advantage of more abundant food resources.
The Mahicans said they migrated to escape a
famine. Significant environmental change as a
prime driver of culture change is a core principal
of processual archaeology. In the case of climate-
induced famine, some Algonquian bands migrated
to new areas.

Central questions for the Middle Atlantic and
Northeast regions in the twenty-first century
continue debate that began at the start of the
twentieth century. What are the cultural processes
that explain the spread of Eastern Algonquian
languages and peoples from the St. Lawrence
drainage to Albemarle Bay? How did the Pre-
Algonquian-speakers of the region react to the
establishment of Algonquian migrant groups and
the expansion of those populations over time?
What is the origin and process enabling Iroquoian
societies to migrate from a Southern Appalachian
Summit homeland to the Northeast? How did
the Iroquoian migrant groups affect the Eastern
Algonquian cultures whose territories they came
to control? Can the archaeological record be cor-
related with these different languages and arrays
of historically documented cultures? Are our
current taxonomic sequences flexible enough to
provide answers to such complex questions? All of
these questions are addressed in a model encom-
passing four regions of Eastern North America.
The model takes into consideration analysis of
data spanning four thousand years of cultural
development on both sides of the Appalachian
Mountains.

Linguistic evidence for pinpointing the
homeland of the Proto-Algonquians in Southern
Ontario, and for tracing the diversification of
languages of Proto—Eastern Algonquian is pro-
vided in Chapter Two. A central agreement
among archaeologists and linguists is that Proto-
Algonquian-speakers lived in the Great Lakes
region prior to their migration in all cardinal
directions. This report focuses on the Eastern
Algonquian languages and their archaeologi-
cal fossil indexes. Central Algonquian language
and cultural developments are referenced when
relevant for advancing the model of Eastern

Algonquian culture history. Chapter 2 focuses
on the original migrations of Great Lakes Proto-
Algonquians to the Atlantic Coast. Their second
major series of migrations is associated with
displacement of Eastern Algonquians by the
initial migration of Iroquoians to the Northeast.
A third series of migrations is linked to the
southern movement of Algonquian-speaking
Owasco cultures to the Chesapeake region. This
last migration occurred when agriculture, in the
form of bean and maize crops, were of growing
importance to native societies.

Chapter 3 provides an archaeological model
that correlates linguistic changes over time with
archaeological phases, complexes and horizons.
A model based on Funk (1993) outlines the
archaeological indicators of in situ, migration,
and contemporary-overlapping occupations as
best as can be documented by the archaeological
record. This model associates Proto-Algonquian
with Glacial Kame and Red Ochre complexes
from which the Central Algonquians of the Adena
complex and Proto—Eastern Algonquian of the
Meadowood complex branched. Both cultures
are posited to have continued to visit and engage
in trade of sacred and curative objects across the
Appalachian Mountains. The sharing of Adena
mortuary artifacts and practices in the Middle
Atlantic and Northeast regions has long chal-
lenged archaeologists for an explanation. A new
interpretation is provided herein, explaining the
continued interaction of the Algonquian-speakers
of the Adena and Hopewell complexes with
those of various complexes along the East Coast.
New phase, complex and horizon definitions are
provided. The Hopewell demise is discussed as
a factor leading to the Iroquois migration to the
Northeast and displacement of the Algonquian
cultures of the Jack’s Reef horizon.

Detailed discussion of the Pre-Algonquian
cultures that interacted with the Algonquians over
a thousand years of initial spread has been lack-
ing in previous Algonquian migration theories.
Chapter 4 explores the diversity of complexes
that developed during the Terminal Archaic tra-
ditions of Pre-Algonquian-speakers. In the past
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century archaeological sequences were created in
an orderly fashion, with one complex progressing
into the next, based on the assumption of cultural
continuity. But the migration model reveals that
Algonquian and Pre-Algonquian societies over-
lapped in adjacent territories for periods spanning
hundreds of years. Algonquians brought Vinette
1 pottery with them to the East Coast. This ware
distinctively differs from the flat-bottomed pot-
tery of the Pre-Algonquians. Pre-Algonquians
and Proto—Eastern Algonquian societies utilized
different stone tool technology, lithic preference,
and ceramic traditions. These fossil indexes in
combination with evidence of their distinct mor-
tuary practices allow for the tracing of migrations
and responses from both cultures.

The Middle Chesapeake Bay region is the
focus of Chapter 5, with an emphasis on the
Late Woodland period. The origins of the
Montgomery, Potomac Creek and Townsend
complexes are viewed in light of new data. The
Montgomery complex is newly proposed to
have developed out of the Jack’s Reef horizon.
The Townsend complex developed out of the
Mockley horizon. The Potomac Creek complex is
represented by the migration of Owasco migrant
groups from the Upper Susquehanna Valley to
the Chesapeake region. A new settlement pat-
tern model for the Potomac Creek complex is
provided based on comparing historical accounts
to archaeological data.

In order to place the archaeology of the Upper
Delaware Valley into this new model, Chapter
6 explores evidence from the Susquehanna,
Delaware and Hudson Valleys. The Unami,
Munsee and Mahican languages of Medial divi-
sion Algonquians are directly linked to the mi-
grating of small groups of the Jack’s Reef horizon
(Fiedel 1987). Ritchie (1944) originally proposed
Owasco as being Algonquian. Processual archae-
ologists following the in situ model reassigned
Owasco to the Iroquoian-speakers. But in the
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Upper Delaware Valley, Kraft (2001) and Kinsey
(1972) demonstrate that the Owasco complex
is directly linked to the Minisink Algonquian-
speakers of the historic period. The successful
defense of the Delaware Valley by Algonquians
allowed these bands to maintain settlements in
a non-fortified manner. The Owasco complex
sites in the North Branch of the Susquehanna
Valley are correlated with Algonquian-speakers
who migrated south to the Potomac Valley. They
are recognized as the Potomac Creek complex.
The Owasco complex in the Mohawk Valley is
correlated with Algonquian-speakers who were
displaced by the arrival of the Mohawk Iroquois.
Since the three Owasco complexes in the Upper
Delaware, North Branch and Mohawk Valleys are
associated with Algonquian-speakers, the Owasco
complex in the Finger Lakes region may also be
associated with Algonquian-speakers. This is
contrary to current theories of Owasco associated
with Iroquoian-speakers.

Wayne Clark has provided an alternative view
to Middle Atlantic and Northeast American
Indian studies that addresses the central ques-
tions of the history, languages, and cultures of
both regions over four thousand years. He applies
linguistic and historical data from Algonquian
and Iroquoian societies to offer new insights into
the archaeological record. Joe Dent (1995:67)
notes that his approach represents a “challenge
to the dominance of processual archaeology in
regional prehistory.” And Wayne Clark asks that
all involved in archaeological research take up
that challenge by integrating this new approach to
future cultural resource management and govern-
ment sponsored research. Culture history, culture
ecology, and post-processual analysis on a regional
basis will be required to answer the questions of
origins, and to advance our understanding of the
history of the Algonquian Indians of the Eastern
United States.

Joe B. Jones
WMCAR Director
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1: Introduction and Project History

ProjecT HisTORY

The Susquehanna and Delaware River drainages
begin in the Appalachian Plateau, a place of “end-
less mountains” and incised valleys. They follow
parallel courses through the Ridge and Valley
and Piedmont provinces to the Fall Line, south
of which lie the richest estuaries in Eastern North
America. The Delaware and Chesapeake Bay’s
shellfish, fin fish and plant resources are among
the most abundant in the world. Both drain-
ages are dominated by oak-chestnut forest which
sustain a wealth of mast foods and a diversity of
wildlife. Before English-speaking people lived in
these drainages, the valleys sustained less than
one hundred thousand Algonquian, Siouan, and
Iroquoian-speaking Indians.

The Upper Delaware River Valley, located
north of the Delaware Water Gap, was occupied
by the Algonquian-speaking Minisink Indians
until the 1740s. Their river-based settlements
and earlier occupied sites were intensively inves-
tigated from 1959 to 1978 as a river basin study
authorized by the United States Army Corps of
Engineers in advance of proposed inundation
of the valley by the Tock Island Reservoir. The
National Park Service was given the responsibility
to contract with various colleges to survey, research
and salvage archaeological resources threatened by
the reservoir, roads and buildings of the planned
Delaware Water Gap National Recreation Area
(DEWA). This research resulted in publication
which significantly advances our understanding
of the archaeological record in the Northeast and
Middle Atlantic States (Kinsey 1984; Kraft 1973,
1986, 2001). The reservoir part of this project was
cancelled by the Corps of Engineers, preserving

hundreds of identified archaeological sites. The
sites are managed by National Park Service in
the DEWA. The DEWA became a major tour-
ism attraction for the people of the Northeast
region. The National Park Service continues to
fund archaeological investigations in advance of
construction projects in the DEWA. Sites are
monitored for other threats, such as erosion of
archaeological sites by the Delaware River and
its tributaries.

Two 100-year floods, Tropical Storm Ivan in
September 2004 and the spring flood in April
2005, caused severe erosion to the Manna site
(Site 36P10004), which is located at the conflu-
ence of the Raymondskill Creek and Delaware
River. In an effort to prevent further adverse
effects of erosion on the significant resources at
the Manna site, park managers propose stabiliz-
ing the river bank encompassing and adjacent
to the site (Figure 1.1). The Manna site, located
on the Pennsylvania side of the Delaware River,
is a contributing property within the Minisink
Archeological Site National Historic Landmark
(National Register No. 93000608).

Due to earlier erosion, the DEWA began data
recovery investigations at the Manna site in 2002
to 2004 with the assistance of the Department of
Anthropology, Temple University (Perazio et al.
2003). In 2009, the William and Mary Center for
Archaeological Research (WMCAR) entered into
a cooperative agreement with the National Park
Service to complete new data recovery investiga-
tions at the Manna site which were completed in
2010. The stratified deposits of the Manna site
were revealed during the 1993 test excavation
by Wall and Botwick (1995) as well as Temple

University’s field school excavations (Perazio et
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Figure 1.1. Active erosion of Manna Site along Raymondskill Creek in 2013 (Photograph by the author).

al. 2003). Excavations by Temple and WMCAR
at the Manna site focused on portions of the
site’s landscape that were being eroded by the
Raymondskill Creek near its mouth with the
Delaware River (Stewart et al. 2005).
Archaeological excavations exposed dramatic
differences in the stratigraphy across the site’s
landscape. The southern portion of the site con-
tains cultural deposits spanning the Late Archaic
through Contact periods (ca. 3000 BC—seven-
teenth century) of Native American prehistory/
history in the upper 2 meters of sediments. In
contrast, cultural deposits representing the
Woodland through Contact periods (ca. 1000
BC-seventeenth century) are stratified through
3—4 meters of sediments in northern areas of
the site. In 20032004, site erosion was greatest

2

on the southern portion of the site, closer to the
mouth of Raymondskill Creek (Stewart et al.
2005). From 2004-2005, flooding and stream
cutting have eroded over 15 m (linear) of the site
fronting Raymondskill Creek. The south stream
bank slope of the Raymondskill Creek in this area
has been greatly reduced. The greatest impacts
on the site continue to be on the southern por-
tions fronting Raymondskill Creek. This is due
to Raymondskill Creek flood damage and a shift
in the course of the Raymondskill Creek 30 to 50
meters upstream from the Manna site. Pooling
of Delaware River floodwaters in the mouth of
Raymondskill Creek supersaturates and undercuts
taller portions of the terrace/bank edge along the
southern bank of Raymondskill Creek, causing
them to slump as flood waters recede. This pro-



cess has been very active along the west and south
banks of Raymondskill Creek.

Significant aspects of this ongoing research
have been included in a variety of presented
papers and publications (Messner 2006, 2007,
2008, 2011; Messner and Dickau 2005a, 2005b;
Messner et al. 2007; Perazio et al. 2003; Stewart
2003b, 2004b, 2006a, 2006b; Stewart et al.
2005; Stinchcomb et al. 2011). Insights from the
National Park Service—sponsored research relates
to: geomorphology, archaeological methods and
site formation processes; organic residue recovery
and archaeological methods; Archaic, Woodland,
and Contact period history of Native Americans
in the Delaware Valley; and the adoption of
maize/bean agriculture by Native Americans
in the Middle Atlantic region. The Manna site
research adds to the expanding volumes of in-
formation that contribute to new approaches to
understanding the cultural development of na-
tive societies of the Delaware and Susquehanna
drainages.

The Manna site, located in the heart of the
Minisink Indian polity, was strategically placed
at the intersection of two important cross-country
footpaths and the crucial canoe transportation
corridor of the Delaware River (Figure 1.2). The
Minisink Path extended west from the Manna site
to the Lackawanna River, down that river to its
juncture with the Susquehanna River, and south-
ward to the vicinity of the Susquehannock villages
of Iroquoian-speakers (Wallace 1971:101-102).
The Minsi Path went southward from the
Minisink polity and followed along the inner
western drainage divide of the Delaware River
into Lenape territory (see Figure 1.2). The Minsi
Path also continued to the Northeast, connecting
the Minisink Indians to Algonquian polities in
the Hudson drainage and placing them in prox-
imity to maritime resources around Long Island
(Wallace 1971:103-104; Kraft 1996:133).

Similar paths to the south connected polities of
the Delaware Bay to the Chesapeake Bay (Wallace
1971:36). Interior paths along the Piedmont
and Great Valley provinces linked them to the
Potomac drainage, and continued as far south as

the Cherokee chiefdoms (Hyland 2010; Mouer
n.d.; Miller 2000:247-250; Wallace 1971:105).
One explanation for migration and placement
of villages of both Algonquian and Iroquoian-
speaking polities will be for their control of access
to the intersection of major footpaths with major
canoe corridors on navigable rivers. The Manna
site and adjacent sites of the Minisink Archaeology
National Landmark are strategically placed at the
northern entrance to the Minisink Path where it
intersects the Delaware River and Minsi Path.
The Manna site would be a natural place, at the
mouth of Raymondskill Creek, to provide canoe
transport for those wishing to cross over the
river to the semi-permanent villages on Minisink
Island and the opposite river terraces (Figure 1.3).
The Pre and Post-Contact sites of the Minisink
bands of the Upper Delaware reflect this regional
network of connectivity between Algonquian and
Iroquoian-speakers of the Northeast and Middle
Atlantic regions.

The second part of the contract was to refine
linguistic, historical and archaeological models
and test those models with data from the Upper
Delaware and the Middle Chesapeake drainages.
WMCAR contracted with the author in 2014 to
complete the regional synthesis. This final report
was submitted to the National Park Service in the
summer of 2016. After review and edits in 2017 to
2019, the National Park Service agreed to include
the report in the NPS Intranet.

NEw MODELS FOR EXPLAINING
ALGONQUIAN REGIONAL MIGRATIONS

A new regional synthesis is required to compare
the Upper Delaware Valley archaeological com-
plexes of the Algonquian-speaking Minisink/
Munsee dialect Indians to the archaeological
complexes of the Algonquian-speaking Piscataway
and related Indians of the Middle Chesapeake Bay
region. Linguistic, historical and archaeological
modeling is my focus in Chapters 2 and 3 of this
volume. I present evidence for Pre-Algonquian
cultures in Chapter 4. Chapters 5 and 6 test the
models by detailed review of the Upper Delaware

3



Figure 1.2. Intersection of Delaware River, Minsi Path, and Minisink Path at the Manna Site
(Kraft 1996:113) (Courtesy of John Kraft and Lenape Lifeways Inc.).
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Figure 1.3. Minisink Island National Historical Landmark (U.S. Geological Survey 1995).



and the Middle Chesapeake regions. The vol-
ume concludes in Chapter 7 and the Appendix
with recommendations for future directions for
research and collections study. The extensive
References Cited section reflects the pan-regional
diversity of linguistic, ethnohistorical and ar-
chaeological publications required to advance
regional synthesis of the eastern woodlands of
North America.

The Lenape origin story tells of canoes of
Algonquian explorers traveling down the Hudson,
Delaware and Susquehanna Rivers from their
Great Lakes drainages homeland (Heckenberger
1876:Chapter 1). Here they found rich natural
resources and resident Indians who were not to
be feared. Upon hearing the stories of these early
travelers, groups of Algonquian Indians began
migrating southward. The Algonquian’s origin
story (Heckenberger 1876:51) states:

They described the country they had discovered,

as abounding in game and various kinds of fruits;

and the rivers and bays, with fish, tortoises, etc.,
together with abundance of water-foul, and no
enemy to be dreaded. They considered the event
as a fortunate one for them, and concluding this
to be the country destined for them by the Great

Spirit, they began to emigrate thither, as yet but

in small bodies, so as not to be straitened for

want of provisions by the way. . . . they settled
on the four great rivers (which we call Delaware,

Hudson, Susquehannah, and Potomack) making

the Delaware River, to which they gave the name

“Lenapewhittuck” (the river or stream of the

Lenape) the center of their possessions.

The Mahican Indians of the Hudson River Valley
spoke the same Munsee dialect as the Minisink
Indians of the upper Delaware Valley and similar
to the Lenape’s Unami dialect. The Mahican’s
origin history stated that a mighty famine caused
them to disperse westward to the Hudson Valley
where they found tidal waters and abundant food
resources (Aupaumut via Rev. J. C. Pyrlaeus in

Dunn 1994:37). They stated that:
Their grandfather (the Lenni Lenape), and the

nations or tribes connected with them, were
so united, that whatsoever nation attacked the
one, it was the same as attacking the whole; all

in such cases would unite and make a common

cause. That the long house (council house)

of all those who were of the same blood, and

united under this kind of tacit alliance, reached

from the head of tide, at some distance above

Gasschtinck (Albany) now stands, to the head of

tidewater on the Potomack. That at each end of

this house there was a door for the tribes to enter

at (Pyrlaeus in Dunn 1944:42).

The origin histories, as told by eighteenth-
century Algonquian leaders, reveal that past
migrations created the historic distribution of
Algonquian-speakers. They also state that the
widely distributed polities and cultures of the
Eastern Algonquians maintained kinship and
alliance relationships over long periods of time.
Historical linguistic analysis places the Proto-
Algonquian homeland in the eastern Great Lakes
region (Seibert 1967; Campbell 1997:152-155).
Arthur C. Parker (1916), a Seneca Indian, pro-
posed a migration hypothesis for the origin of
the Northern Iroquois-speakers. “He suggests
that the Iroquois originated around the mouth of
the Ohio River and later moved to their historic
locations in the Northeast, overpowering the local
Algonquian-speakers who had been occupying
these lands” (Snow 2007:3). Current linguistic
research places the Proto-Iroquoian homeland
in the unglaciated portion of the Alleghany
Plateau (Mithum 1984; Wykoft 1989). To un-
derstand the historic distributions of the Eastern
Algonquian-speakers, we have to also examine
insights provided by Iroquoian studies.

The time has arrived to reevaluate archaeology
data generated in the twentieth century to rein-
terpret historical and cultural processes explaining
the geographical distribution of native peoples.
Hart and Brumbach (2007:87) note that the eth-
nicity noted at the time of European contact is the
result of a “dynamic complex of interacting social,
economic, and political factors, which themselves
should be subjects of research.” We can no lon-
ger assume that the historic distribution of these
cultures can be held static backward into time
without developing new research on historical,
linguistic and archaeological data which includes



evaluation of migrations as an explanation. This
report follows Snow’s (2007:24) understanding
of migrations:

Migrations can progress at various speeds, over

broad fronts or as focused thrust. The sizes

of migrating units and the mobility provided

by available technology might vary greatly.

Colonization might involve long leaps over

intermediate space, and be complicated by

processes of return migration, continuing
political dependence, and a continuing need for
supplies from the donor population. A migrating
group might encounter no earlier inhabitants,
meet fierce resistance, or experience something
between these two extremes. The consequence

of interaction between a resident population

and an intrusive one might be annihilation,

tolerance, or absorption of one by the other.

More likely in specific cases, all of these processes

and more occurred together, perhaps changing in

proportion over time.

A synthesis involving four regions of the
Eastern Woodlands involves citing references for
radiocarbon dates that span changes in how those
dates are reported and calibrated to a calendar age
(Griffith 2010:1-10). Throughout this report I
cite dates as reported in the original publications,
converting those dates to a BC-AD format instead
of BP (before present) format. Dates published
before 1982, when the first calibration curves
came out, generally subtract the radiocarbon
date from AD 1950 (0 BP). Since the calibration
curves of both marine and atmospheric reservoirs
are continually refined, I do not apply the most
current methodologies to adjust all dates. Such
calibration analysis is needed and encouraged to
refine models presented in this report. The date
ranges provided for the phases, complexes, hori-
zons, traditions and periods discussed may change
if such detailed analysis is conducted. Different
investigators assign their own interpretations
of the duration of the various taxonomic units
defined for the four regions of study. I provide
references to publications when discussing radio-
carbon dates and taxonomic unit definitions for
those interested in taxonomic and chronological
refinements of these models.

Linguistic research of Frank Siebert (1967,
1975) on Proto-Algonquian and Proto—Eastern
Algonquian languages and their diversification
into Western, Central and Eastern Algonquian
families has been the basis for subsequent refine-
ment of historical development models (Goddard
1978a, 1978b, 1978¢, 1979, 1996; Proulx 1982;
Seeber 1982; Luckenbach et al. 1987; Clark
1992; Fiedel 1987, 1990, 1991, 1994, 1999,
2001, 2013; Foster 1996; Denny 1989). All
researchers have been consistent in interpreting
the historical aspects of the linguistic data to de-
fine a Proto-Algonquian homeland in the Great
Lakes region in the transition zone between the
Carolina and the Canadian Shield Biotic prov-
inces. From this core location, over the past 3000
years, people speaking descendent-Algonquian
languages spread east to the Atlantic Ocean, south
to Pamlico Sound, west to the Rocky Mountains;
and north to the Hudson Bay.

This migration of Algonquian language-speak-
ing people occurred in territories already occupied
by established societies. I label these established
societies as Pre-Algonquian. Responses of the local
polities to the migrations of Algonquian polities
was such a complicated and locally-varied process
that archaeologists, linguists and historians at-
tempting to develop general models have offered
varied interpretations (Custer 1996, Custer et
al. 1990; Snow 1995, 2001, 2007; Fiedel 2013;
Gallivan 2010, 2016; Luckenbach 2011, 2013b).
Others have continued to accept models, noting
that historical and linguistic data is not applicable
to archaeological deposits dating to thousands of
years before the historic period (Ritchie 1980;
Ritchie and Funk 1973; Funk 1993; Kraft 2001;
Stewart 2004a; Hart and Brumbach 2007).

Midway through this migration process,
Iroquoian-speaking cultures arrived in the Proto-
Algonquian homeland of the Great Lakes, split-
ting eastern and central Algonquian-speaking
cultures (Proulx 1982; Stothers 1977, 2000;
Snow 1996, 2001, 2007). Linguists have placed
the Proto-Iroquoian homeland in the unglaciated
Appalachian Mountain region, not in a coastal



or Great Lakes homeland (Foster 1996). The
Iroquoian-speakers brought with them intensi-
fied corn agriculture, larger village sizes and a
culture distinct from that of the Algonquians of
the Great Lakes drainages (Smith 1997). Growing
evidence indicates that the many polities of
Algonquian-speakers living in the areas of the
expanding Iroquoian migration initially coexisted
with the Iroquoian-speakers before conceding
the Proto-Eastern Algonquian homeland to
them. The Iroquoians eventually displaced the
eastern Great Lakes Algonquians. The displaced
Algonquians migrated westward within the Great
Lakes area (Proulx 1982:194-196; Redmond
2013). They also spread southward reaching the
Hudson, Delaware, and Chesapeake Bay drain-
ages (Custer et al. 1990; Fiedel 1990:218-221;
Lowery 2013b).

This second major Algonquian migration

is reflected in the Medial division languages

of the Mahican, Minisink — Munsee dialect,
Lenape — Unami dialect (Siebert 1975). Oral
tradition speaks of Lenape intermingling with the
Nanticoke. The Lenape continued to spread to
the Western Shore of the Chesapeake Bay, with
bands establishing territories from the Potomac
to Susquehanna River (Weslager 1948:113). The
Western Shore migrants tended to settle in buf-
fer zones along the Fall Line in Piedmont and
inner Coastal Plain locations. Migrant groups
of Medial division-speakers may have reached as
far south as the James River Fall Line zone and
Albemarle Sound (Mouer 1986; Clark 2010).

Both migrations resulted in notable differences in
archaeological assemblages, settlement patterns,
subsistence and mortuary behavior, all of which
are subject to archaeological debate (Luckenbach
etal. 1987; Fiedel 1991, 1999; Custer et al. 1990;
Custer 1996; Lowery 2012; 2013b; Lowery et al.
2015:56-58; Luckenbach 2013b; Blanton et al.
2004; Herbert 2009). The third major migra-
tion model explains the movement of Owasco
groups of the North Branch of the Susquehanna
Valley to the Potomac River tidewater where their
archaeological remains are labeled the Potomac
Creek complex (Blanton etal. 1999; Clark 2010).
My regional modeling posits that the historical
and linguistic records are essential for interpreting
the archaeological record. I believe strongly in the
value of direct historical approach and the use of
analogy, drawn from Algonquian and Iroquoian
cultures, as essential to informing archaeological
interpretation. I explore the role of migration in
the region’s development, and the importance
of modeling that uses all available data sources
to refine regional archaeological interpretation.
My unique reevaluation builds upon the compli-
cated topic of Algonquian and Iroquoian origins.
These debates have ebbed and flowed since the
nineteenth century. Archaeologists, linguists,
descendants of the discussed cultures, and histo-
rians will find the analysis of value in informing
their perspectives on the origin, development,
and changes of the Algonquian and Iroquoian-
speaking Indians of Eastern North America.



2: The Eastern Algonquian Languages,
Cultures, and Their Dispersal

INTRODUCTION TO RESEARCH [SSUES

Language does not spread through distance or
time without the active interaction of people
(Cooper 1982:17-18). The distribution of
Eastern Algonquian languages, as noted in Figure
2.1, can be explained only by the interaction of
ethnic groups—either through emigration, migra-
tion, exchange, economic competition, warfare,
alliance, intermarriage, capture, or adoption
of individuals. Based on historical analogy, all
these processes noted during the historic period
can be extended directly into the pre-Colonial
era of Eastern North America. From Maine to
North Carolina, the spreading of languages of
Algonquian-speaking Indians is the outcome of
a complex 3,000—year history. Archaeologists
and linguists view this distribution of lan-
guages as a result of the southward migrations
of the Algonquian-speakers from their Proto-
Algonquian homeland around the Great Lakes
(Dragoo 1963:286-288; Ritchie 1980:200-302;
Siebert 1967, 1975; Seeber 1982; Luckenbach et
al. 1987; Fiedel 1991).

Several early scholars began their discussions
of Eastern Algonquian language communities
with the origin stories of the Delaware Indians.
In the eighteenth century, the Delaware related
their origin story to Rev. John Heckewelder who
worked among them during their dispersal to the
Ohio River drainage (Heckewelder 1876:Chapter
One). Heckewelder recorded the oral tradition
that the Delaware Indians originally came from
the far west, migrating to the east and crossing
the Mississippi River to the Great Lakes. After
they defeated the local inhabitants of the Great
Lakes, they continued their migration to the

Atlantic Ocean where they found the Hudson,
Susquehanna and Delaware River drainages
lightly occupied. They used these rivers to migrate
southward to the Potomac valley. They developed
a sociopolitical system which facilitated contin-
ued interaction and mutual support to external
threats. Archaeologists initially responded to both
the origin story and linguistic data to inform their
interpretations of archaeological evidence. Their
research focus was to confirm the historical and
linguistic evidence of migrations of sustainable
populations of Algonquian-speaking groups
through analysis of archaeological evidence of
changes over time.

Unfortunately a noted naturalist, Constantine
Samuel Rafinesque, created a fraudulent Walum
Olum document that used the Delaware origin
story as told to Rev. Heckewelder (Oestreicher
1995) as its framework. From the 1930s—1950s,
Eli Lilly funded research by a team of archaeolo-
gists to test the validity of the Walum Olum. James
Griffin was the designated recipient of the findings
of the scholars. As local chronological sequences
were developed and refined, he began to conclude
that the in situ model for Iroquois and Algonquian
cultural development were a better explanation
to the migration legend of the Walum Olum. He
hired Richard MacNeish from 1946-1950 to
study every available pottery collection and publi-
cation relating to Iroquois archaeology, and apply
the direct historical approach and ceramic seria-
tion analysis to develop a comprehensive ceramic
typology for Owasco ceramics. MacNeish focused
on ceramic typology and seriation analysis to sup-
port his continuity model, ignoring ethnological
and ethnohistory data and dismissing linguistic



Figure 2.1. Major archaeological sites (left) and historic groups (right) around AD 1600 (Snow 1978:59)
(Courtesy of Dean Snow and the National Museum of Natural History, Smithsonian Institution).
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data (Carpenter 1953:76). With over 100 ceramic
types defined, he documented a detailed case for
in situ development of Iroquoian-speakers in the
Great Lakes area (MacNeish 1976:79-85; Jones
1976:L-LV). With these findings, archaeologists,
linguists and historians who already suspected
that the Walum Olum might be a fake, began to
disfavor migration theories. The culture-ecology,
unilineal evolutionary approach of the process-
driven archaeology in the 1960s—1980s resulted in
migration theories not being accepted (Carpenter
1953:74-75; Funk 1993:224-228; Cabana
2011:19-21:Kraft 2001:16-20; Thomas 1971,
1976:90-91). Even the Delaware Lenape’s own
historical accounts, as recorded by Heckewelder
(1876), fell from favor by scholars.

With a new emphasis on processual archae-
ology—on developing archaeological methods
and theories to explain the role of changing
environments on the evolution of developing
cultures,—broad-based trade networks and dif-
fusion theories became the primary explanation
for the locations of different Algonquian-speaking
societies recorded in colonial records and re-
flected in archaeological deposits (Stewart 1994c).
Migration theory was not incorporated into the
system theory of cultural evolution of processual
archaeology (Cabana 2011:21). Since the 1980s,
post-processual scholars have developed various
models positing that migration, in concert with
trade and interactions, played a significant role
in the spread of the languages and the people
who spoke them (Cabana and Clark 2011; Rouse
1986). Culture history research once again has an
analytical value in the study of population change
(Warrick 2008:34-39; Sutton 1995; Anthony
1990, 1992). Martin Gallivan (2010:1), in his
review of both approaches, noted:

Archaeological studies of Native American

societies in the Chesapeake have recently

incorporated a broader range of interpretive
frames, including those that emphasize historical
contingency and social interaction rather than
cultural ecology and cultural materialism.

New evidence of Woodland-period population

movements, persistence places, and cycles of

social ranking has prompted historically oriented

interpretations that foreground particular

configurations of ideology, tradition, ritual, and
agency.

This new approach is taken in this sec-
tion to interpret developmental histories of
Algonquian and Iroquoian societies in the Eastern
Woodlands over the past 3,000 years (Seeber
1982; Luckenbach et al. 1987; Fiedel 1999; Snow
2007:18-27; Warrick 2007:130—134; Warrick
2008:154-165).

There is ongoing discussion on when, why
and how these migrations occurred, raising a
number of questions: What is the linguistic,
historical and archaeological evidence for such
migrations? What is the evidence for, and what
are the adaptive responses of, the already-resident
native societies interacting with the Algonquian
migrants? Historical accounts reveal the fluctu-
ating relationships between Algonquian polities
and the adjacent Iroquoian and Siouan-speaking
societies. Recent research has also explored lin-
guistic, historical and archaeological evidence for
the migration of the Northern Iroquois cultures
into the former area of the posited Proto—Eastern
Algonquian homeland in the Great Lakes drain-
age (Snow 1995; 1998; 2001; 2007:Crawford
and Smith 2007). What was the timing of this
Northern Iroquoian cultures’ migrations (Warrick
2007, 2008; Snow 2007)? What happened to the
Algonquian cultures displaced by the Northern
Iroquoian-speakers? What cross-cultural influ-
ences did Algonquian and Iroquoian-speaking
cultures have during this process of migration,
and in subsequent periods of cultural develop-
ment in their new territories (Kraft 2001; Funk
1976)? The Manna site is one of thousands of
archaeological sites within the Middle Adantic,
Northeast, Ohio and Great Lakes regions that
contain clues to address these questions.

The Manna site is an important component
of a series of Woodland period sites in the Upper
Delaware Valley historically associated with the
Minisink Indians (Kinsey 1972; Kraft 2001;
Midtred 2012; Grumet 2009). The Minisink
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Indians spoke a northern Munsee language of
the Medial division of Eastern Algonquian. Their
language was closely related to the Algonquian
languages spoken by various polities along the
Hudson River and western quarter of Manhattan
Island (Goddard 1978a). The Munsee language
was related to the Unami dialect of the Lenape
who resided southward to the mouth of the
Delaware River drainage. All these Delaware
Indian-related languages are referred to as
Proto—Eastern Algonquian (PEA) Medial division
(Siebert 1975:441). Mahican and Esopus Indians
along the Hudson Valley also spoke a version of
the Medial division languages (Figure 2.2).

The Medial languages distribution formed a
wedge, splitting two PEA-Archaic Coastal division
Algonquian language communities (Luckenbach
etal. 1987; Fiedel 1990; Siebert 1975). The PEA-
Boreal division in Maine was the earliest split, with
an age estimate of 1200-900 BC (Luckenbach et
al. 1987; Fiedel 1987). The PEA-Archaic Coastal
type languages in the seventeenth century where
distributed east of the Hudson drainage in New
England, and south in the Chesapeake Bay and
Albemarle/Pamlico Sounds drainages (see Figure
2.2). The Coastal Archaic division languages dis-
tribution has been correlated with the migration
of Proto—Eastern Algonquians during the Early
and Middle Woodland periods (800 BC-600 AD)
(Luckenbach et al. 1987). The Medial division
languages distribution has been correlated with
a second major migration associated with the
Jack’s Reef horizon during the Middle and Late
Woodland periods (500-1000 AD) (Fiedel 1987,
1991, 1994; Custer 1987a; Custer et al. 1990).
Looking at the same evidence, Stuart Fiedel pos-
ited two migrations of Algonquian-speakers, but
differs from us on the timing and archaeological
correlates.

A third migration, consisting of possible
PEA-Medial language-speakers, is posited for the
Potomac Creek complex of the Chesapeake Bay
region (AD 1100-1300) (Blanton etal. 1999:91—
96, 102-104). The Piscataway and Patawomeck
chiefdoms, whose archaeological signature is the
Potomac Creek complex, left insufficient words
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for use in a glottochronological study. The sev-
enteenth century English interpreters who spoke
Powhatan and Piscataway languages did not note
any language difference (Rountree et al. 2007:27,
271-278). Siebert (1975) has included Piscataway
with Powhatan as part of the PEA- Archaic
Coastal type. These archaeological models will be
discussed in greater detail in Chapter Three. They
are introduced here to frame the hypothesized cor-
relation of archaeological and linguistic models.

GLOTTOCHRONOLOGICAL ANALYSIS
Frank Siebert (1975:441), who first offered the

linguistic model we follow, provides a summary:
As Eastern Algonquian speakers dispersed over
a large geographical area during a long period
of time, divergence of speech occurred, and
each language went its separate way. Later the
geographical and linguistic continuity of the
PEA-A (Proto—Eastern Algonquian-Archaic)
division was interrupted by the intrusion of
other Proto—Eastern Algonquian groups into the
middle coastal region. The new arrivals on the
coast evidently comprised a more inland group
of Eastern Algonquians and were represented
by the modern Delaware and Mahican, whose
ancestors would seem to have once occupied
central and western New York and Pennsylvania
and to have moved eastward and replaced the
original PEA-A peoples along the coast from the
Hudson Valley southward to Cape Henlopen.

In our 1987 study, linguist Richard Levy used
seven Eastern Algonquian languages for his glot-
tochronological analysis (Luckenbach et al. 1987).
Levy noted that the languages selected represent
a sample of Siebert’s genetic spread (see Figure
2.2) to insure a maximum spatial variation of
the sample. Glottochronology is a lexicostatisti-
cal technique which provides a refined estimate
of language diversification in estimated years.
Swadesh’s (1955) method provides 100 standard
words, but the Eastern Algonquian languages
Levy selected for study had from 71 to 100 words
available for analysis. Levy was confident in the
percentage of shared cognates between these
languages (Luckenbach et al. 1987:8). Figure 2.2



Figure 2.2. Siebert’s language divisions as sampled by Levy (Luckenbach et al. 1987:4) (Courtesy of Al
Luckenbach and Wayne Clark and the Journal of the Middle Atlantic Archeological Conference).
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shows the major divisions sampled in the 1987
study, Table 2.1 provides the modified classifica-
tion system based on Siebert’s model. Both are
included here to form a consistent terminology
for this report.

Based on Swadash’s (1955) study of Romance
languages, he estimated that a pair of related
languages normally retains 86% of the ancestral
vocabulary after 1000 years of separate develop-
ment and noted deceasing retention percentages
further back in time. Refinements of the method
have followed for test cases of Indo-European,
Dravidian, Japanese, Arabic and Turkic languages
(Luckenbach et al. 1987:7). Luckenbach and
Levy’s (1980) first new world test of retention
rates for Aztec has become a standard reference
for Meso-American studies, and builds the case
for his retention rates for the Eastern Algonquian
study. Their study of Aztec languages found that:

the amount of lexical change displayed by Nahua

over this period produced a per millennium

rate of retention of 79%, which is in substantial

agreement with the rates calculated by Swadesh

(1955) and Lees (1956) of 86%.

Their analysis indicated that Swadash’s re-
tention rates derived from Old World language
studies were valid for New World languages
(Luckenbach and Levy 1980:458). To refine his
cognate determination in light of phonological
and semantic inadequacies of the selected lan-
guages, Levy added the use of Proto-Algonquian
lexical reconstructions of 81 of the 100 words on
Swadesh’s (1955) list.

The results, as presented in Table 2.2, indicate
a general diversification of languages from north
to south, but do not reflect a simple model of
outward radial expansion from their homeland.
Rather, the method of dispersion resulting in
language separation is more complicated than
contiguous geographical proximity would suggest.

Micmac was the earliest diversification, from
1200-900 BC, and appears to have remained
relatively isolated from the other languages.
Additional discussion of the rates of diversifica-
tion will follow presentation of the statistical data

(see Table 2.2).
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Given the four hundred year span of different
collection dates for the languages chosen for study,
Levy used a formula to correct for the disparities
in collection dates to produce the divergence
dates presented in Table 2.2. This data can also
be shown as a dendrogram (Figures 2.3-2.5; see
Figure 2.2).

Figure 2.3 and Table 2.2 clearly shows that
northernmost PEA, the Micmac (MIC), was the
first language to develop out of Proto—Eastern
Algonquian with an estimated separation date
of 943 BC with a range of 1200 to 600 BC. The
Micmac PEA ancestors could have migrated sev-
eral centuries earlier to the Atlantic shore. It takes
time for a geographically separated population
to develop sufficient dialect differences to make
the language difficult to understand. The rate of
change depends also on the degree of connec-
tion and communication between the homeland
and the migrated groups. Powhatan (POW), the
southernmost language studied, shows the next
oldest separation rate of 153 BC with a range from
300 to 100 BC. The model provides archaeologi-
cal evidence consistent with both the Micmac and
Powhatan dates of separation. Natick (NAT) and
Narragansett (NAR) are the geographically closest
languages studied and show late separation dates
from one another of AD 1267.

As can be seen from Siebert’s study (see
Figure 2.4), the New England languages of the
Coastal Archaic division and the Chesapeake and
Powhatan languages of the same division are closer
languages, with the southern languages separated
further back in time. Lenape of the Medial di-
vision, Abenaki of the Subboreal division and
Micmac of the Boreal division are closely related
even though Lenape spread beyond the mouth
of the Delaware drainage. The data suggest that
the Medial, Subboreal and Boreal division lan-
guages were in regular communication before the
Lenape spread south, dividing the New England
and Powhatan-speakers. Because of the histori-
cal nature of Levy’s study, he chose to use mean
separation rates rather than shared cognates. As he
found Figure 2.3 to be statistically indefensible,



I. Boreal Division
Micmac*
I1. Subboreal Division
A. Etchemin
1. Malecite-Passamaquoddy
B. Abenaki
1. Eastern
a. Penobscot (most divergent E. Abenaki)
b. Caniba
2. Western
a. St. Francis (modern aggregate)*
b. Pennacook
c. Penticket
I11. Medial Division
A. Taconic
1. Mahican (Stockbridge modern)
B. Delaware -Lenape*
1. Munsee (Minsi)
2. Unami
3. Unalachtigo (?)
IV. Archaic Coastal Division (PEA-A descendants)
A. Southern New England (SNE)
1. Eastern SNE (n-languages)
a. Massachusee
(1) Massachusetts (N.S)
(2) Natick (Central Massachusetts)*
(3) Nauset
b. Wampanoag
c. Cowesit (N. Narragansett)
2. Western SNE (Brotherton, modern [Y . R])
a. y-languages
(1) Narragansett*
(a) S. Narragansett
(b) Niantic
(2) Mohegan-Pequot (Eastern Connecticut)
(3) Montauk (Eastern Long Island)
(a) Monatuk
(b) Shinnecock
b. r-languages
(1) Wampano (Scaticook, modern)
(a) Quinnipiac
(b) Mattabesec
(c) Tunxis
(d) Siwanoy
(2) Insular Wampano
(a) Unquachog
c. I-languages
(1) Nipmuck-Pocumtuck (Loup)
B. Chesapeake
1. Nanticoke*
2. Conoy (Piscataway/Patawomeck)
C. Powhatan*
1. Chickahominy
2. Nansemond
D. Windgandcon (Northern Coastal [North Carolina])
1. Pamlico
2. Chowan
*Languages studied by Richard Levy.

POW = Powhatan; NAN = Nanticoke; NAR = Narragansett; NAT = Natick; LEN = Lenape; ABE =Abenaki; MIC = Micmac

Table 2.1. Classification of Eastern Algonquian (from Luckenbach et al. 1987:5—6, as modified from Siebert (1975:444—
446) (Courtesy of the Al Luckenbach, Wayne Clark, and Journal of the Middle Atlantic Archeological Conference).
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Table 2.2. Percentage of shared cognates and separation dates, Eastern Algonquian languages (Luckenbach et al.
1987:8) (Courtesy of the authors and _Journal of Middle Atlantic Archeology Conference).

NAT NAR NAN LEN ABE POW MIC

1500

1300
1100

900

700

500
300

204D, —
100 B‘c.

300

500

700

900

1100

1300

Figure 2.3. Lexicostatistical classification of Eastern Algonquian languages with mean separation rates given as

nodes (Luckenbach et al. 1987:8) (Courtesy of the authors and Journal of Middle Atlantic Archeology Conference).
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NAT NAR NAN POW
A B/C
4 3/.

LEN ABE MIC

I Western Southern New England
II Eastern Southern New England
A Southern New England
B Chesapeake
C Powhatan
1 Boreal Division
2 Subboreal Division
3 Medial Division
4 Archaic Coastal Division

Figure 2.4. Sieberts phonological classifications (Luckenbach et al. 1987:9) (Courtesy of the

authors and _Journal of Middle Atlantic Archeology Conference).

he provided Figure 2.5 based on the results of
glottochronology using nodal averages. This still
shows an early date of 943 BC for the separation
of Micmac from Proto-Algonquian, with a nodal
date of 188 AD for the rest of the language splits
for Eastern Algonquian.

Stuart Fiedel’s (1987, 1990, 1991) inde-
pendent glottochronological analysis of both
Eastern and Central Algonquian languages has
expanded upon our 1987 analysis by including
comparisons of Central Algonquian languages.
He suggests later dates for the separation of the
Eastern Algonquian languages. I concur with his
summary findings for two major migrations as
the best explanation of the spread of the Eastern
Algonquian languages (Fiedel 1991:21). But we
disagree on the timing of those splits.

An excerpt from Fiedel’s (1991:18-19) work
provides an excellent summary of various findings:

Dates previously proposed by linguists for

the breakup of the Proto-Algonquian speech

community have been based more often on
intuitive guesswork than glottochronological
analysis. Siebert (1967) suggested 1200-900
BC. Haas (1966) put divergence around

1000 BC-AD 1. Goddard (1978:587) has
proposed divergence around 1000-500 BC as
a “reasonable guess.” Hockett (1964) offered a
later date of around AD 500. Proulx’s (1982)
glottochronological date for the breakup of
Proto-Algonquian is around 1000 BC. He
estimates 31 centuries’ separation of Abenaki
from Montagnais and Arapaho from Mahican,
30 centuries for Abenaki and Arapaho, 29
centuries for Cheyenne and Mahican. Based
on glottochronology, Voorhis (cited by Syms
1982) dated the Proto-Central/Proto—Eastern
split between 57 BC and AD 232. He put the
breakup of the Central branch between AD 426
and AD 718. (For comparison, Proulx’s date
for Menominee-Fox divergence is ca. AD 750.)
Based on glottochronological comparison of
Eastern languages, Luckenbach, Clark, and Levy
(1987) have dated the Central-Eastern split at
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Figure 2.5. Glottochronological results (Nodal) (Luckenbach et al. 1987:9) (Courtesy of
the authors and the Journal of the Middle Atlantic Archeological Conference).

1200-900 BC, the divergence of Micmac from
the rest of the Eastern group at 943 BC, and the
subsequent internal differentiation of the Eastern
branch between 150 BC and AD 480 (mean
date, AD 188).

My own glottochronological study, . . .,
indicates Eastern-Central divergence around AD
570 and internal differentiation of the Eastern
family around AD 680. Micmac is exceptionally
divergent from the other languages, with dates
ranging from 1100 BC (Pequot) to 220 BC
(Cree).

The archaeological implications for these var-
ied dates for language separations have developed
into two models. Fiedel (1987, 1991), Custer et
al. (1990), and Haas (1966) favor a late migration
of Algonquians along the Atlantic coast, from
AD 500 to 700. They association this migration
with the appearance of the Jack’s Reef horizon,
including archaeological assemblages defined as
the Webb, Kipp Island and Intrusive Mound
complexes (AD 500-900). They acknowledge

only the Micmac migration as occurring much
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earlier, from 1100 to 900 BC. This migration to
the Gulf of Maine and St. Lawrence is associated
with the Meadowood complex. The archaeolo-
gists in the Middle Atlantic, who are willing to
write about migration possibilities, have focused
on the Fiedel’s model tied to the Jack’s Reef ho-
rizon spread. Certain language separation dates
in both Fiedel’s and our models correspond with
the Jack’s Reef horizon spread along the Adlantic,
Great Lakes and Ohio drainages.

Siebert (1967), Luckenbach et al. (1987),
Goddard (1978 a) and Proulx (1982) agree
with the initial diversification of Proto—Eastern
Algonquian from Proto-Algonquian during a
period of 1200 to 1 BC. Glottochronological
analysis by Luckenbach, Levy and I indicate a
1200 to 900 BC diversification associated with the
Meadowood complex spread from the Great Lakes
to the Chesapeake Bay. We see Proto-Algonquian
as being represented by the Old Copper, Glacial
Kame and Red Ochre complexes, from which the
Meadowood, Middlesex and Adena complexes
developed. We associated the formation and



spread of Proto—Eastern Algonquian (PEA) with
the Meadowood and Middlesex complexes who
continued trade and kinship relationships with the
Adena complex of the Ohio drainage. As migrant
groups of PEA-speakers were established among
Pre-Algonquian-speaking bands, archaeological
evidence suggests hundreds of years of concur-
rent occupations of different territories. The
glottochronological analysis correlate well with
the dates of the spread and diversification of the
Meadowood, Middlesex and Adena complexes as-
sociated with the southern spread of Algonquian-
speaking migrant groups.

We concur with Fiedel’s model that a sec-
ond major PEA migration of Medial division
language-speakers occurred between AD 500 and
900, associated with the Jack’s Reef horizon. The
Manna site has a Jack’s Reef horizon component
relating to this second migration. The Manna
site also has an Owasco component similar to the
Owasco style ceramics of the Montgomery and
Potomac Creek complexes along the Potomac
River (Blanton et al. 1999). The Owasco ceramics
of the Upper Delaware Valley have a clear devel-
opmental history leading to the historic Munsee
dialect of Algonquian-speaking Minisink Indians
(Kraft 2001:291-307).

The North Branch of the Susquehanna
River is the suggested Owasco homeland for the
Algonquian-speaking migrant groups who settled
in the tidal Potomac basin at the Potomac Creek
and Accokeek Creek sites, between AD 1100 and
1300 (Blanton et al. 1999). They left behind a
lightly occupied buffer zone in the North Branch
that appeared to have been utilized by hunting
parties of Algonquians and Iroquoian-speakers
from adjacent regions. This buffer zone in the
sixteenth century was occupied by the Northern
Iroquoian-speaking Susquehannocks before their
ca. AD 1570 southern migration to the Lower
Susquehanna Valley (Kent 1984:13-24).

The glottochronological and archaeological
correlations for all three major migrations has
reviewed evidence for the estimated chronology
for major migrations of Algonquian bands from
a Great Lakes homeland. To document why the

Great Lakes is the homeland for the Algonquians,
analysis turns to other linguistic techniques,
correlated with archaeological, historic and eth-
nographic data. The focus will be on linguistic evi-
dence of PA and PEA cultures as interpreted from
reconstructed words from those proto-languages.

WORTER UND SACHEN TECHNIQUE

Linguists have a high degree of confidence that
Micmac represents the earliest evidence of the
diversification of Proto—Eastern Algonquian,
as noted above. Another linguistic technique
provides clues to the location of the Proto-
Algonquian homeland in the Great Lakes region,
and the Algonquian’s eastern migration to the
Atlantic Ocean drainage of the Maritimes and
New England. The Warter und Sachen (words and
things) technique searches proto-word reconstruc-
tions associated with animals and vegetation spe-
cies (Sutton 1991:309-310). By plotting modern
and historic distributions of those species, the
zones of species overlap help refine the geographi-
cal location of the Proto-Algonquian homeland.
Siebert’s (1967) analysis using this technique
for Proto-Algonquian has withstood challenges
and has become generally accepted, with some
modifications of the southern boundaries due to
varied understanding of the southern distributions
of prehistoric tree and animal species (Seeber
1982:137-139).

Increased improvements in identifying carbon-
ized wood samples, analysis of pollen data, starch
grain analysis, and phytolith analysis continue to
refine our understanding of earlier distributions of
plant species, which help redefine the geographic
range of the species in the past. The addition of
phytoliths (Hart et al. 2003) and starch grain
(Messner 2011) analysis to the archaeological tool
kit is also helpful to subsistence analysis (Ugent
and Cummings 2011). The listing of the species
used in this analysis are presented elsewhere and
not repeated here (Siebert 1967; Luckenbach et
al. 1987:11-13; Seeber 1982:136-139).

The geographical range of some of the key
species found in the Proto-Algonquian vocabu-
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lary (Siebert 1975; Seeber 1982; Fiedel 1994)
includes:

e Harbor seal—found on Atlantic Coast of
New England and St. Lawrence drainage
below Niagara Falls, the eastern limits of
the homeland.

* Porcupine, moose, caribou, lake trout,
smallmouth bass, northern pike—whose
southern limits of distribution suggest
the southern limits of Proto-Algonquian
homeland being the Finger Lakes, and
extending from the Mohawk valley to the
New England coast north of Cape Cod.

*  Raccoon—whose northern limit suggests
aboundary south of the Boreal Forest area
of the Hudsonian Biotic province (Figure

2.6).

*  White spruce, tamarack, sugar maple,
beech, and quaking aspen — whose south-
ern distributions suggest a homeland in
the eastern Great Lakes region.

Proto-Algonquian lexicon has terms for ever-
green trees and deciduous trees (Seeber 1982:138).
It also contains terms for specific tree species
whose ranges vary due to climate and soil condi-
tions, but whose ranges still indicate a Great Lakes
homeland for Proto-Algonquian. Snow (1976,
1981:233) notes that Proto-Algonquian languages
did not extend very far south of the distribution
of the tamarack tree, nor did it stretch north of
the distribution of beech trees. This mixed forest
zone runs from the lower Great Lakes, upper St.
Lawrence River, and through New England and
the Maritimes (see Figure 2.6). Words pertaining
to bison, which may include woodland bison as
well as plains bison, suggest extension of Proto-
Algonquian to the west to include all the Great
Lakes (Figure 2.7). This is a broader homeland
than the Ontario Peninsula denoted by Siebert,
Seeber (1982:138), Luckenbach (et al. 1987), and
Fiedel (1994:4-6).

Based on Siebert’s (1967, 1975:138) analysis,
the original homeland of the Proto-Algonquians
has been determined to center:
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around the eastern part of the Great Lakes

region, chiefly between Georgia Bay and Lake

Ontario, embracing the region bordered on the

north by Lake Nipissing and the Mattawa River,

on the east by the Middle Attawa River, and on
the south by the Grand River and the Saugeen

River. The mixed forest area meets here, it being

the southern limit of the evergreen trees and the

northern limit of the hardwood, deciduous trees.

The Carolinian-Canadian Transition Zone has
a mix of species from both biotic zones (see Figure
2.6). The Proto-Algonquian homeland could
have been within this mixed zone in the Great
Lakes area from Lake Superior and running east
to the Finger Lakes (Fiedel 1999:196-198). The
homeland could include both Proto-Algonquian
and Proto-Central Algonquian areas as shown
below (see Figure 2.7).

The Proto-Algonquian-speakers’ homeland
was not in the Hudsonian Biotic province (see
Figure 2.6). According to Mason (1981:57-59),
this province has short summers and long, hard
winters with deep snow. The river and stream
system is emerging, with many areas covered in
bogs, ponds and lakes. Between bare rocks and
thin soil are very thick boreal forests, making for
a landscape difficult to transverse on foot and
confusing to travel by canoe. Black flies and mos-
quitoes proliferate. Nut bearing trees are absent,
as are mammals who depend on plant species of
the southern deciduous forest. Game is in relative
low density but does include some large mammal
species. Moose in this region were hunted in the
winter by taking advantage of deep snows. Rogers
and Smith (1981:132) discuss Algonquian adapta-
tion to this province.

Mason (1981:58) also discussed the Canadian
Biotic province that includes Lake Superior and
the northern part of Lake Michigan and Lake
Huron (see Figure 2.6). Also heavily glaciated and
adding outwash plains of glacial till, the soils are
richer and deeper than those of the Hudsonian
Biotic province. Long cold winters continue, but
are offset by longer summers. Lake Forest tree
species are still boreal in character. Deciduous
and broadleaf tree clusters support southern



Figure 2.6. Major biotic provinces of the Great Lakes (Cleland 1966; Mason 1981:58)
(Courtesy of Charles Cleland and Academic Press of Elsevier Ltd.©).

animal species, such as deer. Over 300 plant spe-
cies in both the Hudsonian and Canadian Biotic
provinces were used by the Algonquian-speakers,
as documented from the historic record (Mason
1981:59). Moose are uncommon in the Canadian
Biotic province, and caribou even more scarce.
Canoe travel is significantly improved through the
Great Lakes and river systems. Native copper is
found along the north shore of Lake Superior. Fish
resources also increase in this lake environment.
The Canadian Biotic province was readily acces-
sible for use as a winter hunting territory by the
Proto-Algonquians who were based in the mixed
biotic zone to the south (see Figures 2.6 and 2.7).

The Carolinian Biotic province extends from
Wisconsin eastward to the Atlantic Ocean. In
the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence drainages,
the biotic zone trends south below those major
water bodies (see Figure 2.6). Progressing south
through the glaciated portion to the non-glaciated
portion of the province, soils increase in richness
and thickness, the number of lakes decrease, and
rivers and streams become more mature. The
large mammals known to the Hudsonian Biotic
province (moose and caribou) are replaced by
deer. Fish thrive in the lakes. Annual fish runs in
the southern drainages are seasonally abundant—
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Figure 2.7. Proto-Algonquian, Central Algonquian, and Eastern Algonquian homelands (modified from
Luckenbach et al. 1987:12) (Courtesy of the authors and Journal of Middle Atlantic Archeology Conference).
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having greater quantities of fish in the spring, and
fewer in the fall.

The mixed zone between the Carolinian and
the Canadian Biotic provinces combined the
resources of both with exceptional water trans-
portation corridors. Upland footpaths were also
very practical. Once adapted to the mixed zone,
the Proto-Algonquians were perfectly poised to
expand in all directions (see Figure 2.7). The
number of frost free days to the northern limits
of this mixed province is sufficient to support
corn, bean and squash agriculture and the soils
were sufficient as well. Intensification of agricul-
tural production occurred after AD 500 in the
Ontario portion of this mixed province. This was
associated with the arrival of Iroquoian-speaking
migrating settlers as reflected in the Princess Point
complex (Stothers 1977; Warrick 2007:131-143,
2008:165-168).

Analysis of reconstructed words for species
found in Proto—Eastern Algonquian (PEA) which
lack counterparts in Proto-Algonquian, allows us
to estimate the spread of Proto-Algonquian east-
ward to encompass the Maritimes and Northeast
Atlantic coast (see Figure 2.7). The location of this
PEA homeland extended east to the Ocean due
to the addition of the terms for shark and whale,
two species not present in Proto-Algonquian. I
have modified the southern boundary to include
the Finger Lakes, the Mohawk River Valley and
upper Hudson so as to incorporate the southern
range for lake trout. Following the same logic, I
have extended the southern boundary to Southern
New England. Quoting from our previous work
(Luckenbach et al. 1987:16):

By comparing Siebert’s (1967) list of species

reconstructed for the Proto-Algonquian to

the list of species reconstructed for the Proto—

Eastern Algonquian, the continued importance

of various Lake Forest animal and plant species

becomes apparent. Of the four species of
freshwater fish identified in Proto-Algonquian,
the lake trout (Cristivomer namaycush), was
probably the most important fish which
continued to be exploited by the time of the

Proto—FEastern Algonquian divergence. One of

the largest of freshwater fish, the lake trout is
confined to the boreal forest region north of the
Mohawk River Valley in New York... Harbor
seal (which ranged from the St. Lawrence River,
Lake Champlain, and the east coast to the
Chesapeake Bay), along with a variety of other
species distributed throughout the projected
area of the initial Proto-Algonquian adaptive
radiation would have decreased the risk to
emigrant group by providing familiar resources
which could be readily obtained by employing
traditional subsistence and settlement strategies
within the new territories occupied. The transfer
of the term for caribou to deer in various
southern Algonquian groups, of freshwater fish
names to saltwater fish names, and of northern
tree names for southern tree names, indicates
that as the emigrant group expanded from the
boreal to the deciduous forest, obvious shifts

of subsistence emphasis to similar, but more
abundant species apparently transpired. Thus,
this would prepare the northern-adapted cultures
for a second adaptive radiation along both the
estuarine and riverine portions of the deciduous
forest extending from Southern New England
south to the Middle Atlantic States.

LEXICOCULTURAL RECONSTRUCTIONS

Continuing the use of the Warter und Sachen
technique, the reconstructed vocabularies of
parent languages provide lexical items that shed
insight into such aspects of culture as food re-
sources, modes of travel, lineages and kinships,
material culture, religion, and political organiza-
tion. Linguists use corresponding sounds to help
determine true cognates from loan words. With
thousands of reconstructed words and true cog-
nates to select from, archaeologists focus on infor-
mation that can help understand the nature of the
PA and PEA cultures (Proulx 1982:Fiedel 1994).
They select cognate words to formulate and refine
their different archaeological models for migra-
tion and cultures changes over time and space.
I look for linguistic evidence to support models
for both Algonquian and Iroquoian migrations.
The interplay of both major migrations of two
large Eastern North American language families is
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critical to understanding the historic distributions
of native cultures in the upper Mississippi, Great
Lakes, Northeast and Middle Atlantic regions.

Based on ethnographic analogy using Central
language-speaking Algonquian societies, the first
thousand years of language spread occurred while
the Algonquians were organized as band level
and egalitarian societies (Mason 1981:27-32;
Stothers and Abel 1992:50-51). The bands’ diets
required seasonal movements to forage, hunt and
fish. For most of the year they resided in either
seasonal fishing or hunting camps with other
families (Stothers and Abel 1993:50—60). These
small family units travelled to areas of maximum
resource abundance to join other families from
local and regional bands (Darnell 1998:98-100).
The multiple band communities were mainly
located along river, lake or tidal shores. When
the multiple band communities were all together,
they were organized in lineages that held feasts,
gift exchanges, marriages, burial ceremonies;
and met for alliance building and other interac-
tions (Callender 1962:105-110). By the historic
period, descendent populations were organized
in tribes. Exogamous clans focused on ritual and
helped incorporate outsiders into the society.
Moiety systems were common along with ritual
and warrior associations that crosscut the lineage
groups (Callender 1978:610; Ritzenthaler and
Ritzenthaler 1983:47).

Migration models involving spread of societies
with agriculture and tribal—or ranked—chief-
doms, are more generally advanced and accepted
here and in Europe (Renfrew 1987; Snow 1995,
2001, 2007). Varied attempts to explain the
development and spread of the regional shared
mortuary practices of the archaeological com-
plexes have offered explanations that the spread
resulted from interaction spheres controlled by
tribal or chiefdom levels of political centralization
and control (Struever 1977; Dragoo 1976:4-0,
1977; Thomas 1970; 79-81; Stewart 2004a:340—
345). The development of Adena and Hopewell
complexes has been tied to the expansion of the
Eastern Agricultural complex or the acceptance of
corn agriculture. But the archaeological evidence
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for large, semi-sedentary, agricultural villages
rich with remains of domesticated crops, does
not appear throughout the study area until post
AD 1100. Pre-agricultural, lineage based small
group migrations account for the initial spread of
Algonquian peoples and their languages (Cabana
2011:22-24).

Turning to the linguistic data, Fiedel (1994)
has increasingly refined his use of the Warter und
Sachem method for Proto-Algonquian. I concur
with his selection of cognates which provide useful
insights into the Proto-Algonquian society and
material culture. His model differs slightly from
mine on which archaeological complexes best fit
the interpretations derived from linguistic analy-
sis. We share a common goal as archaeologists to
embrace, rather than dismiss, the unique insights
that linguistic data offers to historical analysis of
American Indian societies.

To facilitate model development, I now in-
clude references to ethnographic analogies which
focus on Algonquian cultures with varied degrees
of closeness to the inferred attributes of the proto-
language communities being studied. John Hart
and Hetty Jo Brumbach (2007:87) argue that
comparative analysis for such deep time periods
which uses ethnographic analysis and linguis-
tics should be abandoned. I feel analog insights
have great merit for expanding the interpretive
potential of archaeological data. As one of the
humanities, archaeology studies all aspects of
culture, using the best of interdisciplinary social
and hard science tools to revise and refine our
interpretation of the past. Reconstructed words
and their meanings from proto-languages is an
important data set to aid research on this topic.

IMPORTANCE OF LAKES, RIVERS
AND ESTUARIES: FISHERIES
AND SEA MAMMAL HUNTING

We know the Great Lakes were the homeland for
the Proto-Algonquians based on the distribution
of forest and wildlife terms found in that recon-
structed language. But what natural resources
did they use to survive and prosper? What cul-



tural systems and material culture did they use,
as revealed by words that can be reconstructed?
Proto-Algonquians (PA) lived in this freshwater
environment and apparently hunted harbor seals
along the interior St. Lawrence River. As they
widened their contacts east to the Atlantic coast
(through trade, travel and major group move-
ments) they adjusted to a different set of maritime
resources. Over several centuries, the expanded
geographic spread of speakers led to dialect dif-
ferences which, in time, were sufficiently distinct
from the homeland language to be classified as
a new language—Proto—Eastern Algonquian
(PEA). The abbreviations PA and PEA will be
used to facilitate discussion.

The reconstructed terms for canoe and boat are
found in PA and PEA (Siebert 1975:318, 322).
The word for canoe in PEA was /*akwintenwi/,
compared to PA /*akwinte-wi/, meaning, ‘it
floats’. The Powhatan and other Coastal Archaic
languages have similar terms. The term for boat is
different, /messo-t/ , meaning: 'boat’, 'ship’, 'large
watercraft'; plural, /messo-tas/. The root in PA
is derived from a term meaning 'big, great'. We
should not be surprised that the Proto-Algonquian
and eastern-speakers used canoes of different sizes
and methods of construction, determined by their
intended uses on rivers, lakes, bays and ocean. As
the Micmac language had become a distinct lan-
guage of PEA by 900 BC, I quote from Martijn
(1989:210) who details the variety of canoes and
boats they used in the historic period:

The Micmac can be ranked among the most

skillful Amerindian seafarers in Northeastern

North America as attested to by their lengthy

voyages across open water. They constructed at

least 4 types of birch bark canoes which served
for different purposes, namely, travelling along
small inland streams, on larger rivers, on the

sea or while going to War (Adney and Chapelle

1964:58—-70; Marshall 1986). The Micmac sea

canoe ranged in size from 5.5 to 8.5 meters

and had considerable “rocker” (i.e., slanting up

curved ends) which facilitated cutting through

waves and also permitted easier maneuvering in
surf when running ashore end-on. The sides were

“hogged,” that is to say, curved upwards at the

center. This design offered some protection from
spray and allowed for safer heeling over when
heavy objects such as seals were hauled aboard

from the water.

Located to the northeast of the Micmac on
the east side of the Gulf of St. Lawrence, the
Beothuk canoes were of similar design and use.
The Beothuk either spoke a unique language,
or a language of the Boreal division of Eastern
Algonquian. Linguists are still debating this issue
due to the limited vocabulary sample available
(Reynolds 1978:101-105; Goddard 1979:106—
107). The Beothuk maintained hostile relations
with both the Algonquians and the Eskimo during
the historic period (Kuch et al. 2007). They were
fierce defenders of their Newfoundland Island.
Newfoundland sites of the Beothuk territory
have not yielded pottery, and have not produced
Algonquian style artifacts or mortuary features
(Wright 1979:50-54). Archaeologists have traced
assemblages back 1900 years but have not been
able to convincingly link the historic Beothuk
with the Maritime Archaic cultures of 5500 to
3000 years ago (Kuch et al. 2007). They were
surrounded by Eskimo and Algonquian popula-
tions who migrated to the area from the north
and west. With thousands of years of successful
adaptation to maritime resources, the Beothuk’s
sharing of knowledge with the Micmac is reflected
in similarities in such complicated tools as birch
bark canoes and harpoon technologies for open
sea fisheries. However, harpoon technology was
wide spread throughout Old Copper and Red
Ochre complexes. I associate both complexes
with Proto-Algonquians while still in their Great
Lakes homeland (Pleger and Stoltman 2009:708).
DNA analysis of the remains of two of the last
Beothuk-speakers suggests genetic links to the
PEA Micmac, Central, and Algonquian-speakers
and Southern Cherokee. The shared haplotypes
over such a wide geographic region may or may
not result from the effects of an ancestral popula-
tion during the proto-languages period.

Algonquian-speaking Indians of Southern
New England and Long Island had a combina-
tion of birch bark and dugout log canoes. The
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birch bark canoes included versions of the rocker
and hogged attributes of the Micmac seagoing
canoes. The Algonquians to the south of Long
Island mostly used dugout canoes, along with elm
and tulip bark canoes. Paper birch was preferred
when available. Paper birch trees currently grow
best in Newfoundland, Quebec and Maine. The
southern limits of growth of smaller paper birch
trees extend west from Long Island to the southern
shores of Lake Erie and the western Great Lakes.
Dugout and elm bark designs were in use along
the Atlantic Coast for the Delaware, Chesapeake
and Pamlico Bays (Kraft 2001:271-273; Rountree
1989:27, 32). A dugout canoes radiocarbon
dated to 1600 + 70 BC (uncorrected) has been
documented for Savannah Lake in north-central
Obhio (Stothers and Abel 1993:83). The canoe’s
archaeological complex association is uncertain.
As I suggest that the PEA language spread
includes Southern New England, I quote Salwen
(1978:163-164) for important distributional in-
sights about canoe types for Algonquians, based
on European colonists’ direct reports:
The distributional ranges of two kinds of
watercraft overlapped in Southern New England.
Dugout canoes were the basic southern type
of boat, but they are reported as far north as
Massachusetts Bay, and possibly even from
the mouth of the Saco River, if a secondhand
account of a 1606 encounter can be accepted
(Lescarbot 1928:101). Made of pine, oak, or
chestnut, a dugout could be shaped by one
man, using stone tools, in 10—12 days. The
largest were 40 or 50 feet long and could carry
40 men (Wood 1865:102; Gookin 1970:18;
Williams 1936:107). Birch or elm bark canoes,
the standard boats of the boreal forest zone, were
frequently used in the Massachusetts Bay area,
but there are only infrequent references to their
use south of that point (see Wolley 1902:56 and
Danckearts 1913:162 for coastal New York and
New Jersey examples).

In addition to words for canoe and boat, Proto-
Algonquian words and formative sentences have
been reconstructed like, *papa:m-a:hw-ekwi-wa,
‘he drifts about’. This formative statement is re-
flected in daughter languages with different but
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similar meanings, “it tips over in drifting”, “he is
conveyed by canoe”, “he brings him to shore”,
“they move on water in single file” (Hewson
1989:156-158). Proto-Algonquian also has a
word sequence for, “he capsizes”, “he paddles,
rows”, and for words like: “gum, pitch/resin”,
“net, seine”, “islands”, “seaweed”, “paddle thou,
paddle ye”, “paddle, oar”, and “they toil not in
rowing” (Siebert 1975:412, 421-439). These
terms and formative statements speak to well-
developed skill sets and knowledge of the use
and challenges of the PA canoeing in lakes, rivers
and estuaries.

Given the extensive number of great and
smaller freshwater lakes, rivers and streams in
the PA and PEA homelands, mastery of canoe-
ing and boating would have been essential for
harvesting fish, fowl and sea mammals. They
could be used to set their seines and fishing nets,
and harvest from the same. They could transport
the Algonquians away from wading areas to ac-
cess greater fish concentrations in deeper waters.
The Proto-Algonquian term for ‘fishhook’,
*mekeckani, and the formatives, *koxke-wa, ‘he
angles’, as well as formatives for ‘fishes with a
hook’, “fishing line with hook’ and ‘sets hooks for
fish’ (Siebert 1975:341) address fishing as an im-
portant activity. Old Copper tradition sites have
produced abundant remains of copper fish hooks
and harpoons (Pleger and Stoltman 2009:708).
During the succeeding Red Ochre complex, the
PA archaeological sites have yielded toggle-head
harpoons, fixed-barb harpoons, fishhooks and
possible nets (Pleger and Stoltman 2009:717).
PA had words meaning ‘fish scale’, ‘gills’, and ‘fish
tail’, and terms for a source of food in the words
of, ‘fish egg or roe’ (Siebert 1975:372-373).

Whether the PEA had four different boats
like those noted above for the Micmac, is not
knowable based on language reconstructions.
The diversity of boats recorded historically for the
Micmac represent the end product of 3,000 years
of development since the inferred PEA ancestors
arrived along the coast and Gulf of St. Lawrence.
They also represent significant borrowing of the



technology from the Beothuk during this same
time frame, as discussed above (see Figure 2.1).

Concerning PEA, terms appear for possible
tidal ebb and rise which may be an adaptation
from PA for terms for the rising and dropping
of interior river floods (Siebert 1975:401-402).
Maritime species, as noted in PEA words, became
more readily available with the use of canoes
and boats and included 'oysters', 'eel’, 'codfish’,
'porpoise’, 'shark’, 'whale', 'seal’, and 'loggerhead
turtle' (Siebert 1975; Fiedel 1994:5; Luckenbach
et al. 1987:13). The Powhatan caught spawning
sturgeon in freshwater shallows by lassoing their
tails and pulling them to the shore (Rountree
1989:34). The Powhatan spear fished from ca-
noes, using firelight at night to lure fish to the
surface of the water. For northern lakes and fresh-
water rivers, lake trout, smallmouth bass, northern
pike and catfish are terms for fish reconstructed
for PA. While we have focused on the impor-
tance of lake trout based on linguistic terms, a
variety of other fish species’ remains are recovered
archaeologically from Algonquian related sites.
Remains of sturgeon were found in a Great Lakes
grave dating to the Red Ochre complex. Copper
and bone barbed harpoons, effective in sturgeon
hunting from canoes, were found in Red Ochre
cemeteries (Pleger and Stoltman 2009:708, 717).
Such barbed harpoons continued to be used by
Algonquian-speakers through the Jack’s Reef hori-
zon in both maritime and riverine settings (Ritchie
1980; Lowery 2013b). Localized archaeological
data is the best source for understanding adjust-
ments to subsistence practices as the Algonquians
migrated to new territories.

The PEA daughter languages of the Boreal
and Northern Coastal Archaic division, Micmac,
Narragansett, Pequot and Penobscot all share cog-
nates for the PEA term for whale (Fiedel 1994:8).
Fiedel feels that these terms might result from con-
tact between these groups and sixteenth century
European whalers. Given the absence of whale
remains from archaeological context, he is prob-
ably correct (Sanger 1988:91). However, if the
PEA adopted the sea going birch bark canoe from
the Maritime Archaic cultures, they may have also

adopted their hunting skills in securing sharks and
sea mammals, such as seals. The PEA term for
shark in Micmac (and in Nanticoke) means ‘tooth
fish’ (Fiedel 1994:5). Fossilized sharks’ teeth were
collected and traded by Indians of the Chesapeake
Bay area to the Adena, Hopewell and Jack’s Reef
complexes from 400 BC-900 AD (Lowery at al.
2011, 2013b:23; Luckenbach 2013b). Sharks’
teeth found in these mortuary contexts have been
interpreted as representing icons of spiritual power
symbolic of lower world beings and of the preda-
tory power of Algonquian fisherman (Romain
2009:71-73, 140-144). These objects imbued
their owners with power to access supernatural
forces between the sky world and the earth world
through the media of water (Betts et al. 2012;
Romain 2009:72).

On the Atlantic shore of the lower Delmarva
Peninsula, Middle Woodland period Algonquian
sites have yielded the non-fossilized remains of
bull shark, great white shark, and stingray along
with other food refuse (Lowery 2003:83-85).
Of course the seaworthy birch bark canoes, like
those used by the Micmac and northern New
England cultures, are not reported historically
for the Chesapeake or Delaware Bay Algonquian
cultures. The Bay Algonquians had dugout ca-
noes up to 50 feet in length which could hold 40
people (Rountree 1989:34). Great white sharks
regularly eat seals and sea turtles; two species also
noted in PEA words. Non-fossilized shark teeth
of the man-eater (Carcharodon carcharias) and
blue shark (Prionace glauca) have been found in
an archaeological site on the Atlantic shore of
Nova Scotia. The level in which the teeth were
found has been associated with artifacts assigned
to the period of 250 BC-AD 50 (Rojo 1990:89).
The archaeological site may have been created by
descendants of the Maritime Archaic horizon. The
archaeological artifact types represented at the site
are not reported in the Rojo (1990) article. Sharks
and their teeth were of apparent importance to
the PEA culture and their descendant societies.

Based on the merits of finding PEA terms
for canoe, boats, shark, seal, and whale; hunting
large sea mammals and fish by the PEA is inferred
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to have been a feasible part of their subsistence
base, but not the primary focus of their harvest-
ing of water-based species. Archaeological sites
along the Atlantic Coast of Maine have yielded
an abundance of shell and fin fish resources dat-
ing throughout the Woodland period (Sanger
1988:90-93). Sites have also produced swordfish
remains which would entail summer open-ocean
hunting (Strauss 1987). The archaeological record
from New England indicates a maritime focus
on smaller fish species that occur year round, as
summarized by Carlson (1988:74-75):

The data on fish exploitation in New England
do not fit the anadromous salmon models for the
Northwest Coast. Probably what we are seeing
in New England is an overwhelming adaptation
to the sea fishing, particularly for the Atlantic
cod, a species that largely requires hook and line
fishing from ocean-going canoes. This appears
to have been augmented by possible weir fishing
of flounders and sculpins, with some sturgeon,
alewives, and tomcod, depending upon the
season, in northern New England (Carlson
1986). In Southern New England, the majority
of fish remains that have been reported to date
come from Martha’s Vineyard, where the fishing
pattern may be somewhat atypical; there, the fish
remains are dominated by scup, a small species
that infrequently ranges north of Cape Cod,

and is easily caught with baited hook and line
when the fish move close inshore in schools from
May through October (Bigalow and Schroeder
1953:413-416). In Boston Harbor, the pattern
of cod fishing is predominant, augmented by
probably incidental catches of other bottom-
feeding fish, similar to the northern New
England situation. Notably, further north, in the
Canadian Maritimes, faunal analysis of sites in
Passamaquoddy Bay, from Cape Breton Island,
Nova Scotia, and from Miramichi River estuary
also shows no evidence of salmon utilization,
although sturgeon and striped bass are reported
(Stewart 1982).

From a modeling standpoint, this analysis
suggests that the Proto—Eastern Algonquian
southern expansion was greatly facilitated by the
use of birch bark canoes, and the pursuit of riv-
erine and maritime fish resources. Two principal
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water transportation corridors facilitated travel to
and from the west. The St. Lawrence River to the
Gulf of St. Lawrence is a major corridor, requiring
some portages around falls and rapids. From the
St. Lawrence River, the historical portage south
was to Lake Champlain to the upper Hudson
River. A second corridor from Lake Erie required
portages into and along sections of the Mohawk
River drainage. Travel was relatively easy along the
Hudson River to the New England coast. Both
corridors allowed the expanding groups to retain
access to birch trees needed for canoe manufac-
ture. This canoe model for PEA is based in part
on Elizabeth Little’s (1987) analysis of travel
times, routes and portages for canoe travel along
Great Lakes and Northeast drainages by Iroquoian
and Algonquian-speakers during the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries. The distribution of
Onondaga chert associated with Meadowood
sites also document archaeological evidence for
movement of Algonquian-speakers and lithics
along these canoe routes (Granger 1978a, 1978b;
Lowery et al. 2015:47, 52; Taché 2011:46-58).
Trade, travel, exchange, and warfare between
Proto-Algonquian and Pre-Algonquian-Atlantic
shore cultures may have occurred prior to actual
group migrations along these corridors. During
periods of food scarcity, and taking advantage
of opportunities for expanded exploration, trade
and exchange, the PEA groups living along the
Atlantic drainages would have travelled south
in their birch bark canoes to the southern limits
of the seal populations. They also canoed south
for direct procurement of conch and marginella
marine shells. Marginella’s northern limit is at the
mouth of the Delaware Bay at Cape Henlopen
(Lowery 2012:48-49). The barrier island sys-
tem of interior coastal embayment would have
provided sections of protected corridors for safe
travel along the Atlantic coast. Once the PEA
or their descendants developed the birch bark
seagoing style canoes of the Micmac and New
England Algonquians, they could easily navigate
this coastal route to southern resources in the
Carolinian Biotic province. Elm bark and log dug-
out canoes would also suffice for downriver travel.



Based on archaeological data, the Delaware
and Susquehanna Rivers would have served as
secondary transportation corridors. Their nar-
row channels, rocky ledges and number of falls
would prevent the use of seagoing-style birch
bark canoes. Currents and ledges would have
made return trips in smaller birch bark river style
canoes a chore, but not as challenging as with
dug-out log canoes. The greatest challenge was
not physical, but cultural. The Algonquians had
to travel through multiple territories of band level
societies which might be alternately allied with, or
hostile to, the PEA travelers. Canoe transportation
allowed the Algonquian bands to leap frog over
occupied territories to establish migrant groups
in under-populated or buffer zones between
Pre-Algonquian territories. The Pre-Algonquian
groups living along these interior rivers used
dugout or more fragile elm or tulip bark canoes.
Compared to the lightweight birch bark canoes,
the bulkier dugout canoes would have performed
at a disadvantage in terms of speed and portage
ability. In historic times, Iroquoian raiding and
trading parties travelled in birch bark river-style
canoes along the Potomac, Susquehanna and
Delaware Rivers. They could transport heavy
loads of furs and retreat with war captives more
effectively than the southern Algonquian societies
which were dependent on dug-out log canoes.

To sustain regular travel along all three routes,
migrant groups of PEA-speakers would need to
establish permanent polities at convenient dis-
tances along the Atlantic Coast and the major
interior rivers (shown as dots on Figure 2.8).
This leap- frog model of population expansion
to new territories would mean that, for long
periods of time, the Atlantic, Hudson, Delaware
and Chesapeake Bay drainages would have both
Pre-Algonquian and PEA-speaking communities.
Some PEA isolated communities expanded at the
expense of the Pre-Algonquian communities. In
other areas, the two communities merged over
time. And Pre-Algonquian communities contin-
ued to evolve where Algonquian migrant groups
failed or did not establish territories (see Figure

2.8). The successful PEA founding communities,
adapted to the unique range of resources and cul-
tural practices acquired from their contacts with
Pre-Algonquian societies. The coastal Atlantic
corridor may have remained an essential canoe
and boat highway for moving travelers, immi-
grants and migrating groups to the south and
north. The Middle Hudson, upper Susquehanna
and middle Delaware River corridors, where PEA
societies may have failed to initially establish long
term polities, resulted in more restricted access to
and impeded travel along these corridors. This
model reflects the leap-frog approach for rapid
migration over long distances which follow known
routes to destinations identified through scouting
and trade exchanges (Heckewelder 1876; Anthony
1992:7-8).

Between 100 BC and AD 300, PEA mi-
grant groups increased their occupations in the
Delaware and Susquehanna drainages. Based
on linguistic and archaeological data, the Pre-
Algonquian cultures of the areas adjacent to the
southern PEA migrant groups had either been
absorbed or migrated away from the PEA migrant
groups. By AD 300, descendant communities
of the PEA extended, along a series of abutting
territories, all the way from New England to the
Chesapeake Bay (see Figure 2.8). The archaeologi-
cal evidence for this New England to Chesapeake
Bay distribution of Coastal Archaic division-
speakers is reflected in the continuous distribution
of both Mockley ware and associated shared lithic
technologies and biface types of the Canoe Point/
Fox Creek/Abbott/Carey/Selby Bay complexes.
Given the close similarities of all five complexes,
[ also refer to all five as the “Mockley horizon”
(Funk 1968; Kaeser 1968; Ritchie and Funk
1973:120-121, 135-140; Funk 1976:287-294;
Funk 1993:200-204; Opperman 1992:30-33;
Mayr 1972; Wright 1973:21-22; Handsman and
McNett 1974:24-32).

Figure 2.2 shows Coastal Archaic division
languages in New England and in the Chesapeake-
Pamlico Bay regions, but not along the interven-
ing Atlantic Coast and Delaware River Valley.
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Figure 2.8. First leap-frog spread of Proto-Algonquian migrant groups to the South (modified from
Luckenbach et al. 1987:14) (Courtesy of the Wayne Clark, Al Luckenbach, and Journal of Middle
Atlantic Archeology Conference).
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Instead, the map shows a wedge of Medial division
languages of the Mahican, Minisink, Munsee and
Lenape. As noted above by Siebert (1967), this
Medial division language distribution along the
Hudson, Delaware and Atlantic corridors shows
a second time when migrant groups of PEA mi-
grated south, settling between the Coastal Archaic
division Algonquian-speakers. This sharing of the
wedge territory may have been a four hundred
year process, AD 500-900, during which time the
two Algonquian cultures mixed. At the southern
edge of the Medial division language spread, the
new migrants appeared to have gradually ad-
opted the host languages of the Coastal Archaic
division (Piscataway, Nanticoke, Pocomoke and
Patawomeck, as examples). Along the Delaware
drainage, they retained Medial division languages
(Mahican, Munsee dialect of the Minisink,
Unalachtigo dialect of the Lenopi, and Unami
dialect of the Lenape).

Bilingual skills—or development of an
Algonquian trade language—for purposes of
communication between the Algonquian lan-
guages communities would facilitate continued
communication following the transformations
in the languages they spoke. While the forest
resources of the uplands of the Carolinian Biotic
province contributed significantly to the hunter
and gatherer’s diet, the bountiful river and estuary
allowed for greater options. Food shortages could
be circumvented, allowing their overall popula-
tions to be maintained and increased. Prior to the
advent of intensified corn and bean agriculture,
this maritime adaptation of the PEA would have
been a major reason for long term expansion and
defense of territories along the Atlantic seaboard
provinces.

IMPORTANCE OF THE CAROLINIAN
Bioric PrRoOVINCE FOREST: HUNTING
AND GATHERING

One of the advantages of expanding into the

forests of the Carolinian Biotic province is the
availability of mast trees. Nut producing trees vary

from year to year, and variations are noted be-
tween species in the amount of nuts they produce.
The annual nut crops are normally consumed by
browsers within two weeks of their groundfall.
The PA and subsequent cultures would need to
gather them in the fall for long term protected
storage, to be consumed during periods of sea-
sonal food shortages (Gardner 1997:170-175).
The Powhatan consumed the stored nuts in late
spring and early summer (Gardner 1997:161).
Hickory nuts were preferred for their dietary
properties and ease in processing, as noted by
Gardner (1997) and by Keene (1981). A va-
riety of nuts were gathered and stored by the
Algonquians during the historic period (Kraft
2001:277-278; Rountree et al. 2007:29-32).
The terms for 'acorn’, 'chestnut','chinquapin’,
'‘pawpaw’, 'persimmon’, 'walnut’, and just plain
'nut’, have been reconstructed for PEA language
(Siebert 1975:322-323, 363, 365, 367, 368,
400). A term for 'chestnut' is not found in PA,
but one does exist in PEA. Chestnut trees arrived
at their northern limits in the Proto-Algonquian
homeland an estimated 1,000 years ago (Seeber
1982:141).

The importance of these nut resources to
the Algonquian and Iroquoian cultures of the
Great Lakes region is well documented (Keene
1981:54-75). Nuts were an essential part of their
diet before the intensive farming of corn and
beans. Nuts continued as part of the regular diet,
as well as a dependable supplement when corn
harvests were poor or the corn crop was com-
promised for some reason (Messner 2011:2-18).
The variability of nut crop yields would have
contributed to the development of regionally
based cooperative networks that provided cultural
insurance through kinship and other formalized
gift-giving reciprocity (Mason 1981:27-36).
Nuts and root crops required parching before
storage to kill bacteria (Keene 1981:83; Gardner
1997:172). Acorns required leaching by place-
ment in streams or by boiling. Baskets, pots or
shallow basin pits lined with mats or fur would be
warmed by dropping preheated rocks into them.

31



Numerous clusters of fire-cracked rocks like those
found on Terminal Archaic traditions and Early
Woodland period sites (Keene 1981:73-75:Wall
and Stewart 1996:253-257, 163-172; Kinsey
1972,1973:224-225; Wall et al. 1996:164-180,
255-256, 267-268). Fire-cracked rock features
may have also been used for drying processed fish
or meats. The PEA and Pre-Algonquians used
stone boiling technologies, which diminished
but were not abandoned with the shift to ceramic
container technologies.

The southern limits of the Eastern Algonquian
language distribution (see Figure 2.8) may be
reflected in the significant reduction of nut
crops in the pinelands of the sand hills south of
Pamlico Sound. As the Pre-Algonquian societies
in the Carolinian Biotic province also depended
on these nut resources—a finding based on ar-
chaeological evidence— the PEA migrants’ access
to the increased number of nut sources did not
give them a competitive advantage over that of
the local inhabitants. Glottochronology analysis
of North Carolina Bays Algonquian languages
cannot be reconstructed because of insufficient
words (Luckenbach et al. 1987). Archaeological
data suggests arrival of Algonquian peoples,
manufacturing Mockley ware, during the period
of AD 700-800 (Phelps 1983:36—42; Herbert
2008:273).

PA and PEA also have the terms for 'gray’ and
'flying squirrel', 'turkey’, and 'deer’. All of these
species compete with people for the harvesting
of the annual nut crop (Siebert 1975:389, 399).
This competition would require the Algonquians
to focus on nut gathering, processing and stor-
age every fall. Archaeological evidence from the
Chesapeake region indicates that deer and turkey,
followed by turtles, were the major sources of for-
est species’ meat in the Algonquian diet. Other
animal species present in PEA are 'beaver’, 'dog’,
'muskrat’, 'opossum', otter', 'raccoon', 'snake’,
'terrapin’, and 'wolf' (Siebert 1975:316, 332,
360, 363, 364, 370, 386, 394, 406). PA terms
not already mentioned include those for 'mink’,
'weasel', 'woodchuck’, 'black bear', 'red fox',
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'striped skunk’, 'porcupine’, and 'lynx' (Seeber
1982:138).

While porcupines are not found in the tide-
water portions of the Delaware and Susquehanna
drainages, they do appear in the headwaters of
those drainages. Porcupine quills were an im-
portant decorative element for the Northeast
and Great Lakes Algonquians (Bock 1978:112;
Ritzenthaler and Ritzenthaler 1983:19). The
quills held potential trade value for homeland
Algonquians to trade south to the Algonquians
who migrated outside the porcupine’s range.
Given the fragile nature of porcupine quills,
archaeological evidence for their use is rare.
Archacological evidence of the other species
is found north and south along the Atlantic
drainages.

The PEA had terms for 'bird’, 'bird tail', 'bird
feathers', 'eagle’, 'goose’, 'gull’, 'heron’, and
'loon' (Siebert 1975:316-317, 393-393, 339,
333, 345, 350, 354). All these species were found
in the Carolinian Biotic province as the PEA
populations spread to the southern edge of this
province. Populations of the bird species varied
between tidewater and river habitats, and during
various times of the year. Similarly, they would
have been available to the Pre-Algonquian people
who inhabited this area prior to the arrival of the
Algonquian-speakers. Various species of birds
played important roles for Algonquians as totem
spirits and as names for lineages. In the historic pe-
riod, Ojibway clans where named after these and
other animal species (Warren 2009:12, 17-25).
Bird species are associated with the sky or upper
world part of some Algonquian moiety systems
(Speck 1915:12—-18; Romain 2009:70-84).

Hundreds of plants suitable for food, bas-
ketry, medicine and other uses were known to
the Delaware and related Algonquian-speaking
Indians (Tantaquidgeon 1972). Only a few food
sources of greatest importance are highlighted here.
The PEA term for the Indian 'groundnut’ (Apios
americana or Apios tuberoa) was a major source of
storable food for the historic eastern Algonquians.
The roots were gathered in large quantities and



stored for winter use. They were either boiled and
eaten as potatoes, or ground and made into bread
(Siebert 1975:345; Tantaquidgeon 1972:59). The
PEA word, 'tuckahoe' (Arrow arum) (Rountree
et al. 2007:58) denotes an important springtime
food source that became available during the
leanest part of the Algonquian’s seasonal round
in the Chesapeake. It was one of many freshwater
marsh plants of great importance as a staple in
their diet. Historically, women were assigned the
challenging and muddy task of digging the roots
out of the freshwater tidal marshes. Both these
major food resources are under-represented in the
archaeological record. Starch grain analysis from
an Early Woodland context at the Williamson
site in the middle Delaware drainage has revealed
starch from water lily and Arrow arum plant roots
(Messner 2011:95, 120). And at a site on the
Murderkill River in the Lower Delaware Valley,
an Early Woodland pit produced starch grain
evidence of the duck potato (Sagittaria latifolia),
another tidal marsh root (Rue 2012).

Another important seed source from the fresh-
water marshes was 'wild rice' (Zizania aquatica)
(Siebert 1975:414). Siebert (1975:415) notes
that PA and PEA words for another variety of
wild rice, Elymus arenarius, variety villosus, were
found along the North Atlantic coast to Penobscot
Bay. Lesser amounts were found from Cape Cod
to the St. Lawrence Strait and River. Prolific
stands of wild rice were found in the many inland
lakes, particularly Lake Michigan and Superior.
The Algonquians of the Great Lakes used birch
back canoes to harvest wild rice from the fresh
water marshes (Ritzenthaler and Ritzenthaler
1983:26-28). Limited amounts of wild rice have
been reported for Pre-Late Archaic sites in the
Mississippi, Illinois and Tennessee River valleys
but this is outside of the area of the PA homeland
(Simon 2009:98). The earliest pollen evidence for
wild rice in Michigan dates to 500 BC and was
found in Red Ochre graves along with remains
of lake sturgeon (Pleger and Stoltman 2009:717).
Charred wild rice remains have been dated to
400 BC from Michigan’s archaeological sites
(Rajnovich 1984:204).

This would be an important seed plant uti-
lized by the Algonquians as they spread east to
Cape Cod and to the mouth of the St. Lawrence
River. Its freshwater variant would prove valuable
to groups migrating southward along the major
river drainages. Wild rice pollen has been docu-
mented from the Delaware River valley and found
in archaeological context in the Susquehanna
and Great Lakes region of New York (Messner
2011:27). Extensive wild rice and tuckahoe
plants currently occupy the Patuxent River marsh
adjacent to the Pig Point site in Maryland, with
its associated burial pits of the Selby Bay Adena/
Hopewell phases (McMillan 1974:29-31;
Luckenbach 2013a, 2013b).

For the Powhatan Indians of the Chesapeake,
Captain John Smith commented on the im-
portance of tuckahoe (Arrow arum) in the sea-
sonal round of the Algonquian-speaking people
(Rountree 1989:44):

In March and April they live much upon their

[fishing] Weirs, and feed on Fish, Turkeys, and

Squirrels and then as also sometimes in May

and June they plant their Fields and sett their

Corne, and live after those Monthes most([ly]

of[f] Acrons [sic], Wallnutts, Chesnutts,

Chechinquamyns and Fish, but to mend

their dyett, some disperse themselves in smale

Companies, and live upon such beast as they

can kill, with their bowes and arrowes. Upon

Crabbs, Oysters, Land Tortoyses, Strawberries,

Mulberries and such like; In June, July, and

August they feed upon the rootes of Tockohow

berryes [wild potatoes], Grownd-nuts, Fish, and

green Wheat [corn], and sometyme upon a kynd
of Serpent, or great snake of which our people
like wise to eate.

During the historic period, the Micmac sea-
sonal round was tracked with each new moon by
a different focus on resources, according to Pierre
Biard (Bock 1978:110):

In January they have the seal hunting. . . in

the month of February and until the Middle

of March, is the great hunt for beaver, otters,

moose, bears. . . caribou. . . In the middle

of March, fish begin to spawn. . . often so

abundantly that everything swarms with them.
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After the smelt comes the herrings at the end of
April; and at the same time bustards [Canada
geese]. . . sturgeon, and salmon, and the great
search through the Islets for [waterfowl] eggs. . .
From the month of May up to the middle of
September, they are free from all anxiety about
their food; for the cod are upon the coast, and all

kinds of fish and shellfish. . . [in September] the
eels spawn. . . In October and November comes
the second hunt for elks and beavers; and then
in December. . . comes a fish called by them
ponamo [tomcod] which spawns under the ice.
Additional quotes from those who observed
the seasonal round of Algonquians can be pro-
vided, but these, from the northern and southern
distribution of eastern Algonquian-speakers, em-
phasize the ways they adapted to take advantage
of the local resources found as they moved to new
territories. By the Late Woodland period, tobacco
was the only crop grown by the Micmac. In the
Chesapeake Bay, chiefdoms depended heavily on
corn, beans and squash (Potter 1993:170-173;
Rountree and Turner 2002:18-22; McKnight
and Gallivan 2007:183—188; Rountree 1989).
Corn was less important to the Algonquians of
the Lower and Middle Delaware Valley but more
abundant in the Upper Delaware Valley (Kinsey
1973:248; Messner 2011:123-125). Even with
corn and beans, the Chesapeake Algonquians still
relied on groundnuts and tuckahoe as major food
sources. Like wild rice and nut crops, non-culti-
vated crops were essential when cultivated crops
failed, or when not abundant for other reasons.
The Algonquian cultures around the Great
Lakes used at least 373 native plants, 130 were
used for food, with wild rice being of primary
importance (Mason 1981:59-60; Ritzenthaler
and Ritzenthaler 1983:26-28). For the PEA pe-
riod of language spread of 1200-1 BC, gathering
of wild plant resources may have been a major
contributor to subsistence. Local variations of
gathered plant resources depended on the type
of resources available and on the lessons learned
about their utilization, processing, storage and
trade. Interaction, marriage and adoption of
Pre-Algonquian peoples into PEA society would
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contribute to the learning process for new plant
resources in new territories.

Based on the Woarter und Sachem analysis
presented above, distribution of species noted in
the reconstructed words of PA define the original
homeland of the Algonquian-speaking bands in
the mixed forest zone of the Great Lakes drain-
age. Prior to 1200 BC, the PA may have inter-
acted with Pre-Algonquian bands of the Hudson,
Susquehanna and Delaware drainages, but they
had not yet established migrant groups in those
drainages. Based on lexicostatistical analysis,
migrant groups of PA-speakers began to be estab-
lished along the shores of the Gulf of St. Lawrence
and in Maine. These migrant groups added new
maritime terms to their vocabulary. During this
same period of 1200 to 900 BC, migrant groups
of PA associated with the Meadowood archaeo-
logical complex also began to be established along
the Hudson, Susquehanna and Delaware drain-
ages (Lowery etal. 2015; Rick etal. 2015:29-31;
Taché 2011). They adapted well to the rich variety
of wild plant resources of the mast forest of the
Carolinian Biotic province. Nut, ground root,
wild rice and other natural flora resources required
a seasonal round of settlement shifts with a focus
on riverine macro band settlements during part
of the year.

The long distance movement, exchange and
migration of bands of Algonquian-speakers were
greatly facilitated by their use of canoes along
the major rivers and lakes of the regions. Canoe
allowed Algonquian bands to leap frog short and
long distances to establish new migrant groups
and to return to homelands. The new migrant
groups of Algonquian-speaking bands in the
maritime province gained direct access to and
control of shellfish and fin fish species important
to the regional exchange and to sustaining the new
migrant groups in their tidewater territories. Based
on the continuity of mortuary systems across re-
gions, kinship and lineage connections between
homelands and migrant groups were mostly main-
tained throughout the period of migrations. Some
migrant groups, like the Micmac ancestors, appear
to have focused instead on connections established



with the Maritime Archaic horizon bands. Others
bands, like those of the Meadowood complex in
the Upper Delaware Valley in the area near the
Manna site, interacted with the Pre-Algonquian
bands. The Meadowood complex band estab-
lished a migrant group in the Upper Delaware
Valley (Chapter 6). The Meadowood migrant
group may have lasted from 800 to 400 BC, after
which Orient phase bands reclaimed the valley
or both cultures merged to form the Bushkill
complex (Kinsey 1972:230-238). The Bushkill
complex has attributes of both the Meadowood
and the Orient complexes.

The birch or elm bark canoes greatly aided
inter-regional exchange of copper for marine shell
and other trade commodities. The PA and PEA
bands continued the exchange of lithic and shared
mortuary systems and practices while developing
regional variation on settlement and subsistence
patterns- riverine or maritime focused. The long
distance trade and travel also facilitated estab-
lishment of PEA migrant groups along Atlantic
slope’s rivers, after 800 BC. By this date, sufficient
separation of the bands had allowed the develop-
ment of PEA languages distinct from PA.

Remains of seed crops of the Eastern
Agricultural complex, other than squash, have
not yet been conclusively documented for the Old
Copper, Red Ochre or Glacial Kame complexes
of the PA homeland area. However, analysis of
human remains of the Old Copper tradition in the
Great Lakes region have revealed extensive teeth
ware, a result probably of eating gritty plant foods.
Analysis of bone isotopes suggest meat was the pri-
mary food consumed, with plants contributing up
to 40 percent of the diet of some Old Copper tra-
dition people (Pleger and Stoltman 2009:711). By
the Red Ochre complex, the PA diet, as revealed
by isotope studies, showed an increase dependence
of fish resources (Pleger and Stoltman 2009:717).
In the Ottawa River Valley, the PEA seasonal
round involved estimated travel of 100 to 150
km or 63 to 93 miles (Ellis et al. 2009:825-826).
Hunting, gathering and fishing sustained the
migrating bands of Algonquian-speaker during
the PA and PEA expansion periods.

THE INITIAL LIMITED ROLE OF
CoRrN AND CULTIVATED CROPS

Concerning cultivated crops, Proto—Eastern
Algonquian includes a term for 'squash or gourd',
as well as one for 'pumpkin’ (Siebert 1975:345,
370). PA also had the term for 'gourd’, whose
species is indeterminate. Gourds were used as con-
tainers, net floats, as well as food. Archaeological
evidence of gourd remains at sites in the upper
Susquehanna and Maine predate PA, and suggest
possible wide use and spread of gourds for floats
for fishing nets during the Late Archaic period
(Hart and Sidell 1997:532-534; Fritz 1999:419,
423-427). Siebert (1975:370) notes that the word
for pumpkin, as spoken by the Delaware Indians,
was borrowed from the more agriculturally pro-
ductive Nanticoke and Powhatan vocabularies.
The Lenape bands depended less on cultivated
crops than the Chesapeake region’s chiefdoms.

PEA also has a term for 'seeds’ but again, it is
difficult to determine species, such as amaranth or
chenopodium. These two seeds of the Carolinian
Biotic province were initially gathered as wild
seeds. Over the past 2000 years, evidence of their
and five other seed species domestication is found
at Early and Middle Woodland period sites in
the Mississippi drainage (Siebert 1975:378-379;
Smith 1992a:108-111).

The PA terms for seeds refer to 'seeds being
stored for future planting' and for 'sowing'. These
terms are excellent indicators of seeds being gath-
ered, stored and planted during the PA period of
development. Fiedel and I agree that these terms
for seed processing indicate that the PA cultures
were involved in the planting and harvesting of
a half dozen seed crops, which archaeologists
have defined as the Eastern Agricultural complex
(Smith 1992a:272-274; Fiedel 1994:4; Simon
2009:95-105). For the PA period of 2000 to
1000 BC, archaeological evidence for domesti-
cation of chenopod (goosefoot), sunflower and
sumpweed (marshelder) has been documented for
the Mississippi drainage to the south of the PA
homeland (Smith 1992a:35-40, 106-108). By
the Hopewell complex (50 BC-AD 500), erect
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knotweed and corn was added to the small gardens
(Smith 1992b:208-215). traditional nut, ground
root and fruit species continued to be important
to the diets (Wymer 1996:39-41, 47). While
AMS direct dated corn from AD 200 is associ-
ated with Hopewell, isotope studies on human
remains indicate wide scale consumption of corn
after AD 800 (Smith 1992b:273-275). West of
the Appalachians, the Hopewellian populations of
hunter and gatherers were involved in gardening
of squash and seed plants for consumption and
corn for ceremonial purposes (Smith 1992a:208).

McKnight and Gallivan (2007) have not
found evidence of Early or Middle Woodland
sites bearing domesticated versions of crops of
the Eastern Agricultural complex in Piedmont
or Coastal Plain sites in Virginia. Flotation
analyses of samples from sites in Delaware have
also failed to reveal domesticated versions of
the Eastern Agricultural complex (Petraglia et
al. 2002:18-20). The abundance of fresh water
marsh and other plants in tidewater locations
may have contributed to the slow acceptance
of plant husbandry in the Middle Atlantic by
migrating PEA populations. As sites in the Great
Lake’s homeland do not produce clear PA period
evidence of domestication of seeds, linguistic and
archaeological evidence is at variance.

Two cultivated plant terms from PEA identi-
fied by Siebert have generated much discussion
due to the significance of the appearance of corn as
a factor enabling the expansion of Algonquian and
Iroquoian cultures. 'Hominy', 'grain of parched
corn', 'pone’, 'roasted corn bread', 'parched corn
meal’, and 'corncob’ are terms from PEA (Siebert
1975:351, 433, 356, 410). Fiedel (1994:3-4)
provides a detailed discussion of these terms com-
pared to PEA and Central Algonquian languages.
Seeber (1982:142) also reviews the structure and
variation of terms for corn. He notes that, for
Eastern Algonquian, the morphonemic form,
askamon, was the base for the words for maize
for the Eastern and Western Abenaki and the
Mahican. The base word of, 8iachemanes, is found
in the words for corn for the Nipmuck, Niantic
and Narragansett. Powhatan has the term, apone,
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which again, is different from the corn terms in
Central Algonquian languages. Seeber (1982)
interprets the references to cornmeal and parched
corn as a word-transference from some other food
source made into bread. Corn cannot be consid-
ered as a major factor in PA and PEA communi-
ties’ subsistence patterns, population increase and
spread during the period 2000 to 50 BC.

As PEA diversified into different language
divisions, people of those divisions became
increasingly involved in corn agriculture and
developed at least three different terms for corn
(Seeber 1982:142). The absence of corn remains
from archaeological context in the Chesapeake
region until after AD 1050 indicates corn was
not a major dietary supplement prior to that time
(McKnight and Gallivan 2007; McKnight 2013).
However, analysis of dental caries from burials
at the Island Field site of the Webb phase, AD
500-900, suggests carbohydrate consumption
was higher than most hunting and gathering
populations worldwide. Its consumption indices
were even higher than those from agricultural
societies (Custer et al. 1990:199). This correlates
with the Jack’s Reef horizon Dillion site in north
central Ohio which produced six-rowed corn
cob remains dating from AD 670-990 (Stothers
and Abel 2003:81). Both the Carey and Selby
Bay Hopewell complexes were in regular contact
with the Ohio Hopewell, who practiced garden
horticulture with ceremonial use of corn (Smith
1992a:205-215). Preliminary results of isotope
analysis of human remains from the Pig Point site
reveal no evidence of corn in the diet of the Selby
Bay Adena and Selby Bay Hopewell phase burials
from that site (Lowery 2014). Future starch grain,
human bone isotope, pollen and ethnobotanical
research of Webb complex sites should reveal
limited evidence of ceremonial use of corn in the
Middle Atlantic for the period AD 500 to 900.

In the Midwest, corn associated with the
Hopewell complex has received radiocarbon dates
of 80 and 50 BC. Other dates from Hopewell
sites with corn remains confirm its presence for
this complex (Smith 1992b; 201-215; Ford
1979:234). An Adena mound with corn remains



was dated to 280 BC (Yarnell 1976:271). People
of the Adena and the Hopewell cultures may
have spoken Central Algonquian languages. They
participated in direct exchange relations with the
PEA language-speakers in the Finger Lakes and
along the Atlantic shore during the period 500
BC to AD 400 (Ritchie and Funk 1973; Ritchie
1980; Thomas 1970, 1976; Luckenbach 2013b;
Lowery 2012).

In the Mississippi drainage, corn appears in
solid archaeological context as early as 127 to
67 BC with solid dates associated with Ohio
Hopewell mounds dating from AD 200 (Fritz
1988:52-53; Smith 1992a:110). Fritz (1988:56),
notes that corn “might have been just another
starchy seed,” exchanged between gardeners who
grew a few corn plants among the old crops. It
might, however, have been a special plant from
the beginning, perhaps introduced and dispersed
via “the Hopewellian exchange network, carrying
ritual or social status connotations.” The recovery
of maize from Hopewell mound context suggests
it played a ceremonial role (Wymer 1996:46-47).
During the Adena and Hopewell complexes,
maize was apparently restricted for ceremonial
or curative purposes. Overtime, reciprocity re-
quirements stemming from maize consumption
during community feasting may have increased its
production and consumption by a larger part of
the population (VanDerwarker et al. 2013:163).

As Hopewellian artifacts were exchanged
with the descendant cultures of the PEA and
Proto-Central Algonquians, early introduction
of corn for shamans and sacred use is a possibil-
ity. The ethnobotanical remains recovered from
wet screening of soil from Adena and Hopewell
mortuary pits associated with the Mockley hori-
zon at the Pig Point site along the Patuxent River
in Maryland have not yet been studied in detail.
Fieldwork observations did not reveal evidence
of maize ethnobotanical remains. Corn remains
have been recovered from the buried strata at
the site dating to AD 1200 (Luckenbach 2011;
2012; 2013a, 2013b). Future research using
pollen, starch grain, isotopes analysis on human
remains and other techniques, may find limited

use of corn for ceremonial and curative purposes.
Ceremonial use of corn may date to the end of
the Adena period, ca. 100 BC, for descendent
populations of PA and PEA related sites in the
Atlantic slope drainages. Sites associated with
the late Mockley horizon are predicted to yield
limited ceremonial use of corn, given the new
evidence that the mortuary system of the Selby
Bay and Carey phases Hopewell complex associ-
ated (Luckenbach 2013b; Lowery 2012:50-52).

Dean Snow noted the intensification of corn
production in the Great Lakes area post AD
500 in conjunction with the migration of the
Iroquoian-speakers (Snow 1995, 2007). Warrick
(2008:165—-168) documents evidence for corn
intensification by Iroquoian cultures post AD
500 but attribute this to in situ development.
He sees evidence for a gradual consumption of
maize as part of the diet based on stable carbon
and nitrogen isotopes in skeletal populations
from Southern Ontario. Isotopes levels for corn
were low until after AD 1150 for the Iroquoian-
speaking archaeological populations (Warrick
2008:167-168). The evidence of maize associated
with the Iroquoian sites of the Princess Point com-
plex in Southern Ontario date to AD 700-900
Eight-rowed Northern Flint (Zea mays indurata)
was the variety of maize first grown in Southern
Ontario (Warrick 2008:165-166).

In the Finger Lakes area, the Point Peninsula
complex may have been the ancestors of the
Mahican, Munsee and Lenape. They are postulat-
ed to have lived in this area prior to their dispersal
following a long period of interaction with migrat-
ing Iroquoian-speakers. The Point Peninsula com-
plex Algonquian-speakers may have traded with
the Iroquoian-speakers to acquire corn for special
ceremonial use. The Iroquoian and Algonquian-
speakers of the Northeast region consumed corn
to supplement their secular diet after AD 1100
(Hartetal. 2003; Messner 2011:123). During the
historic period, Algonquians of the Hudsonian
province, north of the area that allows corn culti-
vation, traded meat, fish and fur with the Huron
and Neutral in exchange for corn, bean, sunflower

seeds and oil and tobacco (Wright 1967:185).
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The Ottawa were intertribal traders, focusing on
“corn-meal, sunflower oil, furs and skins, rugs or
mats, tobacco, and medicinal roots and herbs”
(Wright 1967:183).

Archaeological sites of the Kipp Island and
Intrusive Mound complexes, ca. AD 500-900,
have produced evidence of corn in Ohio. This
evidence postdates AD 750 (Strothers and Abel
2002:79-84). The Kipp Island complex is posited
to be associated with the migration south of the
Medial division of Algonquian polities which
settled along the lower Hudson, Delaware and
upper part of the Chesapeake Bay (see Figure 2.2
and Table 2.1). As corn remains have been found
at sites of the preceding Hopewell complex west
of the Appalachians, and continued to be used
for ceremonial purposes during the Intrusive
Mound and Kipp Island complexes, possible
ceremonial use at Jack’s Reef horizon sites along
the Atlantic drainages is predicted but not yet
confirmed (Custer et al. 1990). Intensification of
corn for secular use under the control of women
was possibly adopted by the Algonquians as a
result of regular interaction with the Northern
Iroquoian-speakers. The Mahican and the Lenape
bands of the Medial division language practiced
matrilineage control of agricultural production
during the historic period (Grumet 1989:15,
2009:17-20). They also shared design grammars
for ceramics with the Five Nation Iroquois tribes
(Kraft 2001:291-303; Brumbach 1995). This
indicates regular and sustained cultural interac-
tion, visitation, adoption and trade between the
Algonquian and the Iroquoian-speakers.

Once intensification of corn production was
adopted by Algonquian societies after AD 1100,
corn cultivation varied significantly. Corn was
not cultivated by Algonquian bands living to the
north edge of the mixed forest zone of the Great
Lakes (Wright 1967:182—-186). Corn was a major
food source for Algonquian tribes of Southern
New England, the tribes of the upper Delaware
drainage and the chiefdoms of the Chesapeake
and Carolina Sound drainages (Hart et al. 2003;
Hasenstab 2000; Kraft 2001; Messner 2011;
Rountree 1989; Rountree and Turner 2002;
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Phelps 1983). Some of the Northern Algonquians
of the Boreal Forest region relied on their southern
Iroquoian and Algonquian trade partners to pro-
vide them with corn, beans and tobacco (Wright
1967:182-183). They traded furs, meat, fish,
mats and other commodities.

For purposes of this study, corn cultivation
did not play an important role in support-
ing the initial post 1200 BC expansion of the
Algonquians from their homeland. Nor did corn
cultivation play an important subsistence role in
post AD 500 migrations of the Medial division
Algonquian-speakers of the Jack’s Reef horizon.
While the PEA reconstructed words indicate they
cultivated corn, it appears to have been used for
curative and ceremonial purposes. The best ex-
planation for the presence of the term in PEA is
the restricted use of corn by shamans and chiefs,
sometime prior to archaeological evidence of corn
in Ohio and Kentucky Hopewell sites dating to
AD 200. Limited use for ceremonial feasting of
macro-bands may have been added post AD 500
in association of the spread of the Jack’s Reef
horizon. The intensive subsistence-based planting
of corn would come after AD 1100, prompted by
Iroquoian influenced methods wherein control of
cultivation changed hands from men to women.
For some Algonquian bands, this came with
the replacement of patrilineal with matrilineal
control of domestic crops, except for tobacco,
whose cultivation remained under male control.
The period of AD 1100 to 1300 is when the
Owasco bands from the North Branch of the
Susquehanna River brought intensified maize and
bean cultivation with them as they migrated to the
tidewater Potomac to create the Potomac Creek
complex (Blanton et al. 1999:92-96; McKnight
1999:B-12).

Under female control, the secular value of
corn as a supplemental food source became in-
stitutionalized by AD 1300. The plant’s sacred
value continued until the historic period (Romain
2009:177-181, 185). The addition of bean as a
cultivated crop by AD 1300, further changed the
diet, due to complementary aspects of corn and
bean to nutritional needs and plant growth. Nuts,



ground roots and fruits continue to be gathered.
Fiedel (1994:3—4) discusses the variety of words
in the daughter languages for 'bean'. The term
for bean was not present for PA and PEA. This is
consistent with the lack of archacological evidence
of beans prior to AD 1300 in the Northeast region
(Hart and Scarry 1999:656-657). However, the
Minisink site, across the river from the Manna
site, produced bean with a radiocarbon date of
AD 1250 (Hall and Botwick 1995:3). Linguistic
study of the term indicates that it was borrowed.

Analysis of corn remains in the Late Woodland
deposits at the Manna site and its regional impli-
cations were reported by Messner (2011:110).
The earliest date for corn for the Upper Delaware
region comes from the Trenton Barracks site as-
sociated with Bowmans Brook ware and dating
to AD 940 (Wall and Stewart 1996:37). This is
consistent with intensification of corn use in the
southern areas of Algonquian territories, as noted
above. At the Manna site, maize starch was found
on artifacts from Feature 49 which was radiocar-
bon dated to AD 1110 +70 during the Pahaquarra
phase and from Feature 89 dated to AD 1410 + 70
during the Minisink phase (Messner 2011:110).
Two additional features with corn date to the
Minisink phase, Feature 1 (AD 1520 + 110) and
Feature 4 (AD 1430 + 80). Feature 1 yielded
evidence of use of hickory, walnut, acorn, blue-
berry, elderberry, huckleberry, and cultivated
corn. Feature 4 yielded squash and maize, perhaps
reflecting a different season of backfilling (Wall
and Botwick 1995:161-163). My model suggests
that, maize may have appeared for ceremonial use
during the Kipp Island occupation of the site.
The intensification of cultivation was adopted
during the Owasco/Pahaquarra complex (AD
1000-1300) with the addition of bean as a crop
during the Intermediate and Minisink complexes
(AD 1300-1700).

TECHNOLOGY AND TRADE

Archaeological discoveries reveal the vital role
that copper has played in native cultures over the
past five thousand years around the Great Lakes,

and for the past 3,500 years in the Northeast and
Middle Atlantic regions. The greatest deposits of
copper within bedrock and “drift copper” nuggets
have been found in glacial overburden derived
from the weathering of this bedrock from around
the Lake Superior basin. Extensive native copper
mining activities spanning thousands of years
were concentrated along the southwest lakeshore
and on Isle Royale (Martin 1999:24-25, 159).
These deposits fall on the western edge of the
Proto-Algonquian homeland as discussed here
(see Figure 2.7). Much smaller bedrock sources of
copper are found in the area of PEA expansion, in
the St. Lawrence, Bay of Fundy, Connecticut and
Delaware River areas. Archaeological evidence for
extensive native quarry activities are lacking for
these eastern sources (Levine 1999).

The PEA term for copper is derived from
PA words translated as 'uneven/jagged stone'
(Siebert 1975:329). During the historic period,
these copper resources were controlled by Central
Algonquian language-speaking Chippewa-
Ojibwa. Early historic references do not mention
copper trade by the Chippewa-Ojibwa, which im-
plies the quarries may have been neutral for quarry
purposes (Wright 1967:187). However, sixteenth
century and earlier sites indicate the distribution
of Lake Superior copper to Algonquian, Iroquoian
and Siouan societies in all cardinal directions. I
believe that control of these copper deposits by
the Proto-Algonquian communities occurred
prior to the language split. This is based on the
root word for copper in PA, and on an archaeo-
logical model that affiliates the Proto-Algonquian
homeland with the Old Copper, Glacial Kame
and Red Ochre cultures which centered in the
Great Lakes drainages. Copper artifacts from
these archaeological complexes found on Atlantic
coast sites come primarily from the Lake Superior
deposits. Meadowood and Middlesex complexes’
copper appears to include some examples of cop-
per sources east of the Appalachians Mountains
(Lattanzi 2008:319-320). We have previously
presented the linguistic case for the Meadowood/
Middlesex complex being the archaeological
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complex left by the Proto—Eastern Algonquian-
speakers (Luckenbach et al. 1987:13-21). For
those who see PEA forming between 1000-900
BC, this association is consistent (Denny 1989).
Fiedel (1994) perceives a much later split of PEA
from PA. He sees evidence for migrations dat-
ing to the Point Peninsula complex ca. 200 BC,
followed by second major migrations associated
with the Kipp Island horizon after AD 500. We
both agree that the term for copper occurs in PA
and PEA.

Both PA and PEA contain the term for 'earth-
work' and 'entrenchment' (Siebert 1975:334).
The daughter languages also indicate this term to
mean 'graveyard', 'stronghold and fort'. Mounds
are found associated with the Red Ochre culture
as well as Meadowood, Middlesex, Adena and
Hopewell. Adena and Hopewell people construct-
ed small and large entrenchments which have
been interpreted as ceremonial centers rather than
forts. A number of Algonquian and Iroquoian
cultures share the belief that water barriers can-
not be crossed by supernatural forces that could
harm the living (Hall 1976:361-362; Romain
2009:220). By logical reasoning, entrenchments
around mounds were used to define sacred space
and separate it from secular space. Around forts
of secular villages, entrenchments would serve
to keep ill spirits from entering the village. The
Minisink Indians of the Upper Delaware Valley,
settling on Minisink Island opposite the Manna
site, would have the assurance of a permanent
water barrier (Grumet 2009:3—4).

The Northern Iroquoian and Chesapeake
Algonquian societies also dug entrenchments
around forts and probable mortuary temples
during the Late Woodland period (Blanton et al.
1999; Gallivan 2010; Stephenson et al. 1963). At
the Powhatan paramount chief Wahunsenacawh’s
village of Werowocomoco, an entrenchment
divided his sacred space from the habitation
village (Gallivan 2010). At the Buck Farm site
on the Chickahominy River, a tributary of the
James River in Virginia, researchers found what
appears to have been a circular entrenchment
around a Late Woodland period mortuary temple
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(Gallivan et al. 2009:111-120). Such a concept
may extend back to PA and PEA, based on pres-
ence of the word for entrenchment in both proto
languages. This represents a 2500 year continuity
of Algonquian cosmological beliefs for use of en-
trenchments as water or spatial barriers to separate
the spirits of different cosmic realms from that of
the living (Hall 1976; Romain 2009:220-221).

Marine shell is another PA and PEA term that
affords insights into understanding regional trade
of highly symbolic items. PA has terms for fresh-
water shell, translated as “freshwater pearl mussel,”
and other terms for “clam” (Siebert 1975:380).
PA and PEA also have a distinct term for /*mi.
kehsa/, “spiral univalve mollusk,” with the term
establishing a root for daughter languages for
"‘conch’, 'whelk', 'shell bead made from a univalve
mollusk', and 'wampum bead'. Siebert considers
that the term originally applied to freshwater
univalves and was adapted to include the saltwater
conch shell so important for trade.

The archaeological evidence suggests that
conch shells were being traded to the Great Lakes
region by 5,000 years ago in exchange for cop-
per and other commodities (Ceci 1989:65-69;
Ritchie 1980:132—135; Pleger and Stoltman
2009:709-710). Conch shell beads are recovered
from Old Copper tradition cemeteries (Pleger
and Stoltman 2009:708-711). The presence of
conch shell pendants in Glacial Kame but not in
Red Ochre complexes is a key trait that distin-
guishes the otherwise similar complexes (Mason
1981:224). With conch found along the Atlantic
coast up to Cape Cod, the initial spread of PEA
populations to this area would have included
conch habitats within the territory of PEA by 900
BC (Strong 1997:69). Direct control of the source
of conch is posited to be a major factor in bringing
PA people to trade with Pre-Algonquian societies
along the New England coast. Both Meadowood
and Orient complexes (on Long Island primarily)
appear to have shared similar mortuary beliefs
and practices (Strong 1997:48-52; Ritchie and
Funk 1973:96-98). Accessing, and then gain-
ing direct control of marine shell sources would
also be a factor in establishing trade relationships



and migrant groups in these southern Atlantic
drainages. Migrant groups of PEA established
residences on Long Island to gain direct control of
clam and whelk resources for the shell trade. Their
descendents continued to participate in shell bead
manufacture and exchange into the seventeenth
century (Ceci 1980; 1989). Munsee dialect-
speakers occupied the west end of the Island and
Coastal Archaic division-speakers the central and
eastern end of the Island (see Chapter 6).

For the Algonquians of the Chesapeake
Bay in historic times, puccoon, (Lithospermum
caroliniense), 'Indian paint plant, red dye', was
a significant trade item from the interior to the
tidewater (Siebert 1975:369; Rountree 1989:56,
76-77). Captain John Smith noted that the root
was dug from the mountains and then beaten to
turn it into a red powder. Rountree suggests that
it grew in the Sand Hills pinelands south of the
James River (Rountree and Turner 1998:284).
I have not researched its presence in the New
Jersey Pine Barrens or the serpentine barrens of
the Piedmont region of the upper Chesapeake Bay
drainage (Marye 1955; Clark 1976; Sinton and
Hartzog 1980). Another red root plant, termed
musquaspenne by the Powhatan, was found in rich
soils of Virginia and used for painting war shields
and mats. In PEA daughter languages, puccoon was
interpreted as 'blood'". In Virginia, the rarity of the
puccoon plant made it a desirable trade commodity
sent to the paramount chief due to its color and
magical association (Rountree 1989:76).

Red roots, marine shells, and copper are all
indicators of PA and PEA involvement in trade
of geographically confined resources which had
a shared sociopolitical and religious value among
the Algonquians. The relocation of migrant
groups away from the homeland may have been
motivated, in part, to gain direct access and
control over the territories which yielded mari-
time species, lithic sources, rare plants and other
resources. Controlling the supply of important
resources seems to have been a factor in the
spread of Algonquian-speaking populations east
of the Appalachians and south of the Great Lakes.

The presence of abundant food resources was a

prime consideration, according to oral traditions
of the Medial division-speaking Algonquians
(Heckewelder 1876:51).

The possible incorporation of bow and arrow
technology by the PA and PEA is an important
topic. By the historic period, all Algonquian
societies used the bow and arrow. Some societies
employed spears for fishing and big game hunting
(moose and caribou) as well. Siebert (1975:319)
noted a PA term for 'bow' derived from two
words. A verb meaning 'placed in position, set
in place’, followed by a noun meaning 'cord,
string’. He also reconstructed the PA word for
arrow (Siebert 1975:313), with various daughter
language meanings of 'arrow with a feather' or
'stone or round-headed arrow’.

Based on archaeological models, the bow
and arrow appeared between 3000-1600 BC,
reaching the Great Lakes by AD 1, the Southeast
by AD 500, and Southwest by AD 600 (Blitz
1988:126—133; Seeman 1992:41—42; Tomka
2013:553; Nassaney and Pyle 1999:243-245).
Their research suggests that the bow and arrow
would be of greater value over the atlatl for small
and medium-sized game, such as deer. Most ar-
chaeologists associate the appearance of the bow
and arrow with the archaeologically defined Jack’s
Reef points found across the Great Lakes to the
mouth of the Chesapeake Bay (Seeman 1992;
Rieth 2013; Goodby 2013; Redmond 2013).
Wright (1994:60-62) believes Meadowood
points from the St. Lawrence basin exhibit the
thicknesses that classify them as arrow points.
Seeman (1992:42-42) believes Meadowood and
Adena points were spear points used with the at-
latl. These points are found from the Chesapeake
Bay to the PA and PEA homeland area of the
Great Lakes. The absence of bannerstones for
Meadowood and Adena points and other studies
indicate production for use with the bow and
arrow. Adopting this technology would greatly
increase the hunting effectiveness of PEA society
as it moved beyond the range of moose, and in-
creased its dependence on deer and other smaller
animals of deciduous forests.
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The bow and arrow also provided military
advantage in woodland warfare. It was effec-
tive against human enemies who denied passage
through their territories or whose territories were
unwillingly given up by Pre-Algonquian societ-
ies. A biface tip embedded in the vertebrae of an
Old Copper tradition burial is the earliest direct
evidence in Wisconsin for hostilities (Pleger and
Stoltman 2009:711). The archaeological evidence
for the Late Archaic period appearance of the bow
and arrow continues to be debated (Ellis et al.
2006:820-821).

The spread of PA daughter language popula-
tions to the Boreal forest brought them in contact
with the Proto-Eskimo who introduced the bow
and arrow into North America. I agree that the
Jack’s Reef points associated with the Medial
division of the PEA language spread are evidence
of the presence of bow and arrow technology.
Further, the linguistic terms’ presence in PA and
PEA, along with evidence that Meadowood points
display attributes similar to Jack’s Reef points,
indicate that the bow and arrow was probably in
use during the initial expansion of the PEA to the
Atlantic shore. This would be a short term advan-
tage. The Pre-Algonquian-speaking populations
would have readily adopted the technology once
they found themselves at a competitive disadvan-
tage. Piscataway, Rossville and Archaic triangular
points found in association with Pre-Algonquian
archaeological complexes suggest that bow and
arrow technology was adopted in the same time
period as the spread of Meadowood points of
the PEA culture, if not earlier. Non-Algonquian
populations in South and North Carolina
Piedmont may have adopted bow and arrow use
by 500 BC, without the direct influence of contact
with expanding Meadowood cultures (Nassaney
and Pyle 1999:257). Bow and arrow technology
was such an important innovation of subsistence
and defensive advantage, that its spread through
contact and emulation is an example of a valid
diffusion explanation.

Prior to the advent of pottery, the people used
soapstone bowls, wooden bowls and baskets.
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Stews were heated by dropping hot rocks into
the liquid. Once pottery vessels were introduced,
direct heating provided an advantage. Also, pot-
tery was more lightweight and did not need to be
acquired through long-distance trade. Soapstone
quarries are restricted to the eastern Piedmont re-
gion. Over time, pots became quite large to maxi-
mize storage of food and seeds. Fiedel (1990:216)
noted that “Proto-Algonquian material culture
included pottery (PA *axkehkwa, 'pot, kettle',
probably derived from *axkyi, 'earth’) and 'smok-
ing pipes' (PA * wexpwakana and *wetamakana)”
(see also Siebert 1975:368-369). He views the
Early Point Peninsula ware and Laurel pottery as
that of the Proto-Algonquians (Fiedel 1990:216,
1991:23-24, 28, 1999:199-202). While I think
he is correct in assigning these early ceramics to
Algonquian-speaking cultures, our theory remains
that the PEA is reflected in the archaeological
record as the Meadowood and Middlesex archaeo-
logical complexes.

The first ceramic ware type introduced into
the Great Lakes region, and extending along the
Atlantic drainages into to the Chesapeake Bay
drainage, is Vinette 1 ware (Taché and Hart 2013;
Taché 2005). This exterior-interior cord-marked,
grit tempered ware was “found to be similar to the
Adena type, Fayette Thick, and the Red Ochre
type, Marion Thick” (Granger 1978a:22). Vinette
1 is also documented between 1250 to 750 BC
in the Upper Susquehanna and Delaware River
Valleys (Custer 1987b; Granger 1978a:35; Kinsey
1972; Funk 1993), and along the Atlantic drain-
age of the Delmarva Peninsula (Lowery 2007:48,
2014; Lowery etal. 2015:46-48). As stated above,
[ attribute the PEA to the Meadowood complex
and suggest that the pottery term, as reconstructed
for PEA, refers to Vinette 1 ware.

The Algonquians origin stories indicate that a
primary reason for their migrations was to move to
areas of richer food resources in areas of low popu-
lation densities. They were greatly assisted in their
migrations by bark-covered canoes (Heckewelder
1876). Their exploration and trade relations cre-
ated a knowledge base of potential new areas to



resettle. The Algonquians in historic time were
involved in extensive regional trade of copper,
meats, furs, fishes, mats, rare plants, marine shells
and quality lithics. Archaeological discoveries
of non-perishable items of this list indicate a
four thousand year continuity of exchange. The
Algonquian cultures early adoption of Vinette 1,
coil constructed, grit tempered pottery proved
useful in internal seasonal round movements and
long distance visitation and exchange. Given the
mortuary context of Vinette 1 pottery at some
cemeteries and the limited number of vessels
at residential sites, primary use for ceremonial
and feasting purposes is possible (Taché et al.
2008:63-65, 79).

Direct access to marine shell and other
tidewater resources of value to sacred rituals of
Algonquian society was initially achieved through
canoe trips to the tidewater region (Lowery 2013a;
Lowery et al. 2015:46—49). As the Meadowood
complex progressed, migrant groups were es-
tablished as far south as the tidal Chesapeake,
Delaware and Delmarva Atlantic shoreline
(Chapter 3 to follow). These migrant groups
developed variable words to apply to the marine
resources they came to exploit (Fiedel 1994:8).
From the Meadowood and Adena complexes
to the Jack’s Reef horizon, the Algonquians in
the Ohio, Great Lakes, and Atlantic drainages
continued to travel, visit, trade and exchange
resources along the river highways on both sides
of and across the Eastern Continental Divide.
Their ability to sustain such interaction spheres
was due in part on the shared kinship, lineage
and work-group societies that allowed individuals
to receive hospitality and fictive relations among
desperate bands and languages of Algonquian-
speakers throughout the regions of study. As the
interaction sphere expanded during the Hopewell
complex, other non-Algonquian-speaking cul-
tures were influenced by and participated in the
sacred/curative aspects of the interaction sphere.
The Hopewell Interaction Sphere included mul-
tiple languages and cultures, extending Central
Algonquian-speaking contacts to the South
Atlantic, Gulf Coast and the Rocky Mountains.

KinsHIp, LINEAGE AND OTHER
Soc1oroLITICAL ORGANIZATIONS

Three thousand years of sociopolitical develop-
ment across such a broad region resulted in a wide
variety of ways in which the Algonquian-speakers
formed their society. Fiedel (1994:6-9) provides
a synopsis of the linguistic evidence, building on
the analysis of Callender (1978) for Proto-Central
Algonquian and Wherry (1979) for Proto—Eastern
Algonquian. Detailed ethnographic, linguistic,
historical, and archaeological models of kinship
and sociopolitical systems have been developed
for the different Algonquian languages and their
associated societies (Hockett 1964; Aberle 1974).
A summary overview of this complex topic is as
difficult as the Micmac canoeing across the Gulf
of St. Lawrence.

Charles Callender (1962) explored Proto-
Central Algonquian languages for evidence of
social organization. James Wherry (1979) con-
ducted similar studies for Eastern Algonquian
relationships to Proto-Algonquian social organi-
zations. Callender’s (1978) synthesis presents a
comprehensive study of evidence of two models
for the Central Algonquian languages—those
populations in the Carolinian/Mixed Zone Biotic
provinces and those in the Boreal region. Stu
Fiedel (1994) navigated these rapids to begin to
determine band population size for the Proto-
Algonquians as well as evidence for chiefs and
clans. Because early recorders of Algonquian-
speakers did not pay much attention to clans,
lineages, moieties, medicine societies, or organiza-
tional structures; scholars reviewing ethnographic
and historical literature have experienced varying
degrees of success on these topics for any given
daughter language population.

This is an equally challenging effort for PEA
descendent populations who were impacted
even earlier by Europeans settling the Eastern
Woodlands. In the Chesapeake region, the topic
of paramount chiefdom governments for the
Piscataway and the Powhatan is well covered
(Cissna 1986; Gallivan 2003; Potter 1993;
Rountree and Davidson 1997). Discussions of
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clans, lineages and moieties are rare in historical
colonial documents (Rountree 1989:92-94). Asa
consequence, the historical and ethnographic data
from Central Algonquian-speakers of the Great
Lakes area provide the best sources for developing
an analog model that may trace back to the PA
and, by extension, to PEA (Mason 1981:4-36).
Callender’s (1978) summary of the Central
Algonquian sociopolitical systems stands as a basis
for comparison to the archaeological assemblages
of the Red Ochre, Old Copper, Glacial Kame and
Meadowood complexes. Granger (1978a, 1978b)
provides a thorough discourse on the Meadowood
archaeological complex.

Turning to the linguistic evidence, terms
for chief, clan and village are found in Proto-
Algonquian. For Algonquian societies, the term
for 'chief' in PA is, *wekimaawa. In PEA, the term
for 'chief' is, *sa-kima-wa. The New England poli-
ties derive the term for chief, sachemn and sagamore
from this word (Fiedel 1994:8). The term for a
chief or leader does not inform anthropological
discussion of the level of social stratification—
egalitarian or ranked nature—of PA society.
Similarly the PA word for a 'town', 'village',
'large camp' is universally found in Algonquian
languages. The terms probably derive from a PA
verb meaning 'to dwell together as a group or
village' (Callender 1978:621). The same word
is the root of a Chippewa-Ottawa term meaning
“clan”, “my fellow clan member”, or “my clan
totemic animal” (Fiedel 1994:6). One can infer
that the PA term for village, per the Chippewa-
Ottawa use of the term, implies that the villages
represent the gathering of fellow clan members
at a large camp or village (Bishop 1989:52-53).
The best evidence for such a system is found in
the Central Algonquian societies of the Shawnee,
Illinois, Miami, Sauk, Fox, Kickapoo, Potawatomi
and Menominee. Their large summer camps
along major rivers and lakes were organized by
clans, lineages and other structures that linked
individual polities and facilitated cooperation,
communication, and mutual support beyond the
local polity level. Bishop (1989:53—56) presents a

convincing case for the early development of clans
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among Algonquians due to their early and contin-
ued focus on fisheries in the Great Lakes region.

A quote from Callender (1978:610) intro-
duces the sociopolitical structure that may have
extended much further back in time; perhaps
providing insights into Central and PEA societies:

The settlement pattern alternated between
concentration into semi-permanent riverine
villages in summer and large camps in winter,
with dispersal among scattered camps in spring
and fall. Kinship systems were of the Omaha
type. Their behavioral patterns were generally
consistent with strong patrilineal lineages yet
showed marked bilateral tendencies. Lineages
had corporate functions that regulated marriage
and other aspects of social structure but
concentrated most heavily in the area of ritual
and were largely divorced from the ownership or
control of productive property. Each tribe also
had a system of patrilineal exogamous clans that
similarly emphasized ritual but extended into
the political organization and helped integrate
outsiders into the society. Moiety systems or dual
divisions were common, while ritual societies
and warrior associations provided institutions
that crosscut the descent groups. All these groups
were organized as tribes with a dual political
structure consisting of parallel organizations for
peace and war, with different sets of officials
attached to each.

This brief summary of linguistic evidence for
socio-political organization pertains to the initial
period PA and PEA bands as they established new
migrant groups in the mixed forest zone and south
in the Carolinian Biotic province. Lineages, work
groups, societies and even moieties were sufficient
to connect dispersed bands across vast territories
during the time of their initial territorial expan-
sion. The Carolinian Biotic province provided
a rich diversity of forest products, plants and
animals, to support stable populations of bands
of PA-speakers. Canoes not only facilitated travel,
trade and seasonal movements of settlements, they
increased the harvesting potential for both fish
and marsh plants resources in the Great Lakes
homeland. Establishment of migrant groups in
the Atlantic drainages, following the St. Lawrence



and Hudson drainages to New England, added to
the rich diversity of new species and resources to
sustain the expanding Algonquian bands.

The lineage kinship system and political or-
ganization, as summarized in the above quote,
kept the diversity of bands in communication and
contact over long distances and for over 2,000
years. The spread of Indo-European languages has
been associated with migration of agriculturalist
in Asia and Europe (Mallory 1989:257-261).
The Algonquian migrations from a Great Lakes’
homeland over vast areas was due to the social
and political organization of segmented lineages
organized as bands, with the advantage of canoe
transport across such a rich resource base. The
Algonquian language spread was successfully ac-
complished by egalitarian hunters, gatherers and
fisherman in one of the richest habitats for mast
forest/maritime/riverine adaptation in the world.

Corn, the leading historic cultivated crop of the
Algonquians, was grown by some of bands as early
as 100 BC, during the late Adena and Hopewell
complexes. Chiefs and shaman, mostly males, may
have controlled its production and use, as male
Algonquians did for tobacco during the historic
period. They apparently used corn for medicine
and shamanistic activities and not as a major
food supplement. Credit for matrilineal control
of corn production for secular use is normally
attributed to the Northern Iroquoian-speaking
cultures. They began arriving in Ontario and
the Susquehanna drainage after AD 500 (Smith
1997:38). For the following five hundred years,
the Algonquians and Iroquoians occupied differ-
ent territories as they experimented with corn as
a food supplement to their limited cultivated gar-
dens. To understand the second period of major
Algonquian migrations from the PA homeland,
the question of the in situ versus migration models
for the Northern Iroquoian-speakers of the Great
Lakes drainage has already been introduced. The
presence of Iroquoian-speakers in the posited PA
and PEA homelands of the Great Lakes requires
a summary of linguistic insights into the possible
origins of the Northern Iroquoian-speakers.

IMPACT OF NORTHERN IROQUOIAN
MIiGRATIONS ON PA AND PEA
HoMELANDS POPULATIONS

The Northern Iroquoian languages formed a
wedge, dividing Central and Eastern Algonquian
societies. In Figure 2.9, the historic distribution
of Northern Iroquoians is the darker green area
around the two eastern Great Lakes and the upper
St. Lawrence River Valley. Central Algonquian-
speakers were adjacent to them to the west,
north and east. The Massawomecks are posited
to be the same as the Monongahela shown below
the Great Lakes on Figure 2.9 (Johnson 2001).
Not shown are the locations of the Nottaway,
Meherrin and Tuscarora from North Carolina.
The Susquehannocks are shown in a northern
location, prior to their estimated AD 1560-1575
southern migration (Custer 1986:134-138). The
terms “Parker” and “Whittlesey” shown on the
map refer to archaeological complexes with as-
sumed Iroquoian cultures but without historic
names.

Foster (1996:105-109) and Martin (2008)
provides a summary of the contrasting theories
for a southern or a northern homeland for Proto-
Iroquoian. In the historic period, Iroquoian
groups occupied a large area of the Southern
Appalachian uplands who spoke the Southern
Branch (Cherokee). Two hundred miles to the
east were three languages of Iroquoian-speakers
who lived along the inner Coastal Plain of the
Carolina Sound. They spoke a Northern Branch
of the language which separated early from the
Southern Branch. The other Northern Branch
of Iroquoian-speakers occupied the glaciated
Appalachian uplands of the Great Lakes and
Susquehanna drainages (see Figure 2.9).

On the basis of historical linguistic analysis,
Bernard Hoffman (1959) proposed the following
sub-groupings:

1. Northern Branch

A. Huron Group (Huron-Tionontati or
Wyandot)
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Figure 2.9. Northern Iroquoian—speaking cultures (Ianner 1987:27) (Courtesy of Charles E. Cleland and the
copyright 1987 University of Oklahoma Press. Reproduced with permission. All Rights Reserved).
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B. Iroquois-Kwedech Group
1. Kwedech (St. Lawrence Iroquois)
2. Andaste (Susquehannock)*
3. Mohawk-Oneida
4. Onondaga
5. Cayuga-Seneca

C. Tuscarora Group (Tuscarora)

D. Nottoway-Meherrin Group

2. Southern Branch: Cherokee Group

I suggest that Massawomeck is linked to
Susquehannock, based on archaeological grounds
(Wall and Lapham 2003). Also, three of the
four confederated polities had names that were
Iroquoian, while the fourth derived from the
Algonquian languages (Fleet 1632; Rudes 20006).
According to Foster (1996:105), “A glotto-
chronological estimate of 1800-1500 BC for
the Northern-Southern split was determined
using the Swadesh’s 200—word test list.” The
southern homeland of the Northern Branch of
Iroquoian has yet to be identified archaeologically.
A comparison of the southern located Tuscarora
language with three of the northern located
Iroquoian languages yielded a separation date of
400 BC-AD 100. Based on limited archaeological
data, the Tuscarora related groups appear to have
migrated eastward along the Atlantic drainages,
arriving in the Carolina Sound inner Coastal
Plain by AD 800 (Phelps 1983:43—47; Herbert
2009:143-144). The Huron group in Ontario
may have divided earlier than the Five Nations
group, but later than the Tuscarora split (Mithum
1984:263-264). Archaeological evidence sug-
gests they arrived in Ontario by AD 500 (Smith
1997:58—63; Warrick 2008:108—111). The Proto
Iroquois and Ontario Iroquois split, based on glot-
tochronology was also around AD 500 (Warrick
2008:158). Finally, the separation dates for the
Five Nations Iroquois languages are between AD
550 and 900 (Fiedel 1990:214). Archaeological
evidence suggests they arrived after AD 700 in
the Middle Susquehanna Valley as the Clemson

Island complex (Snow 1995:74, 2007:42-45;
Stewart 1994b:10-11). I agree with Snow that the
people of the Clemson Island complex resettled in
the Finger Lakes region by AD 1300 to become
the ancestors of the Five Nations Iroquois. After
the people of the Clemson Island complex mi-
grated to the Finger Lakes region, the people of
the Shenks Ferry culture expanded northward to
utilize the buffer zone between the two cultures
(Kinsey 1977:73-85; Graybill 1989:51-56;
Custer 1996:273-286).

The Susquehannock language is lexically
close to the Onondaga, and probably belongs
to the Five Nations Iroquois group. They ap-
pear to have split from the Onondaga to move
to the upper Susquehanna after AD 1500. The
Susquehannocks migrated south to the Lower
Susquehanna after AD 1570, either drawn to
early Algonquian trade in European items and/
or to serve as middleman in the trade between
Algonquian chiefdoms and Northern Iroquoian
(Custer 1986:134-136). Algonquian tribal
societies’ statistical and non-statistical analyses
support these language separation dates (Foster
1996:106). The archaeological model agrees
roughly with the dates, with the notable lack of
research in the southeast in tracing movements of
Proto-Northern Branch after their split with the
Southern Branch.

Warter und Sachen analysis has been applied
to address the question of the Proto-Iroquoian
homeland (Foster 1996:107). Analysis was
completed for the Proto-Iroquoian (PI) level,
Proto-Northern Iroquoian (PNI) and for the five
languages of the Five Nations Iroquois. PI does
not have any terms for conifers, while PNI has
only a term for pine. In 1000 BC, the unglaciated
Appalachian province at it southern extend was
covered in Oak-Hickory forest, with Southern
Pine forest to the southwest (Simon 2009:Figure
4.6). The Southern Branch of Iroquoians occupied
this area in historic times and today (Cherokee).
The Proto—Five Nations level contains terms for
balsam fir and tamarack. The presence of these
species in the Proto—Five Nations territory, and
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their absence in PI and PNI, is a clear indication
of southern to northern movement of the Iroquois
(Mithun 1984:263-269). If the Huron Group
and Five Nations Iroquois had instead originated
in the north, given the clear northern origin of
Proto-Algonquian in the same mixed forest zone,
one would expect evidence of loan words trans-
lations in both languages. Both languages have
only slight influences (Goddard 1978:76-77).
PA and PEA have many species terms for animals
and plants found in the mixed forest zone of the
Great Lakes, unlike the few for the PI and PNI.
The gravity model for language origin also
suggests the Iroquoian homeland was in the south-
east. [roquoian has been classified as being part of
Macro-Siouan, a deeper-level grouping consisting
of Siouan-Yuchi and Iroquoian-Caddoan (Foster
1996:107). Goddard (1996:315) has stated that
efforts to link Siouan-Yuchi with Iroquoian and
Caddoan are not convincing. Chafe (1979:216)
indicates that the evidence to link Iroquoian
and Caddoan is weak. Ruhlen (1994:111-126)
reviews the competing approaches to historical
linguistics by Goddard, Chafe, and Greenberg.
Greenberg (1987:162-163, 379-380) agrees
with a Macro-Siouan classification, which he
labeled “Keresiouan”. The gravity of these re-
lated languages in the southeast along with the
Cherokee and southern coastal Iroquoian lan-
guage distributions tips the scale of evidence in
favor of a southeast mountain region origin for
the Northern Iroquoian groups. Concerning the
possible location of the Proto-Northern Iroquoian
homeland, Snow (1995:74) concludes:
Mithum (1984) has reconstructed proto-
Northern Iroquoian vocabulary that suggests
very general Appalachian origins. Wykoff (1989)
has advanced a more specific argument for a
homeland on the unglaciated portion of the
Allegheny Plateau.

Other words reconstructed for Proto-Northern
Iroquoian include, 'bow and arrow', 'corn’,
'bread’, 'bottle or jar', 'town', 'boat’ and 'fishing'
(Fiedel 1994:202; Mithum 1979:187). Warrick
(2007:124-125) makes a convincing case, based
on recent archaeology in Southwest Ontario,
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that the Huron (Wendat-Tionontate) group of
Iroquoian-speakers arrived in the region by AD
500. Their origin myth noted they came from
the south, possibly from Kentucky (Warrick
2008:154; Sioui 1992:14-15). Finlayson
(1998:256) offer a variation on the southern ori-
gin model, attributing Princess Point and Glen
Meyer to Algonquian-speakers with Iroquoians
arriving after AD 900. The Northern Iroquoians
from Ontario gradually spread eastward along
the northern shore of the Great Lakes and St.
Lawrence River. They brought with them a corn
supplemented economy. Their villages were lo-
cated in areas of good agricultural soils. Travel
between the agricultural villages in historic times
was by upland paths and on the water, using birch
bark canoes. If they originally migrated from
southern Appalachia, which is beyond the growth
of birch trees, they would have travelled north in
dugout log or elm bark canoes.

Along period of contact with the Algonquians
after the Iroquoians arrived is evidenced by
the sharing of ceramic design motifs and
rim treatments over time (Brumbach 1995).
The Iroquoians may have also influenced the
Algonquians in the development of intensified
corn agriculture. Iroquoian agriculture was man-
aged by women who also played leadership roles
in lineage and clan organizations. The timing for
the adoption of clans by a diversity of Algonquian
societies is unclear. The Mahican and Minisink
Median division Algonquian-speakers shared ce-
ramic design motifs and matrilineal clan societies
with their Iroquoian neighbors, indicating regular
interaction between both populations throughout
the Late Woodland period (Grumet 2009:17-22).
Recent DNA analysis of remains from Mohawk
Iroquoian burials and adjacent Algonquian tribe’s
burials indicate distinct populations “consistent
with a recent intrusion of Iroquoians into the
Northeast (Warrick 2008:150; Mahli et al. 2001).

Snow (1995) suggests one migration route
for the Iroquoians included the establishment of
settlements in the Middle Susquehanna Valley.
He interprets the Clemson Island complex, ca.



AD 700-1300, as representing the Northern
Iroquoians (Stewart 1994b; Martin 2008). I be-
lieve that the four mound clusters of the Clemson
Island complex may represent four of the five
tribes of what would become the Five Nation
Iroquois (Stewart 1994b:27-29). I predict they
had resettled to the Finger Lakes area by AD
1300. Based on archaeological analysis, Crawford
and Smith (2007) and Warrick (2007) countered
Snow by saying the Huron language groups ar-
rived in the Ontario location around AD 500 so
they must have been from a different source than
the Clemson Island complex. Given this evidence,
Snow (2007) revised his time estimate for the
Iroquois’ arrival to A.D. 500 in Ontario, but that
the Clemson Island complex was still a source for
the Finger Lakes Iroquoians. He concurs with us
that the Iroquoians migrated into an area formerly
occupied by Algonquians. Foster (1996) cautions
that the diversity of languages of the Northern
Iroquoians in the Great Lakes region suggests a
number of Iroquoian languages were being spoken
by the various groups who migrated to the Great
Lakes territory.

The archaeological complexes associated with
the Proto-Iroquoian homeland and migration
stops to the new northern homeland are compo-
nents of a model that still eludes Iroquoian and
Algonquian researchers. Iroquoian scholars have
worked out in great detail the direct historical
approach to link historic Iroquoian polities back
to at least AD 1300 in the Great Lakes region.

Archaeologists in the Southeast have not
applied the same level of effort to finding ar-
chaeological correlates of the Proto-Iroquoian
homeland in the Appalachian uplands. The
Connestee phase of the Appalachian Summit
region is a good place to start the search for
Proto-Northern Iroquoian homeland prior to
their northward migrations (Keel 1976; Dickens
1976). This phase dates to AD 100-500 and is
associated with the Hopewell Interaction Sphere
(Chapman and Keel 1979:159-161). The Great
Warrior path of the historic period connected
the Appalachian Summit of the Southeast to the

Ohio Valley and Fingers Lakes region (Chapman
and Keel 1970:161). The path may have been
established during the period of the Hopewell
Interaction Sphere. The path would have connect-
ed Ohio Hopewell Central Algonquian-speakers,
Squawkie Hill Hopewell Eastern Algonquian-
speakers, and Connestee Hopewellian Northern
Iroquoian-speakers (Lepper 2010:126-127;
Ritchie 1980:214-217, 226-228). Regular in-
teractions by the Iroquoians with Algonquian
relations and trade partners would prove essential
to their migration to the Great Lakes region after
the demise of the Hopewellian Interaction Sphere
(post AD 500).

While this Iroquoian migration was underway,
the Algonquians who remained in the area of the
PA and PEA territories were influenced by pottery
manufacture and design. Periods of shifting alli-
ances and warfare between the competing societies
developed. This would have provided plenty of
peaceful and captive opportunities for women
to learn the design grammars and manufactur-
ing techniques and styles of each other’s ceramic
wares (Brumbach 1995). The Iroquoian tribes
began erecting palisades for protection. I think the
PEA ancestors of the Mahican, Munsee, Minisink
and Lenape—who spoke the Medial division
languages—were the native populations living in
the Great Lakes when the Northern Iroquoians
arrived and settled. The Central Algonquian-
speaking Sauk, Kickapoo, Shawnee and Fox may
have also been impacted by Iroquoian migrations.
Their origin legend recounts their migration from
the east to their seventeenth century territories in
the western Great Lakes region.

The archaeological complex associated with
this second Algonquian migration away from
the PEA homeland is called the Intrusive Mound
complex (in the western Great Lakes), Kipp Island
complex (in the PEA homeland area), and Webb
complex (in the Delmarva area). Collectively they
are called the Jack’s Reef horizon. The northern
spread of Northern Iroquoian-speakers and dis-
persal of Medial Algonquian-speakers is posited to
have occurred between the time frame of AD 500—

49



900 (Lowery 2013b; Rieth 2013). I join Fiedel
(1990:218-220) and Custer (et al. 1990:56-62)
in linking the distribution of Intrusive Mound/
Kipp Island/Webb archaeological complexes with
a migration of Algonquian-speakers. Custer con-
tends that this is the most convincing evidence
for the posited migration of Algonquians along
the Atlantic drainages. Fiedel sees this as a second
major migration, the first being associated with
Early Point Peninsula (200 BC-AD 200).

The migrations may in part be the result of
displaced Algonquian bands, who spokes Medial
division languages, taking refuge with Algonquian
populations speaking Coastal Archaic division
languages. These migrating populations eventu-
ally left behind to the Iroquoians the Erie Ontario
Lowlands, the upper St. Lawrence, the Finger
Lakes, the Mohawk valley, and the Susquehanna
Valley (see Figure 2.9). This was a gradual process,
affecting different Algonquian families, groups
and bands over a long time period from AD 500
to 1300. Such small group movements over time
are typical of migrations of Native Americans
(Cabana 2011-23-24; Bernardini 2011:37-38).
By AD 1300, the Iroquoians had achieved territo-
rial consolidation approaching that documented
during the historic period (except the lower
Susquehanna which came under Iroquoian con-
trol by AD 1575 (Kent 1984:19).

We maintain that the first major Algonquian
migration was associated with the people of the
Meadowood/Middlesex complexes (1200 to 1
BC), followed by the second series of migrations
associated with the Intrusive Mound/Kipp Island/
Webb complexes (Luckenbach et al. 1987). 1
have revised this model to note the first PEA
migrations from 1200 to 700 BC, followed by
expansion and infilling of territories from 700 BC
to 500 AD (Coastal Archaic division languages).
With the second series of migrations by bands of
the Jack’s Reef horizon, the two Coastal Archaic
division populations were divided by bands of
Medial division Algonquian-speakers (Siebert
1975:440—-444). Both Algonquian division-

speakers descendent societies occupied different
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portions of the regions to the Colonial period
and are associated with historic bands, tribes, and
chiefdoms (see Figures 2.1 and 2.2).

Ritchie (1980) noted the development of
the Hunter Home phase out of the Kipp Island
complex. He once felt this was the end of the
Algonquian sequence, with the Iroquoian migra-
tion evidence beginning with the Owasco com-
plex. But he later revised his sequence to show
continuity from Hunters Home to Owasco to
classic Iroquoian development. Kraft (2001) not-
ed the development of Upper Delaware Owasco
out of Kipp Island, but posits that Algonquian
ceramic motifs paralleled Iroquoian development,
while distinct settlement patterns emerged. Since
Owasco in the Upper Delaware is accepted as
Algonquian, but in the Great Lakes is accepted as
Iroquoian, more than ceramic analysis is required
to redefine Owasco. What do we do with the
Owasco settlements on the North Branch of the
Susquehanna River? Are they Algonquians, like
those adjacent sites on the Hudson and Upper
Delaware, or Iroquoian like those sites on the
adjacent Finger Lake drainage? If the Hudson,
Upper Delaware and Susquehanna Owasco proves
to be Algonquian, than why not the Finger Lakes
Owasco, which also appears to develop out of the
Kipp Island to Hunters Home continuum? The
Owasco complex is the third rail of Iroquoian
studies, subject to continued debate (Hart and
Brumbach 2007; Martin 2008). For purposes of
my model, the Owasco complex, in all areas of
its distribution, is associated with Algonquian-
speakers. [ will expand on this Owasco affiliation
discussion in Chapter 6.

Development of tribal-like, agricultural,
semi-sedentary societies began after AD 900 for
some Algonquian groups which were in regular
contact with the Northern Iroquoians. Between
AD 1100 and 1300, I believe that Owasco com-
plex Algonquians along the North Branch of the
Susquehanna River migrated to the inner Coastal
Plain of the Potomac River valley (to be discussed
in detail in Chapter 5). Here they established the
Accokeek Creek site and Potomac Creek site in



the inner Coastal Plain (Blanton et al. 1999).
These heavily fortified, palisade villages indicate a
hostile take-over of the Coastal Archaic division-
speakers’ territory of the inner Coastal Plain of the
Potomac Valley (Potter 1993:136). Little Round
Bay phase sites of the Townsend complex are
replaced by Potomac Creek sites in this area, two
distinct archaeological complexes. The Owasco
migrants were possibly allied with the Medial
division-speakers of the Montgomery complex in
the Piedmont province. The Montgomery com-
plex shared a similar but distinct culture which
had diverged from Owasco after a Jack’s Reef
horizon migration to the Potomac Valley after AD
600 (Israel and Clark 2015). By AD 1450, the
Montgomery complex villages were abandoned
in the Piedmont province, with some of the
refugees joining with their allies of the Potomac
Creek complex. This constituted a third major
migration of Algonquian-speakers to and within
the study area.

CONCLUSION

Theories on the origins and development of the
Algonquian, Iroquoian and Siouan-speakers have
occupied archaeologists for over a century (Martin
2008). The speakers of these three languages in
Eastern North America developed varied cul-
tural adaptations to the Carolinian, Canadian,
Hudsonian and Illinoisan Biotic provinces which
led to the historic territorial distributions re-
corded by post sixteenth century Europeans (see
Figures 2.1 and 2.9). Scholars who believe that
archaeological interpretation is based exclusively
on archaeological and environmental data and
anthropological theory may find little utility to
the approach taken in this chapter. I, and other
colleagues, feel that linguistic, ethnological and
historic data derived from the societies which
spoke these three languages are critical sources for
building more robust and insightful interpreta-
tions of American Indian historical and cultural
development (Gallivan 2010; Cabana and Clark
2011). Analogy is a useful tool for bridging the
disciplines of archaeology, history, ethnology and

linguistics. This includes the origin stories and
mythology recorded by Europeans and told today
by descendant community members. Historical
methods developed by linguists provide unique
interpretive insights.

The challenge remains to provide an histori-
cal perspective for interpreting the archaeological
data recovered from Eastern North America in
the vast area occupied by cultures speaking these
three languages. This chapter has presented my
updated version of a linguistic model first pre-
sented in 1982 and published in 1987. At that
time, scholars like Dean Snow (1976, 1981, 1984)
were convinced that the Northern Iroquoian-
speakers of the Great Lakes developed in situ
from Late Archaic period populations, perhaps
extending back to the Early Archaic. But in the
intervening decades of research, his analysis of
the ever-expanding database brought forth new
insights. In 1995, he published an article explor-
ing the migration of Northern Iroquoians to the
Great Lakes ca. AD 900, and has since refined and
revised that model (Snow 2001. 2007).

A similar debate continues among those fo-
cused on the area occupied by Algonquian cultures
in the historic period. Jay Custer (1984:125-130;
1987b:34) initially developed in situ models for
development of the archaeological record of the
territory of Algonquian-speaking cultures of the
Delaware River Valley. Custer (1987a, 1987b;
1990) has published on the posited migration of
the people of the Kipp Island/Webb complexes,
which I associate with the Medial division of
the Algonquian languages (Custer et al. 1990).
He continues to support in situ models for the
archaeological complexes which predate the
spread of the Kipp Island and Webb complex
(Custer 1996:252-261). Al Luckenbach and I
have continued to refine models which correlate
archaeological and other evidence to explain the
spread of PA and PEA Algonquian communities
(Clark 2010; Luckenbach 2011; 2013b). We
propose, along with Gary Warrick, Stuart Fiedel
and Dean Snow, that migration models are the
best fit for explaining the historical distribution
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of Northern Iroquoian, Central and Eastern
Algonquian languages over such a wide geographi-
cal area of Eastern North America.

The next chapter refines this linguistic model
based on archaeological analysis. Chapter 4
explores the Pre-Algonquian cultures of the
Terminal Archaic traditions. Chapters 5 and 6
provide more detailed application of the models
to four valleys.
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3: Historical and Archaeological Evidence for

Algonquian Migrations and Development

INTRODUCTION

The archaeology model in this chapter will demon-
strate that the spread of the Algonquian language
was the result of the migration of Algonquian-
speaking populations over a 4,000 year period.
Siebert (1975) placed the PA homeland in the
Great Lakes region. From this homeland, the
Proto-Algonquians expanded to the Finger Lakes,
St. Lawrence drainage, Atlantic and Ohio drainag-
es. Researchers have linked the earlier Old Copper
to latter Red Ochre and Glacial Kame complexes
in a shared exchange network and belief system,
out of which developed the Adena and Hopewell
complexes (Dragoo 1963:224-236, 1977:15-19;
Fitting and Brose 1971:41-49; Denny 1989;
Seeman 1979; Struever 1977; Stothers and Abel
1993:43-50; Martin 1999:160-167). The PEA
language spread is correlated with the Meadowood
and Middlesex archaeological complexes. I as-
sociate these archaeological complexes to PA and
PEA language evidence and assign a new label of
“Trans-Appalachian tradition” (Luckenbach et al.
1987; Clark 1992).

Sites of the PEA Meadowood and Middlesex
complexes are identified by the presence of Vinette
1 and descendent pottery wares (Taché 2005).
Meadowood lithic technology of block core
flake production continued as the culture spread
(Granger 1978a). So did the PEA preference for
lithics from the homeland. Onondaga chert was
one example of lithics exchanged for over a thou-
sand years (Taché 2011:49-58). As the popula-
tions expanded, the Algonquian bands continued
to share core mortuary and curing practices,
material culture and alliance relations (Granger
1978a; Taché 2005; 2008; 2011). Some of the

Algonquian migrant groups established in the
Atlantic drainages succeeded, while others either
failed or merged with Pre-Algonquian societies
(Kinsey 1972:361-364).

East of the Appalachian plateau, the Pre-
Algonquian bands who reacted to this Algonquian
expansion manufactured soapstone bowls and a
variety of grit tempered, cord impressed descen-
dent wares of the Early Woodland period (Mouer
1991; Klein 1997; Kinsey 1972:352-361; Ritchie
1965; Witthoft 1953). Bands from two traditions
were most affected by the Algonquian migrations,
the Susquehanna tradition of broad point types
and the Mast Forest tradition of narrow point
types. Both traditions appeared to have merged
during the Orient complex. I will label these
related traditions as the “Terminal Archaic tradi-
tions”. Both originated in the Late Archaic period
and continued into the Woodland period, ending
carlier in the north and later in the south. During
the Early Woodland period, the Pre-Algonquians
used Rossville, Lagoon, Piscataway and Calvert
type points made from locally available lithic ma-
terials (Stephenson et al. 1963:143-147; Mouer
1991; Ritchie 1997:123—-124). In the Atlantic
drainages, Pre-Algonquian and Algonquian cul-
ture shared regions for periods spanning 300 to
500 years (Blanton and Pullins 2004). As both
cultures interacted, their territorial boundaries
shifted, as did the size and use of the buffer zones.

The stress of this competition resulted in a
decrease in overall population in the areas of
territorial conflict. This is evidenced by the de-
crease of sites across multiple regions during the
Early Woodland period (Fiedel 2001; Steponaitis
1986). After the Algonquian populations became
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firmly established in their new territories, popula-
tion size stabilized. Populations of Algonquians
eventually increased to levels higher than those
of the Late Archaic period. The addition of corn
and bean agriculture (post AD 1300) resulted in
the establishment of semi-sedentary settlement
patterns and circumscribed territories (Gallivan
2003; McKnight and Gallivan 2007). Political
organization varied considerably across the three
regions. Some Algonquian polities continued as
segmented lineage bands. Others developed into
lineage and clan based tribes. In the Chesapeake
to Pamlico Bay region, incipient chiefdoms and
paramount chiefdoms developed (Gallivan 2003;
Potter 1993; Kraft 2001; Grumet 2009; Rountree
and Turner 1998; Cissna 1986). I will refer to
incipient chiefdoms as chiefdoms.

Both the PEA and the Pre-Algonquian's so-
cieties appear to have been involved in and were
influenced by regular interactions that spanned
centuries. These interactions produced a compli-
cated archaeological record. Archaeological taxo-
nomic systems developed to define one point type
and one pottery ware at any given time period do
not facilitate understanding of such complicated
historical processes. What are the indices used by
archaeologists to model evidence of change over
time and space? What type of evidence supports
either in situ changes due to diffusion and trade,
or changes due to population migrations?

TERMINOLOGY AND METHODOLOGY

All polities have territorial boundaries. Boundaries
are fluid or fixed, depending on the culture un-
der study. Expansion to adjacent territories or
leaping over territories to a new region involves
movements of groups of people to new frontiers.
While some define migration as a one way move-
ment of a group, I see migration as subject to
two way movements between migrant group and
homeland. I define a migrant group as a relocated
social group that has moved across the conceived
community boundary of their homeland territory.
This is consistent with the general definition of
migration.
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Jeftrey Clark (2011:84) defines migration
simply as:

. . . a long term residential relocation by one or

more social groups across community boundaries in

response to spatially uneven changes in social and
economic conditions. While this definition has an
intentional degree of ambiguity, particularly with
the use of such terms as “long-term residential
relocation,” “community boundaries,” and

“social groups,” it excludes short-term visits

and movements by individuals, including those

attributed to post-marital residence patterns. It

also excludes localized and scheduled movements
such as seasonal rounds by hunter-gatherers and
other nonsedentary groups.

The archaeological record should reflect the
intrusive nature of that culture and subsequent
parallel development of both the intrusive and
native societies. Small relocated groups which
are accepted into native societies may not leave
a discernible archaeological or linguistic record.
Historically, the relationships between competing
cultures ranged from acceptance, alliance, warfare,
territorial abandonment or merging cultures and
languages. Because all politics is local, the inter-
relationships between migrant and native com-
munities will vary. That variation in response to
historical decisions of the groups may result in
differences in the archaeological and linguistic
evidence.

Depending on the time period, Algonquian
cultures have been classified as segmented bands,
tribes and chiefdoms. These are loaded terms de-
veloped during a time of evolutionary sequencing
in anthropology. The terms “bands”, “tribes”, and
“chiefdoms” continue to be used in the regional
literature. When used in an evolutionary model,
they mask significant variations for hundreds of
polities that once existed across large regions dur-
ing different time periods. Over the 4,000 year
span of the Algonquian spread, the political and
social complexity of the polities varied significant-
ly. For the historic period, ethnographic analogy
is used based on direct historical evidence linking
Algonquian Indian societies to archaeological de-
posits. For deeper time depths, analog reasoning



based on historic documentation of native cultures
of Algonquian, Iroquoian and Siouan-speaking
cultures is preferred over use of analog compari-
sons to worldwide cultural examples.

[ use direct historical and general analog meth-
ods. The historical and anthropological record
of descendent cultures from PEA and Central
Algonquian-speakers is the primary source for
analogy. The Western Algonquians are of second-
ary value. Denny (1989), Fiedel (1991), Proulx
(1982) and Clark (1992) explore possible rela-
tionships and origins of the Western Algonquian
migrations. The Great Plains to Pacific Ocean
distributions of Siouan and Algonquian languages
are an entirely different topic outside this report's
purview. The cultures of these related languages
may be useful for general analogy sources.

To archaeologists, the context of archaeologi-
cal data is a key to building a taxonomic system
to organize the wealth of information we recover
from sites. Artifacts collected from the surface
of sites are useful if all sites with certain types of
index fossil artifacts are studied from a region
(Blanton and Pullins 2004:71-78; McConaughy
2013; Redmond 2013; Taché 2011:42—46). The
development of artifact types depends upon exca-
vations of in situ strata and features. This context
allows for the association of objects which is the
basic step for documenting changes of assemblages
within and between sites and across time.

A taxonomic system is created by first defin-
ing artifact types based on attribute analysis of
artifacts found in situ in undisturbed strata or
features. For ceramic typologies, I prefer to use
temper and construction method to define ce-
ramic wares. Ceramic types are classified based
on the additional attributes of surface treatment
and general decorative motifs. Differences in
design fields of decorative motifs on vessel rims
define ceramic varieties within a type. Types that
are diagnostic time or perceived cultural patterns
are called time-markers or index fossils (Rouse
1986:168). The term “component” refers to evi-
dence of different artifact types and assemblages
at a specific site. “Phase” or “complex” is defined

by comparing components for similarities and
differences in artifact types and commonly occur-
ring assemblages. A “complex” is defined based on
traits found in assemblages sufficiently distinct to
classify it as unique from other similarly defined
units. A complex has a defined geographic and
time limit. I use the term “phase” to provide a
chronological ordering of changes to artifacts
and assemblages within a complex. “Horizon” is
conceived as an association of complexes within
a defined period and over a larger geographic
range. A horizon has complexes with defined
connections based on shared cultural systems
and developmental history. A “tradition” “ex-
tends from period to period within a single or
multiple geographic regions” (Rouse 1986:170).
A “period” is an organizing device to study the
association of components, phases, complexes,
horizons, and traditions within a chronologi-
cal ordering. Periods have been defined on very
broad evolutionary or artifact assemblage basis.
Periods are defined by most researchers based
on the appearance of pottery, the introduction
of agriculture, or the perceived development of
sociopolitical and mortuary systems. I prefer to use
the term simply to study taxonomic units during
a part of the time sequence.

Across such large areas as the Great Lakes,
Mississippi and Atlantic drainages, the definition
and chronological assignment of all these taxo-
nomic terms varies significantly. In the Middle
Atlantic region, archaeologists have adopted
the Paleo-Indian to Late Woodland structure
of seven major periods (Stewart 2003b:42—43).
Each period is tied to key changes in artifacts,
subsistence, settlement data or other criteria. Time
frames assigned to each period vary, depending
on the author. In reviewing the regional literature
or quoting from authors, I give preference to for-
mally defined classifications or those in the quote.
Different scholars have varied definitions of the
terms: “phase”, “complex”, “culture”, “tradition”
and “horizon”. They have different methods to
define and refine these units of study. These
taxonomic tools allow for comparative studies
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of changes in the patterns of the archaeological
record over time and space. All of this method-
ological history and evolution is not detailed here.
While index fossils are useful for defining and
comparing the taxonomic units, they can be over
used in studies of migration or diffusion. Rouse
(1986:163-182) provides one useful analysis of
the use of taxonomy in interpreting the archaeo-
logical record for evidence of diffusion or migra-
tion. Constant review and revision of taxonomic
units is expected with the continued generation of
new methods and archaeological data. I recognize
the value of earlier taxonomies as the disciplines
continue to shift from one paradigm to another.

As an example of a methodological approach
of value to this study, Robert Funk (1993) under-
took a twenty year analysis of the archaeological
resources of the Upper Susquehanna basin in New
York State. After ten years of new field work, he
developed a detailed report of the artifact types
and assemblages from a variety of components.
Components with good context were selected to
define or refine various phases, complexes and
horizons for the region (Table 3.1). Once he es-
tablished a well-dated chronological and spatial
model for that region, he expanded his analysis
to include similarly constructed frameworks from
surrounding regions. He developed criteria for
using archaeological evidence to test for models
of in situ or migration.

Other regional synthesis of archaeological
data, published in book length studies, cov-
ers the geographic range of the homeland and
spread of PA and PEA languages. Fred Kinsey
(1972) and Herbert C. Kraft (2001) published
regional chronologies based on context data for
the Upper Delaware Valley. R. Michael Stewart
(1994a, 1998a, 1998b) has published extensively
on the Middle Delaware and Upper Susquehanna
Valley. Jay Custer (1984, 1986, 1996) covers
the Delmarva and Lower Delaware drainages
and Lower Susquehanna Valley (see also Kent
(1984). Robert Funk (1993) developed a detailed
sequence for the Upper Susquehanna Valley.
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Joe Dent (1995) provides a general model for
all time periods for the Chesapeake Bay region.
Robert Stephenson (et al. 1963) developed ba-
sic typologies of value throughout the Middle
Atlantic region as did Henry Wright (1973) for
the Severn River. Steve Potter (1993) developed
and tested a model based on context data for the
Tidewater and Piedmont portions of the Potomac
River drainage. Laurie Steponaitis (1980, 1986)
focused on development of sedentary societies
in the tidewater portion of the Patuxent River
drainage. Martin Gallivan (2003, 2016) examined
development of semi-sedentary societies in the
tidewater and Piedmont sections of the James and
York River drainages.

Joe Herbert (1990, 2009) defines and refines
Woodland period archaeological data from the
tidewater area of North Carolina. Dean R. Snow
(1980) provides a regional overview for the
Northeast Atlantic Coast drainage and for the
Finger Lakes region for the Iroquois (Snow 1995,
1998). William R. Ritchie (1980) and Ritchie and
Funk (1973) provided a regional synthesis of New
York State. Joseph E. Granger, Jr. (1978a, 1978b)
redefined the Meadowood complex of the lower
Great Lakes and Hudson drainages. Karine Taché
(2005, 2011) has reviewed and updated informa-
tion about 240 sites of the Meadowood complex
in the Great Lake, Northeast and Middle Atlantic
regions. Ronald J. Mason (1981) provided a
synthesis of Great Lakes archaeology. Dozens of
other critical publications and dissertations on
archaeological topics will be cited as this analysis
unfolds.

This does not include the many books pub-
lished on the topic of the proposed Central
Algonquian-speaking Adena/Hopewell for the
Ohio and western Great Lakes drainages (Ritchie
and Dragoo 1960; Dragoo 1963; Seeman 1979;
Romain 2009). A series of Adena and Hopewell
overviews and detailed articles have also been
published (Swartz 1971; Caldwell and Hall 1977;
Applegate and Mainford 2005; Byers and Wymer
2010). A variety of books are available on specific



Table 3.1. Regional sequence in Upper Susquehanna Valley (Funk 1993:157) (Courtesy of Persimmon Press).
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Algonquian and Iroquoian-speaking cultures in
the study area based on historical, anthropologi-
cal and Native American analysis (Ritzenthaler
and Ritzenthaler 1983; Rountree 1989; Calloway
1990; Dunn 1994; Rountree and Davidson 1997;
Snow 1998; Grumet 2009). These provide a use-
ful basis for analogies for interpreting the archaeo-
logical and linguistic models. All of these examples
of published studies provide the type of detailed
archaeological and historical data important to
testing new models.

Most of the archaeological studies published
after 1970 conclude that diffusion and trade can
explain much of the evidence presented (Stewart
2004a; Custer 1987b, 1987c¢). The archaeologi-
cal sequences are constructed based on a model
of a steady rate of change of in situ populations
which adapted to the varied environments of the
region. Multidisciplinary evidence needed for
documenting past migrations is summarized by
Sutton (1991:307), citing Harding (1974:8):

1) New physical type; 2) new language; 3)

historical records; 4) new burial patterns; 5) new

settlement types; 6) new artifact types and 7)

new settlement patterns. The latter four of these

pertain to the archaeological record but Harding
also recognized the value of the historical records

(having much greater time depth in Europe).

Funk (1993:217) offered the following indica-
tors for evidence for migrations as reflected in the
archaeological record of the Northeast region:

1. The local or regional developmental
sequence, as deduced from material
remains, is interrupted by the appearance
of components manifesting a trait-complex
apparently unrelated to the preceding
complex. This interruption may be
temporary, with subsequent reappearance of
older complexes, or it may be permanent,
with the establishment of a different cultural
trajectory.

2. Ideally, the new trait-complex contrasts with
immediately preceding complexes in all
aspects of culture; technological, economic,
ceremonial, and so on. If available for
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study, the skeletal remains of the intruding
population show important morphological
and metrical differences from the resident
population. Such osteological data are crucial
in cases where the migrating culture shows
strong resemblances to the resident cultures.

3. The new or intrusive complex can be
identified with a complex from a geographic
location outside the study area.

4. The trail of movement of the intrusive
complex can be shown in the distribution of
sites through areas intervening between the
homeland and the study area.

5. Both radiocarbon dates and relative
chronologies show that all components
evidencing the intrusive trait-complex are
contemporaneous within narrow time limits,
and follow closely (perhaps with overlap)
upon the preceding resident culture.

6. Alternate explanations such as diffusion,
trade, borrowing, and local innovation
cannot be shown to better fit the facts than
migration. Potential problems include: 1)
the possible action of both migrations and
diffusion, resulting in gradual rather than
abrupt change, 2) The gradual movement
of people from one area to another may
result in a merger of both genes and culture
through time.

In listing these criteria, Funk (1993:218) felt
that archaeologists have failed to make a case for
migrations in the Northeast. Note also that he
does not reference use of linguistic or historic
data as listed by Harding and Sutton in the quote
above. He goes on to provide criteria to dem-
onstrate the evidence for in situ continuity in a
regional sequence:

1. There is not recognizable interruption of the
developmental sequence, or of continuity of
skeletal morphology. Within the sequence,
the cultural unit (phase) under study displays
strong correspondences to the immediately
preceding unit or units.

2. These correspondences are in all subsystems
(technological, sociological, ceremonial) and



can be inferred from material remains as well
as in skeletal characteristics.

3. Although each cultural unit distinguished
from the others by certain differences in
traits, some traits represent either carry-
overs or modifications of preceding traits;
completely new traits are in a small minority.

4. New traits, or modifications of preexisting
traits, can be attributed either to local or
regional innovation, or to diffusion from
groups in adjacent regions.

5. Innovation is assumed if no sources for given
traits can be demonstrated in geographically
adjacent and contemporaneous (or slightly
older) cultural expressions.

6. Diftusion of a trait is assumed if no prior,
ancestral trait existed in the regional
sequence and if sources were available in the
contemporaneous or immediately preceding
groups living in surrounding regions.

Both sets of criteria recognize that during
any given time period, two or more cultures
may exist in a region. A historical example is the
adjacent territories of the Siouan, Iroquoian and
Algonquian-speaking cultures of Coastal North
Carolina. Refined archaeological analysis has
linked these historic communities to archaeologi-
cal assemblages extending back to at least AD 800
(Herbert 2009:140-145). A similar overlap of
Pre-Algonquian and Algonquian-speaking cul-
tures is evident for the Coastal Plain portions of
the James and York River drainages (Blanton and
Pullins 2004:89-90). Recognizing the historical
precedent for multiple cultures in a region, Funk
(1993:219) listed a final set of criteria for defined
contemporaneous entities within a region:

1. The occupation (phases, complexes) can be

consistently distinguished from each other
on the basis of contrasting traits.

2. All subsystems of each phase are represented
in the material remains from a number of
sites in the region.

3. Components of each individual phase are
radiocarbon dated to the same age. Where

one phase or tradition coexisted for long
periods with a sequence of different phases
... its full range of C-14 dates will coincide
with that of the parallel sequence.

4. On some components, elements of each
complex, although usually recorded in
separate context, are found together, either
intermixed or in separate activity loci. Some
components will reflect trait exchange
between the original, discrete complexes.
Such influence could take the form of traded
items and materials, borrowed traits, or
elements synthesized from traits of the donor
complexes.

5. Components of the respective phases occur
both above and below each other in the
columns of some stratified sites.

6. There is evidence that components of the
respective phases occur as parts of separate,
though perhaps intersecting, settlement
systems implying different approaches to
the exploitation of regional resources. (Note
Funk quotes courtesy of Persimmon Press).

Many of the archaeological sequences cited
above suggest in situ evidence of non-overlapping
cultures in a given region. The mixing of assem-
blages at a site is normally interpreted as evidence
of trade, exchange and diffusion (Stewart 2004a).
The rigor of Funk’s criteria provides a useful
framework for reinterpreting the sequences in
light of new data and approaches. Given the
Pan-Eastern nature of this analysis, I will focus
on review of traditions, horizons, complexes and
phases with an emphasis on mortuary systems,
ceramics wares and points typologies that are
convenient index fossils. I also use radiocarbon
dates as presented in original reports, to define
general time frames for definition of phases, com-
plexes and horizons. Calibrated and direct AMS
dating from residues in contact with index fossil
artifacts and seed, nut or cultivated plant remains
are the best sources for chronological refinement
of the model (Smith 1997; Taché and Hart 2013;
Lowery 2012; Rick and Lowery 2013).
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL MODEL OF
PROTO AND EASTERN ALGONQUIAN
DEVELOPMENTAL HISTORY

Ethnographic Insights
for Proto-Algonquians

The Central Algonquian languages and historic
cultures are the best source to search for evidence
of the cultural systems of the PA. Callender
(1962:76) gave one perspective:

According to one possible reconstruction,
Proto-Central Algonquian speaking societies
were divided into small, exogamous, unilateral
hunting bands, largely autonomous but
seasonally gathering into a larger aggregate
within which, as inside the band, behavior was
structured by the kinship system and expressed
according to the patterns formed by a system

of cross-cousin marriage organized in terms of

intermarrying bands. It could be assumed that

the initial effects of the factors just surveyed
emphasized this multi-band unit, rather than

the bands themselves. The semi-sedentary

villages of the historical Central Algonkians were

sometimes very large but their functions were
seasonal and during the autumn they broke up
into hunting groups in a pattern reminiscent of
that described for the Northern Algonkian and
similar to that assumed for the ancestral Central

Algonkian larger unit, of which they may be

direct descendants. This hypothesis may draw

support from Kessing’s (1939) interpretation

of the Menomini, whose large village of the

contact period more or less permanently split up

into hunting groups which initially tended to
coincide with clans.

Eleanor Leacock’s (1981:190) analysis of the
Eastern Cree in the Hudsonian and Canadian
Biotic provinces provides details of how this
settlement-subsistence pattern worked for subarc-
tic cultures. She noted the pattern for the winter
hunting quarter consisted of 10-20 individuals
comprised of two to three extended families who
hunted together. The winter band consisted of
35-75 people representing two to three lodge
groups. The lodge groups dispersed to allow access
to game. They stayed close enough to be able to
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seek help from other members of the lodge group
in time of need. A named band consisted of two
or three winter bands involving 150—-300 people.
The named bands were related by kinship and
marriage. The band derived its name from physi-
cal features of the territory it occupied. Finally,
summer gathering groups involved several named
bands. They were often joined by non-kin related
bands who assembled along lake and river systems
for visiting, trading and marriage negotiations.

Any combination of these associated families
could be involved as migrant groups to establish
new settlements outside of traditional regional
band territories. Once successfully established,
such small to larger group polities could grow
and expand with additional families from regional
homeland bands joining them in the new territo-
ries. Small group migrations to occupy adjacent
territories to resident populations in a new area
would form the basis for gradual growth and
spread. While Rouse (1986:1) sees such migra-
tions resulting in replacement of the resident
population by migrant groups, the mixing of
groups appears to have been a much more com-
plicated process of historical development than a
simple replacement process.

This serves as a useful model for PA and PEA
social organization. Such bands and multiple
band communities were sufficient to advance the
Algonquian’s spread across the Carolinian Biotic
province from 4000-2000 years ago. The Eastern
Cree historic band-based subsistence-settlement
system serves as an analog model applicable to the
PEA migrating cultures up to as late as AD 900.
After that date, the intensification of cultivated
crops facilitated the development of tribe and
chiefdom type political systems for many, but not
all, eastern Algonquian-speakers.

In the New England to Pamlico Sound
Atlantic Coast drainages, historical Algonquian
settlement and subsistence round included late
spring to summer fishing quarters. A shorter
period from November to March was spent in
winter hunting quarters. This pattern continued
even after the addition of corn and bean based
agriculture along the Atlantic Coast. The length



of stay in the three settlement types was based on
variation of resources and availability of stored
plant foods (Clark 2012).

The archaeological record of the Glacial Kame,
Red Ochre and Meadowood complexes reflects
this proposed pattern of lake and riverside large
multi-band camps. These base camps allowed
the processing of seasonally abundant large fish
and waterfowl resources from river and lake lo-
cales. Large upland mammals were secured year
round. Upland game procurement was aided in
winter months by snow cover (Granger 1978a).
All three archaeological complexes have a highly
developed mortuary system reflective of regional
exchange and regular meetings between bands.
The multi-band gatherings involved possible
lineage and kinship related activities that included
community wide mortuary treatment of remains
of the deceased. Similarities in artifact styles and
materials across wide networks reinforced social
obligations. Regular exchanges strengthened
individual relationships and pooled resources in
times of famine or threat. The success of lineage
networks allowed this form of political leadership
to continue into the historic period in certain areas
of the Algonquian language spread.

The risk-averting value of such a hunter-
gatherer social network, as summarized by Jeffries
(1996:224-225), applies to the patterns evidenced
in the archaeological complexes of Glacial Kame,

Red Ochre and Meadowood:

several predictions can be made concerning

the development of hunter-gatherer exchange
networks. First, evidence of social integration
and exchange will increase as the risks associated
with environmental unpredictability and stress
rise. Second, great social integration will be
reflected by increased evidence for exchange

and more stylistic similarity of certain items
among interacting groups. Third, groups
participating in a risk-reducing network will be
distributed over sufficiently diverse habitats to
avoid the same shortfall impacting all network
participants. Fourth, the geographic extent of the
network will be reflected by the distribution of
stylistically similar artifacts.

In historic times, the Algonquians did not limit
such trade to only adjacent bands or to individual
trade partners. Sometimes entire bands would
travel by canoe where “they trade with other tribes
more than four or five hundred leagues distant”
(Champlain 1929:97-98). A Lenape Indian infor-
mant, Albert Seqaghnid Anthony, noted that the
Lenape travelled across the continent on “a string
of white wampum beads which stretched from the
Atlantic to the Pacific, and on this white road their
envoys traveled from one great ocean to the other,
safe from attack” (Brinton 1890:188, in Lepper
2010:119). Lepper (2010:118-120) suggest pos-
sible ties to Hopewellian pilgrims travel to sacred
mound and entrenchment centers in the Ohio re-
gion. Denny (1989) provides one linguistic model
to explain the distribution of Algonquian-related
languages and biface assemblages from the Pacific
to the Atlantic coasts.

The Ottawa were engaged in long distance
travel by bands in the 1620s, as noted by Father
Gabriel Sagard (1939:67) who stayed atan Ottawa
village. He is quoted in Wright (1967:182):

I saw there many women and girls making reed

mats extremely well plaited and ornamented in

different colors. These they traded afterwards for
other goods with the savages of different regions
who came to their village. They lead a nomadic
life, except that some of their villages plant

Indian corn, and they are at war with another

tribe called Asistagueronon, meaning Fire people

(Potawatomi); . . . there are about 200 leagues,

and more distant from them. They go in bands

into many regions and countries as far off as 400

leagues or more (so they told me), and there they

trade with their goods and exchange them for
furs, pigments, wampum, and other rubbish.

Mats were a trade item between the Powhatan
and English in Virginia (Rountree 1989:62-63),
and were important in the trade of many other
Algonquian groups. Archaeological evidence oc-
curs in the form of copper knitting needles that
have been found in sites of the Old Copper,
Glacial Kame, Meadowood, Middlesex, Adena,
Hopewell, Carey, Selby Bay and Fox Creek
complexes. Fragments of plaited mats have been
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found lining mortuary features and preserved by
contact with copper salts (Lowery 2012:42). The
quote also notes travel for exchange of wampum
and pigments. I have already discussed these items
as important in the PA language prior to the split
into PEA and Central Algonquian languages.

Furs also were important in exchange, but
preserve poorly in the archaeological record.
Exceptions occur in the cases of contact of fur
with copper salts. In the Late Woodland period,
the increased presence of bone beamers (used for
taking the fat off of hides), is a clue for extensive
processing of hides. This trade was particularly im-
portant in the Chesapeake region. Late Woodland
period population sizes of the chiefdoms required
importing furs from the west for use as clothing
and for prestige. The Nanticoke were noted as
the best fur traders in the Chesapeake Bay drain-
age (Rountree et al. 2007:213-216). Fur and
fabric were trade commodities important to the
Algonquian interaction network. The central
theme of the above historical observation is the
travel of entire bands for up to 400 leagues to
trade and visit. Bands accustomed to travelling by
canoe for long distance trade and visiting were pre-
adapted to migrate as a group to distant territories.
Movement and migration—not stasis—was how
they would have viewed the world of opportuni-
ties and challenges.

The social networks allowed for such far rang-
ing visitation and gift giving due to the PEA and
Central Algonquian development of lineages
along kinship lines. The PA and PEA expansion
into new territories already occupied by estab-
lished populations of similar band level organiza-
tions encouraged the development of segmented
lineage systems (Sahlins 1961:342). Lineage sys-
tems develop to consolidate coordinated actions
by smaller groups against outside societies. In
many Algonquian cultures, this system continued
to the historic period. An exception may be the
Algonquian societies around the Chesapeake Bay
estuary, where the lineage system supported in-
stead a non-egalitarian, ranked political structure
of chiefdoms. Even within the Chesapeake region,
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the Chickahominy tribes successfully resisted the
expansion efforts of the Powhatan paramount
chiefdom. They accomplished this with 300
warriors and a lineage and clan based system
(Woodward and Moretti-Langholtz 2009:92-96).

For the historic Potawatomi, lineages were
traced bilaterally through the mother’s and
father’s ancestry, thereby establishing a moral
claim for help from both in time of need (Mason
1981:35). Evidence for lineages appeared early
and was expanded by later additions of clans, such
as those for the Lenape and Munsee (Grumet
2009:298-299). Clans may have developed
early during the PA or PEA period as a result of
Algonquian multiple band involvement in fisher-
ies (Bishop 1989:52-55). Mason (1981:35) notes
the complexity of the Potawatomi lineage and clan
system. He notes how this was a powerful factor
in support of tribal unity:

Just as a number of families were related by
remembered patrilineal descent and constituted
lineages traceable back to an honored male
ancestor several generations removed, so the
Potawatomi lineages recognized “superfamilies.”
These were the clans. Like the lineages,

clans prescribed internal marriage; they were
exogamous and their members had to find
spouses in clans other than their own. Unlike
lineages, the patrilineal linkages among families
and over generations were assumed by custom
rather than demonstrated by genealogy. The
clans were named, usually after animals.
Although a special relationship might exist with
the animal of the clan’s name, members of the
clan did not necessarily believe they were in fact
descended from that animal and they were not
prohibited from killing and eating it. While
none of the clan names are unambiguously
preserved from the time of the European’s

first encounter with the Potawatomi. . . they
had such names as Sturgeon, Rabbit, Turtle,
Bear, Wolf, and Beaver. Also unlike lineages,
which had some tendency to be localized in
particular villages, clans cut across settlement
boundaries and claimed members throughout
the Potawatomi domain. Because a member of,
say, the Rabbit clan, could expect to find some



Rabbit clansmen in a village he had never visited

before, the clan system was a powerful and

pervasive influence making for tribal unity.

Artifacts representing various animal designs
possibly reflect lineage and later, clan systems.
Evidence for both is represented by ceremonial
artifacts from the Adena and Hopewell complexes
(Romain 2009). Animal motifs found in mortuary
context may also be linked to the entire curative
arts and rituals associated with shamanism. I
follow Romain (2009) in his cognitive interpre-
tation of the range of special classes of artifacts
found in Adena and Hopewell ritual context. I
agree with his interpretation of how they were
possibly derived from medicine societies, lineages
and moieties. Romain explores examples of the
Hopewell division of lineages into Earth and Sky
moieties. He suggests the role of water as transi-
tional between the two.

Various Algonquian societies historically
believed that different animals were associated
with controlling spirits. Different animals were
assigned mythological roles in moieties, clans or
lineages. The images of birds incised on Hopewell
pottery or in artifact shapes of birdstones, reflect
an association with the Sky moiety. An elaborate
mythology and religion developed around the
controlling spirits. These spirits were viewed as
intermediaries between humans and the land-
scape, sky, water, plant and animals. The shared
beliefs shaped social structures such as moieties.
Moiety membership in dual societies determined
who could participate in various activities. People
were assigned, based on moiety affiliation, to
represent war or peace discussions, opposite sides
of competitive gaming, and complementary roles
in mortuary ceremonies (Callender 1962:36;
Romain 2009:51-115).

The Algonquians of Lake Superior believed
in three layers of cosmic order. According to
Martin (1999:199), “Human life took place on
an island, in the middle level, that was conceived
to be floating within opposing domains of sky and
water (Phillips 1984). The cosmos was also inhab-
ited by powerful but conflicting entity-spirits or

essences called manitous (manetoowa in Proto-
Algonquian), who could move from layer to layer
atwill.” Algonquian Cree and Ojibwa-speakers in
the Canadian and Hudsonian Biotic provinces
believed in a cosmic order of four layers: sky,
earth, underwater and underground. Manitous
and guardian animal spirits played important roles
in maintaining order or causing chaos (Rajnovich
1989:182-195).

Historic rituals of the Great Lakes Algonquians
created an elaborate mythology around these
manitous. Manitous controlled earthly resources
(such as copper) and water resources (such as
marine shell). Copper and marine shell artifacts
were instilled with associated Manitou’s power
for the use and protection of their human owners
(Martin 1999:199-210). In the case of lineages,
lineage leaders were responsible for curation of
particularly sacred objects. They were reserved for
special use only, and these sacred bundles were
handed down across generations. The Central
Algonquian ritual packs associated with clans are
discussed in Callender (1962:30-31). By anal-
ogy, lineage or clan packs are associated with the
Trans-Appalachian tradition bands.

Algonquian societies east and west of the
Appalachians appear to have shared earth and
sky moieties. Lineages and their associated arti-
facts reflected animals as part of the cosmology.
Examples include the paired linking of: raven
(sky), bear (earth), beaver (earth/water), fish (wa-
ter), turtle (earth/water) (Martin 1999; Romain
2009). The mythology of sacred objects evolved
over the 4,000 year period of the Algonquian
spread. Copper objects were widely used during
the period of 4000-2000 BC. The Old Copper
tradition people commonly used and discarded
worked copper tools at their secular sites. Objects
of copper were also deliberately buried, along
with red ochre, in cemeteries away from settle-
ments (Pleger and Stoltman 2009:707-712).
During the period 2000-1000 BC, copper objects
increasingly came to represent sacred use in spiri-
tual and mortuary context (Pleger and Stoltman
2009:715-719). Fewer of these sacred items were
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found in the everyday refuse of residential sites of
the Old Copper, Red Ochre and Glacial Kame
complexes. The change from secular to sacred
value of copper objects continued during the pe-
riod 1200-500 BC for the Meadowood complex
(Taché 2011:63-65).

The sacred use of copper became even more
elaborate between 800 BC-400 AD for the
Middlesex, Adena and Hopewell complexes
(Granger 1978a; Applegate and Mainfort 2005;
Byers and Wymer 2010). These elaborations in
cosmological beliefs are inferred from clues from
the artifacts, mounds and features of these related
complexes (Romain 2009). I associate PA, Central
Algonquian and PEA-speakers with Meadowood,
Middlesex, Adena and Hopewell. They influenced
the Middle Woodland period mortuary systems as
the PEA spread. The eastern Algonquians contin-
ued the practice of establishing sacred mortuary
temples and burial grounds on high bluffs over-
looking water or on islands (Luckenbach 2013b;
Lowery 2012; Ford 1976). These sacred spaces
were used repeatedly for periods of from 500 to
900 years. Clear evidence of repetitive use comes
from the Island Field site (AD 500-1200:Webb
and Slaughter Creek complexes), Pig Point site
(300 BC-AD 600; Selby Bay Adena-Hopewell
complexes) and West River site (300 BC-AD
300:Selby Bay Adena-Hopewell complexes
(Custer et al. 1990; Luckenbach 2013b; Ford
1976; Lowery 2012).

The Meadowood, Middlesex, Adena and
Delmarva Adena complexes exchanged distinctive
artifacts found archaeologically in ritual context.
The artifacts and their similar burial treatments
suggests shared cosmology, curing practices, lin-
eage and moiety related social systems (Simms
1979). Variations in burial treatments and artifact
associations also reflect the diversity of band level
societies involved in this spreading Algonquian
network. Settlement and subsistence practices in
different biotic provinces and to the east and west
of the Appalachian divide shared pre-agricultural,
fishing, hunting and gathering settlement pat-
terns. The complexes of this Trans-Appalachian
tradition were also involved to varied degrees
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with a variety of other cultures and languages
of the Eastern Woodlands. For the PEA spread,
the bands most affected by the Algonquians
produced the archaeological remains of the
Susquehanna and Mast Forest traditions. The
decision to migrate to new territories, according
to the Nanticoke and Lenape informants, was due
primarily to pursue sustainable food resources.
But an unstated reason may have involved gaining
direct territorial control of resources important
to ceremonial activities. If these resources were
also important to the Pre-Algonquian cultures,
conflict resulted. Conflicts could be avoided if all
cultures held such important locations as neutral
territory or buffer zones with agreed-to access.
Migrant groups of Meadowood/Middlesex popu-
lations were established east of the Great Valley
by migrating down the Susquehanna, Delaware
and Atlantic shore drainages (Lowery etal. 2015).
Descendent bands from these migrant groups
continued to interact with the Adena/Hopewell
and Meadowood/Middlesex cultures west of the
Great Valley. While sharing core beliefs, they may
have also developed a dual division of cosmologi-
cal order.

Table 3.2 lists some suggested dual divisions
or shared beliefs that demonstrate common cul-
tural origins for both east and west archaeological
complexes.

With the development of agriculture, this sys-
tem of inter-regional trade did not end. But shared
ceremonial relations do appear to have ended.
Copper, fur, mats, shell and rare plant items con-
tinued to be exchanged across the Appalachians
and along the East Coast. These items were
valued for their powerful spiritual role in na-
tive cosmologies. Fur was valued for clothing by
chiefdoms whose populations were over-hunting
deer. Rarer types of fur were used in chiefdoms as
status indicators (bear, elk and buffalo for coastal
chiefdoms). Post AD 600, lithic types from in the
PA and PEA homelands decreased in cosmological
importance. Construction of accretion mounds in
the Ohio Valley by Algonquian-speakers ceased.
The Late Woodland period cultures developed
design motifs on pottery using commonly un-



derstood rules of design. Due to the fluid nature
of individual potter’s movements between poli-
ties, design motifs are not as varied as might be
predicted. The best way to summarize this de-
velopmental history is to provide definitions and
overviews for the traditions, horizons, complexes
and phases of the study region.

THE PRE-ALGONQUIAN AND
ALGONQUIAN ARCHAEOLOGICAL
TRADITIONS DEFINED

The Pre-Algonquian, pre-pottery archaeological
tradition that extended from Coastal Carolina
to Maine and to the lower Great Lakes has
been called the “Transitional Archaic period,”
“Terminal Archaic period,” “Susquehanna tradi-
tion,” “Savannah River tradition,” “Mast Forest
Archaic,” “Frost Island phase,” and “Orient
phase” (see Tables 2.3 and 2.5). Various point
types serve as index fossils to define a number of
associated complexes of the Late Archaic period.
Broad spear and narrow projectile points, made
primarily from locally available lithic sources, help
define the complexes and phases of this horizon.
Soapstone bowls are introduced and spread as an
early container used for ceremonial and feasting
purposes (Sassaman 2000; Klein 1994).

These cultures continued after the introduc-
tion of pottery. The introduction of pottery
defines the beginning of the Woodland period in
the east. The associated pottery producing com-
plexes have been labeled the Gulf tradition in the
Southeast (Jenkins et al. 1986). They define the
northern geographic limits of the Gulf tradition
to the south of the Carolina Biotic province. I
assign the Middle Atlantic and Northeast sectors
of the Gulf tradition to the Terminal Archaic
traditions. Both traditions are developmentally
related. Pottery of the Terminal Archaic tradi-
tions was tempered with a variety of different
grits. Plain surface treatments gave way to cord
and net paddled surface impressions. Design
motifs around the rims never fully developed for
complexes of this horizon. The extensive use and

exchange of soapstone bowls span both the end
of the Late Archaic and beginning of the Early
Woodland periods (Witthoft 1953; Ritchie 1965;
1980; Klein 1997; Mouer 1991; Taché and Hart
2013).

Dean Snow (1980:235-242) labeled this series
of complexes as the “Terminal Archaic”. The term
“period” has been dropped because the attributes
of this tradition span both the Late Archaic and
Early-Middle Woodland periods. The term “tra-
dition” has also been used to define Susquehanna
(broad point) and a Mast Forest (narrow point)
traditions as possible distinct contemporary Pre-
Algonquian cultures who cohabited the Middle
Atlantic and Northeast drainages during the pe-
riod of 2200 to 800 BC. Both traditions appear
to merge during the Orient phase, after which
narrow points continue in association with a
variety of ceramic types. Snow and I define the
“Terminal Archaic” to include pre-ceramic, Late
Archaic period sites and ceramic, Early Woodland
period sites. Both traditions include Woodland
period sites with early ceramics whose archaeo-
logical assemblages indicate cultural continuity
of Pre-Algonquian-speakers. Given the time
span encompassing both Archaic and Woodland
periods, I have labeled this the “Terminal Archaic
traditions.”

The duration of the tradition varies in relation
to its interaction with the PA and PEA popula-
tion spread. The Terminal Archaic traditions ends
earliest in the Great Lakes, next in the Northeast,
and lastly in the southern Middle Atlantic States.
But this is not a cut-and-dried case of one popula-
tion replacing another. Contemporaneous entities
within a region were more prevalent than the cur-
rent regional sequences suggest. Table 3.1 is an
example of sequential phase definitions. In Funk’s
sequence, only Meadowood and Orient phases
are shown with significant temporal overlaps. As
one moves southward, overlaps of complexes of
the two traditions extend in time to the Middle
Woodland period. The Terminal Archaic tradi-
tions represents the primary Pre-Algonquian
cultures encountered by the PEA. Chapter 4 will
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expand on discussions of this tradition in greater
detail.

This is not the only Pre-Algonquian tradition
involving the early development and spread of
PA. Snow (1980) reviews in detail the changing
concepts and terms for the four major Archaic
period horizons defined for the Great Lakes and
Hudson River drainages (see Table 3.1).

The four horizons or traditions include:

e Mast Forest Archaic (2700-800 BC):
Carolina Biotic and Mixed Forest Zone,
(Tuck 1978; Snow 1980:223-232:Fagan
2000:389-392), which includes Lamoka
tradition and narrow points (Ritchie
1980:33—78; Mason 1981:147—-160; Fa-
gan 2000:389-391).

The Susquehanna tradition has a southern
origin with the Savannah River tradition
(Witthoft 1953). It is associated with
broad points and merges during the Ori-
ent phase with the Lake Forest tradition
(Snow 1980). After the merger, I refer to
the merged complexes as part of the Ter-
minal Archaic traditions, as defined above.

e Lake Forest Archaic (3200-1000 BC):
Mixed Forest Zone, Canadian Biotic prov-
ince and spreading into Carolina Biotic
province (Tuck 1978; Snow 1980:216—
222; Fagan 2000:387-389) which includes
the Laurentian (3200-2000 BC) & Old
Copper tradition (Ritchie 1980; Mason
1981:160-198) and the Trans-Appala-
chian tradition, as defined below. Funk
(1988) reviewed the Laurentian tradition
and argues for its validity.

o Maritime Archaic (6000—1000 BC): Mixed
Forest Zone, Canadian and Hudsonian
Biotic provinces along Atlantic drainages
(Tuck 1978; Snow 1980:190-216; Fagan
2000:284-287). The PEA ancestors of the

Micmac interacted with these cultures.

o Shield Archaic (5000—-300 BC: Hudsonian
province (Wright 1972, 1981:88-91);
Fagan 2000:383-384). Their territory was
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the focus for Central Algonquian-speaker
migrations during the Woodland period.

The Proto-Algonquian, Proto—Eastern
Algonquian and Proto-Central Algonquian bands
that centered on the Great Lakes produced archae-
ological sites I assign to the, Trans-Appalachian
tradition. This tradition may have developed out
of the Lake Forest Archaic. After 3000 BC, the
tradition is defined by three related complexes
associated with PA (Old Copper, Red Ochre and
Glacial Kame). Subsequent complexes of this
tradition, which I associate with the initial PEA
spread, are the Meadowood and Middlesex com-
plexes. Vinette 1 type pottery, grit tempered with
interior and exterior cord-marking, is a fossil in-
dex, associating sites to these complexes (Petersen
and Hamilton 1984; Taché 2005). Jenkins (et
al. 1986) have defined Vinette 1 and associated
ceramics of the Ohio, Great Lakes and Northeast
region as the Northern tradition of the Woodland
period. I assign their Northern tradition as the
Woodland period portion of Trans-Appalachian
tradition. The early tradition’s components reveal
a preference for copper and lithics found in the PA
and PEA homelands of the Great Lakes and Ohio
drainages. They exchanged these materials for ma-
rine shells and other items from the Atlantic Coast
for over a thousand years (Lowery 2015:45-50;
Taché 2011). This suggests sustained interaction
between the homeland bands and Algonquian
migrant groups established in the Great Lakes,
Ohio River and Atlantic drainages (Table 3.2).

The beginning of the Trans-Appalachian tradi-
tion is represented by the related Old Copper, Red
Ochre, Glacial Kame, Meadowood, Middlesex
and Adena complexes. This designation reflects
the horizon’s origin in homeland and its ex-
panding interactive network across the Eastern
Continental divide as the Algonquian cultures
migrated.

The Trans-Appalachian tradition also in-
cludes the establishment of Adena and Hopewell
complexes associated with PA and Proto-Central
Algonquian population spread. The horizon
includes the Algonquian related cultures of the



West: Adena and Hopewell complexes
and Great Lakes Meadowood/Middlesex

East: Meadowood-Middlesex-Selby
Bay/Carey complexes Atlantic drainages

Sky symbolism with above ground
mounds -
repetitive use

Earth symbolism with below ground
mortuary burial cemeteries -repetitive use

Bird and other sky related artifact
symbols, birdstones, bird design on
pottery, etc.

Very few birdstones or bird images,
animal symbolism not as prevalent.

Sunset- Color Red-Copper-Blood-Death-
Warfare, also applies to red ochre

Sunrise-White-Marine Shell-life-peaceful
alliance. Artifacts also suggest moiety
opposites: red ochre, copper and puccoon.

Ceremonial killing of spirit of artifacts
and human bones by smashing and
cremation. Series of processes for ritual
treatment of deceased remains in band and
multi-band participation. Sacred cemetery
distinct from residential sites.

Same processes. Individual treatments and
grave offerings varied depending on role
in society: adult/children; men/women;
shaman/citizen; lineage leader/citizen.
Sacred cemetery distinct from residential
sites

Spirit filled lithic types of PA and PEA
homeland of important symbolic/curing
value, associated with colors green, white,
red and others of importance tied to
manitou control.

Same processes. By 400 BC, argillite,
rhyolite, jasper and other local lithics
important to east also traded and
exchanged as symbols of new homeland-
but not to west.

Blocked-end tube Ohio pipestone used for
curing ceremonies along with other items
in shaman tool kits, including paint cups,
red ochre, fire starting kits- found in
graves.

Same processes. Blocked-end tube pipes
are used as sucking tubes for extracting
ills out of patients, as well as for smoke
blowing and water spraying as part of
curative practices.

Mica representative of water element and
ash representative of sky (smoke) element
important in ritual context. Both are used
to insure the dead do not return to harm
the living.

Shared belief that spirits will not travel

below reflection of water (mica) nor cross
barrier of ash or red ochre associated with
fire. Ash can also be interpreted as water.

Table 3.2. Cosmology of Trans-Appalachian tradition of the Early and Middle Woodland periods in the study area

(interpretation influenced by Dye 1995).

Early and Middle Woodland periods. I postulate
the tradition’s end at AD 900, the start of the
Late Woodland period. The reduction of Trans-
Appalachian shared mortuary ceremonialism and
the rise of agriculture are reasons for not continu-
ing this tradition to the Late Woodland period.
I do not include the Western Algonquian
cultures as part of the tradition. Denny (1989)
provides insights into the origin of Algonquian
languages and his rationale for attributing a west-
ern or a Great Lakes homeland for Algonquians. I

continue to support Siebert’s (1975) analysis for a
Great Lakes homeland for Algonquian-speakers.
The Western Algonquian-speakers might logi-
cally be assigned to a Trans-Mississippian or a
Trans-Continental tradition. I leave that task for
others to resolve.

With these eastern woodlands traditions la-
beled, the archaeological horizons and complexes
that correlate to the linguistic model are sum-
marized next.
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THE EARLY COMPLEXES OF THE
TRANS-APPALACHIAN TRADITION

The core of the PA homeland was centered in
the mixed forest zone of all five Great Lakes in
the area of Old Copper tradition distributions
(Figure 3.1; see Figures 2.6 and 2.7). The west-
ward spread of Old Copper and its diversification
into the southern Red Ochre and Glacial Kame
complexes reflect the initial development of the
Trans-Appalachian tradition (Figure 3.2). The
Old Copper tradition bands around Lake Superior
were involved in the cold hammer manufacture
of copper tools and decorative objects. These
items were exchanged throughout the Great Lakes
drainage. The Old Copper culture interacted
with cultures of the Shield Archaic, Maritime
Archaic, Mast Forest Archaic and Susquehanna
traditions (see Figure 3.1). Analysis now turns
to review the early archaeological complexes of
the Trans-Appalachian tradition of the PA and
PEA-speakers.

Old Copper Tradition (4000-1000 BC)

The Old Copper tradition is a western part of the
Lake Forest tradition (see Figure 3.1). During the
early part of the tradition, Brewerton, Otter Creek
and other types of points are found in associa-
tion with graves containing typical Old Copper
utilitarian tools (Mason 1981:166). From 1500
to 500 BC Turkey-tail and Adena ritual bifaces
are used as grave offerings (Pleger and Stoltman
2009:712-714). The Old Copper tradition is
considered to be a mortuary system shared by a
number of band level societies with direct access
to the copper resources (Mason 1981:185-194).
During the Late Archaic period, both vein and
drift copper sources were extensively mined
and utilized (Martin 1999:162-168; Pleger and
Stoltman 2009:707-708). The complex has a
core radius of 350 miles centered on the copper
deposits of southern Lake Superior (see Figures
3.1 and 3.2). The northern shore of Lake Superior
and Isle Royale were also exploited by cultures of

the Shield Archaic horizon (Martin 1999:164).
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Fagan (2000:388) assigns a narrow date range
to the Old Copper tradition of 3000-2500 BC.
Fitting (1970:89) notes radiocarbon dates from
the Osceola and Reigh sites of 1500 BCand 1710
BC. Martin and Pleger (1999:67-68) suggest
a range of 4000—-100 BC for sites with copper
artifacts in the Lake Superior Basin. The Reigh
site inclusion of a gorget (bearing a sandal-sole
shape) in a burial may suggest later Glacial Kame
complex affiliation. Mason (1981:194) assigns a
date range between 3000 and 1000 BC. Pleger
and Stoltman (2009:707) see Old Copper notasa
single culture or complex but rather as an industry
or tradition of multiple societies spanning the time
period of 4000 to 1000 BC. Old Copper tradi-
tion cemeteries have been the focus of research.
Habitation sites are “unknown or unrecognized”
(Pleger and Stoltman 2009:711).

Dragoo (1963:241-242) provides a summary
of the burial aspects of Old Copper:

The burial complex of Old Copper, especially
near its end, is of particular interest because
there are similarities with Glacial Kame, Red
Ochre and Adena (Wittry and Ritzenthaler
1957:310-328). Important traits were
cremations, extended burials, flex burials and
bundle burials in cemeteries often located

on gravel and sand knolls. In several of these
cemeteries in association with Old Copper tools
were traits such as birdstones, large flint blades,
red ochre, columella shell beads, and sandal-sole
gorgets. These traits seem to indicate Glacial
Kame cultural influences coming from the east
and acting upon late Old Copper groups in
Wisconsin (Wittry and Ritzenthaler 1957:326—
327). Although the presence of Glacial Kame
traits in Old Copper sites is indicative of the
partial overlapping in time of these two cultures,
it is of particular interest to note that most of
the burial practices such as cremation, flexed and
extended burials, inclusion of grave goods, and
the preference for natural knolls as locations for
cemeteries were present in Old Copper prior to
contact with Glacial Kame. Thus, it seems quite
likely that many of the traits that mark early
burial culture may have developed independently
and at different times before their eventual
inclusion in the burial practices of several groups



Figure 3.1. Archaic traditions/horizons in the study area (Fagan 2000:385) (Courtesy of Brain Fagan and
© Thames and Hudson Inc., New York, drawn by Sue Cawood).
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Figure 3.2. Estimated range of copper complexes of Trans-Appalachian tradition, PA and PEA Language Homelands
(Point Peninsula 1 equals Meadowood core area (Fitting 1970:88) (Courtesy of James Fitting).

70



living around the Great Lakes, in the Ohio
Valley, and in the Northeast at the Late Archaic
level.

Mortuary data indicates a “decrease in the in-
clusion of utilitarian copper artifacts in mortuary
programs by Red Ochre times (third millennium
B.P.)” (Martin and Pleger 1999:69). Earlier cem-
etery burials placed utilitarian tools along with
personal adornments across age and gender lines,
suggesting egalitarian band level social organiza-
tion. Copper, bone, and stone objects found in
graves show indications of wear from use. In later
sites, utilitarian copper socketed tools are rare
while copper beads are abundant. Exotic chert
bifaces were found in greater abundance in Red
Ochre cemeteries. More high status good were
placed with adult females and children. These
changes represented “the development of complex
inter-group interaction systems that may have
involved bridewealth exchange arrangements
between Red Ochre populations” (Martin and
Pleger 1999:69).

The variety and quantity of copper tools of the
Old Copper sites is impressive. The Morrison’s
Island-6 site, located between Ontario and
Quebec, received a radiocarbon date of around
2750 BC. This site has been assigned to the
Brewerton phase of the Laurentian tradition
(Mason 1981:195-198). It was a lakeside fishing
station that produced more copper in mortuary
context than residential sites in the Lake Superior
area. The site also yielded evidence of local copper
tool manufacture from raw copper imported from
sources around Lake Superior. The individual
burials from the site yielded a variety of tools
including copper “harpoon; awls, eyed needles;
fishhooks; the impaling points from probable
compound fishhooks; gouges; and punches.
Copper ornaments included beads, pendants,
bracelets, arm bands and a possible finger ring”
(Mason 1981:197). This and other Old Copper
sites included adzes, gouges, and a wide variety
of different haft elements for spear points. Many
of the point styles reflect the lithic preferences
of both Laurentian and Maritime Archaic com-
plexes. Some multiple-notched tanged points

replicate the style of slate points found across New
York, Ontario, Quebec, New England, and the
Maritime provinces. Toggle-head harpoons and
other maritime Archaic bone style artifacts of this
larger area are also rendered in copper. Variation
over time and across territories is reflected in a
variety of projectile point types, and different
combinations of grave goods in burial locations
(Mason 1981:181-198; Pleger and Stoltman
2009:705-715).

The cemeteries contained marine shell beads.
Likely sources for the conch columella beads
would be through trade with the Mast Forest
tradition bands in Southern New England
and the Susquehanna tradition bands in the
Delaware-Chesapeake Bay region. PA burial sites
also produced marginella shell beads. Marginella
shell habitats extend today as far north as Cape
Henlopen at the mouth of the Delaware Bay
(Lowery 2011; 2012:48-49). Old Copper arti-
facts are present, but rarely reported, from the
Delmarva region in upland locations (Curry
2002; Lowery 2003; 2007:46, 2013a). They are
also rarely reported along the Delaware River
Valley and Atlantic Coast in New Jersey (Veit
et al. 2004:76-79). Because of sea level rise,
most marine object production sites of the early
Terminal Archaic traditions have probably been
lost to coastal inundation (Dunfield 1999).

The Old Copper tradition received shell beads
from the Atlantic shore through down-the-line
exchange via the Mast Forest and Susquehanna
traditions. After development of the Meadowood
complex (post 1200 BC), groups from that
complex appear to have travelled directly to the
Delmarva Peninsula to procure conch and mar-
ginella shell beads (Lowery 2013a, 2014; Lowery
etal. 2011, 2015). This is similar to the historical
examples of Algonquian winter band sized groups
travelling 400 leagues for trade and visiting. Once
home, they redistributed the marine shell artifacts
to bands of the Old Copper, Red Ochre and
Glacial Kame cultures.

Red Ochre, Glacial Kame and Meadowood
complexes shared similar artifact types and cer-
emonial practices as those of the Old Copper
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tradition. Interactions of these cultures with those
of the Shield Archaic, Maritime Archaic and
Mast Forest-Susquehanna traditions contributed
to evolving social practices of the PA and PEA.
The Susquehanna tradition bands in the Finger
Lakes area traded marine shell and soapstone to
the Old Copper tradition. The early exchange
system may have been based on establishing
lineage and symbolic kinship relations with Pre-
Algonquian cultures. The mortuary practices of
the Maritime Archaic, Terminal Archaic and
Trans-Appalachian traditions also show variations
as would be expected for so many bands across
diverse habitats (Sciulli et al. 1982).

Red Ochre Complex (also spelled Red
Ocher), 1200-500 BC

The Red Ochre complex is centered in Illinois
but sites have been found from Indiana to Ohio
(see Figure 3.2). The complex was defined based
on a mortuary system that paralleled that of the
Old Copper tradition to its north and west. Red
Ochre complex peoples selected natural ridges for
cemetery locations. They also built low mounds
over burials. Extended burials are rare or absent
(Pleger and Stoltman 2009:715). Flexed burials
are in the majority. Bundle burials and cremations
were also practiced. Such diversity may reflect the
variation of practices of participating bands or
lineages (Dragoo 1963:234). Mason (1981:224),
as quoted below, provides a summary of the major
traits associated with the Red Ochre complex:
The archaeologists who have been most familiar
with the core area of Red Ochre sites around
the south half of Lake Michigan eastward to the
southern Lake Huron have characterized the
mortuary complex as comprised of certain major
features, several of which are variously combined
on most stations, and less distinctive minor traits
having special representation and associations
common to some other cultural groupings as
well. The major Red Ochre characteristics are (a)
flexed (but sometimes cremated and bundled)
burials intruded into sandy natural prominences;
(b) liberal application of red ochre; (c) turkey-
tails and/or “modified” turkey-trails—usually in
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groups; (d) white ceremonial blades—usually
singly; (e) caches of up to 400 small ovate-
trianguloid blades; (f) tubular beads of marine
shell from the Atlantic Ocean or Gulf of Mexico;
and (g) copper in the form of beads (usually)

or awls, celts, knives, or projectile points. The
less exclusive associations include circular and
ovate marine-shell gorgets, birdstones, unworked
galena cubes, bar amulets, celts, grooved axes,
three-hole rectangular gorgets, and tubular
pipes. To this last group may be added rare
possible associations of Marion Thick (Vinette
1-like) “Early Woodland” pottery and occasional

interments of human remains in burial mounds.

The Glacial Kame culture has the same traits
as the Red Ochre and is distinguished by the ad-
dition of the three-hole rectangular, conch shell,
sandal-sole shaped gorget. With both cultures,
specific lithic types such as the white turkey-tail
blades of Indiana and Illinois flint types, appear
to have taken on symbolic importance. As the
PA expanded their territories, other lithics such
as Flint Ridge flint, Onondaga chert and Mercer
chert, were added to the exchange system as sacred
valued, stylized bifaces and cache blades. The Red
Ochre burials also contained copper awls (or cop-
per pressure flakers) like those of the Old Copper
tradition (Liebeknecht 2011:34—35). A number of
artifact types are similar to that of the succeeding
Adena cultures. The remains of individuals from
both complexes suggest physically related people
(Dragoo 1963:238).

The Red Ochre burial complex is estimated
to extend from corrected dates 1500—400 BC
(1200-500 RCYBC dates) (Pleger and Stoltman
2009:715). The practices continue during
the Late Red Ochre complex (also called the
Leimbach complex) from 500-100 BC (Ozker
1982:212; Mason 1981:227-235). Red Ochre
continuation into the Early Woodland Marion
phase is a matter of debate (Farnsworth and Asch
1986:350-352). Marion complex and Red Ochre
associated artifacts have been documented in
stratified context at the Tillmont site in Wisconsin
dating to the sixth century RCYBC (Pleger and
Stoltman 2009:717). Marion ceramics and



Kramer points association with the Red Ochre
complex are found in the Illinois valley (Esarey
1986). Duane Esarey’s (1986:232-240) analysis
of Red Ochre mound building and Marion phase
associations indicate that Marion pottery and
Kramer points are associated with Red Ochre
sacred sites in Illinois. The Schultz site, as a Red
Ochre component, has produced evidence of
squash and a variety of mast nut resources. The
site produced remains of nuts found with the
Marion Thick ceramics associated with the Red
Ochre midden (Ozker 1982:72—79). The western
Great Lakes early ceramics are similar to Vinette
1 but differ in being flat bottomed. Vinette 1 and
Marion wares are part of the Northern tradition
(Jenkins et al. 1986).

Within the Great Lakes region, the focus of
Red Ochre settlement locations was on lake and
river shorelines. The small sites indicate band
level societies involved in fishing and possible
wild rice gathering. The Dunn site from lower
Michigan yielded wild rice remains in a Red
Ochre cremation burial (Pleger and Stoltman
2009:717). “Fishing gear, in the form of toggle-
head harpoons, fixed-barb harpoons, fishhooks,
and possibly, nets, was in use by Red Ochre times”
(Pleger and Stoltman 2009:715). Isotope study of
human bones from Old Copper and Red Ochre
cemeteries indicate increase in fish consumption
overtime. The Schultz site yielded deer as the pri-
mary mammal remains, and large fish species. The
type of fish would have weighed over two pounds
in life. They would have been harvested by spear
fishing. Smaller mammals, turtles, and freshwa-
ter shellfish also contributed to the diet (Fitting
1972:255). In the Illinois valley, Red Ochre sites
include mound construction and burials.

Obsidian trade to the Rockies first appears
during the Red Ochre complex, suggesting
their involvement in long distance travel and
trade (Martin 1999:162). Pleger and Stoltman
2009:716-717). Red Ochre cemeteries include
ceremonial bifaces ranging from “double-pointed
ovals to notched and stemmed varieties such as
Turkey-tail and Adena (contracting) stemmed
types~ (Pleger and Stoltman 2009 716). Finished

ceremonial bifaces were traded from Iowa and
Illinois areas. Marine shell ornaments from the
Atlantic drainage is also suggested. Vinette 1-like
thick pottery was utilized by this culture, possibly
for similar feasting functions (Jenkins et al. 1986).
The wide ranging redistribution network of sa-
cred commodities supported a shared cosmology
among the PA bands. As with the Old Copper
tradition, the sacred objects were used in social
networks such as lineages, moieties or medicine
societies. Clans may not have developed until
later, during the Adena, Hopewell and Middlesex
complexes (Byers 2010:282-284).

The blocked-end tube pipes made their ap-
pearance during this time (Romain 2009:148—
149). They were most likely used by shaman to
suck illness out of patients and blow smoke or
water on the patients (Strong 1997:72; Rafferty
2006:272-281). Charcoal residue in Adena com-
plex blocked-end tube pipes from the Boucher site
on Lake Champlain have been correlated with
tobacco signature chemicals (Rafferty 2008:280—
283). The Boucher site radiocarbon dates range
from 715 BC-AD 105. Direct seed evidence for
the use of cultivated tobacco is found as early as
AD 120 in Illinois (Rafferty 2006:279). A com-
mon term for tobacco is not found in PA recon-
structions. But the finding of chemical signatures
of tobacco on blocked-end tube pipes documents
ritual use of this domesticated crop by the PA
Red Ochre and PEA Meadowood complexes.
Blocked end tube pipes fell within the sacred
realm (Luckenbach et al. 2015:64—65).

The current range estimate for Red Ochre
complex (1500-500 BC) makes it contempora-
neous with the Meadowood (1400 to 500 BC)
and Middlesex complexes (600-100 BC). Ritchie
notes shared traits between Meadowood and Red
Ochre:

use of red ochre to cover the burial: flexed,
cremated and bundle burial in deep grave pits;
large “ceremonial” blades, ellipsoidal in shape;
“Turkey Tail” blades of Harrison County,
Indiana, fling; large caches of mortuary blades,
small and somewhat crude and asymmetrical
in the Red Ochre, larger, symmetrical and
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beautifully made in the Meadowood and to
some extent in the Pomranky complex; thick
rolled or thinner tubular copper beads; copper
awls and celts; bar-type birdstones; three-holed
rectanguloid gorgets; cigar-shaped tubular pipes
(of stone in the Red Ochre, of pottery in the
Meadowood); unworked galena cubes; celts and
Early Woodland pottery (in some Red Ochre
sites) (Ritchie 1980:200).

Glacial Kame Complex (1400-500 BC)

The Glacial Kame complex is viewed as being
contemporaneous with and sharing in the same
mortuary belief system as the Red Ochre com-
plex. They are posited to also be part of the PA
homeland population. A number of Glacial Kame
and subsequent Meadowood complex sites are
found in Southern Ontario posited core of the PA
homeland. They are closely related to Meadowood
sites in the Province of Quebec and in New York
State (Spence and Fox:1986:411-16). The settle-
ment and subsistence system of Glacial Kame is
not well known (Fitting 1970:82). Both Glacial
Kame and Red Ochre are focused in areas of
broadleaf forest in the Canadian Carolinian
Mixed Forest zone (see Figure 3.2). According
to Ritchie (1980:134), “The recognized distribu-
tion has heretofore included southern Michigan,
northwestern Ohio, northeastern Indiana, and
Southern Ontario from near the Detroit River
eastward to Picton.” Glacial Kame cemeteries tend
to be located on glacial gravel hillocks (Mason
1981:224). The Glacial Kame cemetery burial at
the Isle La Motte site in northern Lake Champlain
extends their distribution two hundred miles east
along the St. Lawrence drainage. Galena, a sig-
nificant ore of lead and silver, is found in Glacial
Kame burials and comes from the northwestern
Adirondacks in the St. Lawrence drainage (Mason
1981:270). The continued presence of copper in
the cemeteries of the Glacial Kame complex sug-
gests maintenance of canoe based travel and trade
along the Great Lakes corridors.

The marginella shells found in graves were
received as exchanges via two potential corridors:
1) down the Ohio Valley to the Potomac Valley
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to the Delaware Bay, and 2) from the Delaware
Bay along the Susquehanna or Delaware corridors
to the Hudson and the Finger Lakes to the Great
Lakes. Glacial Kame interaction with Meadowood
sites in the Lake Champlain drainage is indicated
by the recovery of conch shell sandal-sole shaped
gorgets from the Meadowood cemetery at the
Isle La Motte site (Ritchie 1980:132—135). Four
other Meadowood cemetery sites are also reported
from Lake Champlain (Loring 1985; Taché
2013). The Boucher cemetery site (near the Isle
La Motte site) has produced excellent insights
into the Meadowood and Middlesex complexes
(Heckenberger et al. 1990). The Glacial Kame
bands appear to have received marginella beads
via the Susquehanna and Delaware corridors.

On the Delmarva Peninsula, Lowery (2013a)
reports a rare finding of three hole rectanguloid
gorgets. He has documented Glacial Kame-style
banded slate birdstones from the head of the
Chesapeake Bay. The best evidence comes from
a Meadowood whelk shell processing site near
Ocean City, Maryland, as reported by Lowery
(2013a, 2014). The South Point site (18W0220)
also yielded Vinette 1 pottery, classic Meadowood
Corner Notched points and cache bifaces, and
Onondaga flint debitage (Lowery 2015:45-49).
The Meadowood group at the South Point site
manufactured sandal-sole shaped gorget preforms
and columella beads from conch shells. The san-
dal-sole gorget is the hallmark artifact distinguish-
ing Glacial Kame from Red Ochre complexes.
The South Point site has radiocarbon corrected
dates on conch shell and charcoal that range from
1000-800 BC (Lowery et al. 2015:47).

Lowery (2013a) also reports a Meadowood
component at the Savage Neck site, located on
the lower Chesapeake Bay side of Delmarva
Peninsula. The site has produced radiocarbon
date ranges of 1100-800 BC (Rick and Lowery
2013:576-578). The Savage Neck site has
Meadowood points, Vinette 1 ware, and limited
evidence of whelk shell use. The site also yielded
scallop shell-tempered Mockley-like ware (Rick et
al. 2015:28-29. This is the earliest date yet known



for shell-tempered ware on the east coast (Rick and
Lowery 2013). Scallop shell-tempered Mockley-
like ware has also been dated to 500-400 BC at
the Middle Ridge site along the lower Atlantic sea
coast of the Delmarva Peninsula (Lowery 2010).
Other shell-tempered wares found near the mouth
of the Chesapeake Bay and which date to the same
period, are Currituck and Waterlily Plain (900-
400 BC). Lowery hypothesizes that Meadowood
groups travelled in canoes from the Finger Lakes
down the Susquehanna basin, to the Chesapeake
Bay, and over to the Atlantic shore. They directly
procured and manufactured marine shell artifacts
for redistribution in the Great Lakes and Ohio
drainages. After returning to their homeland, the
Meadowood people exchanged these marine shell
objects with Red Ochre, Glacial Kame and other
coexisting cultures (Simms 1979:34-38).
Ritchie (1980:200) notes shared traits between
the Glacial Kame and Meadowood complexes:
the bar birdstone; tubular pipe (as in Red
Ochre); copper celt and adz (some with
gouge-shaped lip); bead and awl; shell disk
bead; rectanguloid gorget (of stone only in the
Meadowood); red Ochre with burials in deep
pits and the practice of cremation.

The appearance of large cache bifaces features
in burial context suggests that many individuals
contributed to the cache during multiple band
gatherings (Fitting 1970:89). This is based on
the assumption that such cache, when found in
cemetery context, did not represent the wealth of
the individual. Rather, the blades may have been
contributed by participants in the specific ceremo-
nial burial. The PA periodically returned to sacred
cemeteries over the course of centuries. A wide
network of affiliated bands participated in elabo-
rate stages in the treatment of the remains of their
deceased members. This Meadowood Interaction
Sphere maintained alliance, trade, kinship and
lineage relations between migrant groups of PEA
as they spread from the Great Lakes homeland
to the southern territories in the Chesapeake and
Delaware Bays region (Taché 2011:42-44, 49;
Lowery 2012; Lowery et al. 2015).

Ritchie (1980) assigned the Glacial Kame
complex to a tentative date of 1600-1000 BC.
This range overlaps with the beginning of the
Meadowood complex (1400-500 BC). Given the
new evidence for the manufacture of sandal-sole
shaped conch shell gorgets, both cultures over-
lapped in time and directly interacted with one an-
other. Meadowood is seen to have developed out
of Glacial Kame and Red Ochre. I view Glacial
Kame and Red Ochre as PA and Central division
Algonquian-speakers, and Meadowood as PEA.
All three originated out of PA Old Copper bands.

Two cemetery sites in Illinois show close as-
sociations between Red Ochre and Glacial Kame
complexes. The Beake site burials included clas-
sic red ochre staining, turkey-tail points, and a
white ceremonial biface. The Doetsch site, sev-
eral miles away, yielded burials with two marine
shell sandal-sole gorgets and a handful of marine
shell beads (Mason 1981:226). Red Ochre is also
found in mortuary context with contemporane-
ous complexes of the Maritime, Mast Forest and
Susquehanna traditions (Strong 1997:48-52).

Denny (1991:117) also equates these com-
plexes with PA:

The hypothesis under consideration is that the

settlement of the Proto-Algonquians in the

Midwest shows up as Red Ochre/Glacial Kame.

The thousand-year history of these twinned

traditions, roughly 1400-400 BC, is ample time

for the Central languages they originally spoke

to differentiate into the descendant languages.

... These two burial complexes appear to have

originated in a single culture, in the Illinois and

adjacent drainage where they both occur, because
they have many similarities and few distinctive
traits (Morse and Morse 1964). They also seem
to be contemporaneous: the earliest widely-
accepted date for Red Ochre is 1220 BC with
late dates around 400 BC (Stoltman 1986). The
only two dates available for Glacial Kame fall in
the middle of this period, 950 BC (Spence and

Fox 1986) and 980 BC (Power 1989).

The Meadowood complex also overlaps in
dates from 1400—500 BC and is further to the east
of the Red Ochre and Glacial Kame (see Figure
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2.11). The data suggests three chronological over-
laps of related PA communities developed in a
Great Lakes homeland (Spence and Fox 1986:15—
31). They continued close contacts, visits, and
population movements within Algonquian-
speaking multiple-band communities. They also
had extensive contact with surrounding cultures
which were not Algonquian-speaking. Is there
linguistic evidence for early divisions among PA
populations?
Frank Siebert (1975:303—-305) noted that the
cardinal numerals of PA:
... are based on a primeval digital enumeration
in which the hands were customarily held in
proration. Individual surviving Algonquian
languages show a blending of three original
numeral systems, an archaic quinary system, a
decimals system, and a protean and surrogate
descriptive system. . . . Eastern Algonquian
deviated very early, but follows the quinary
pattern. . . . The Proto-Algonquian language was
not a uniform speech, and not only were there
distinctions in the number systems, but also
frequent doublets and multiple reconstructible

lexical items with the same meaning.

Siebert speculates on why the PA had three nu-
merical systems. He suggests the variation reflects
differences: (1) between different social strata; (2)
between men and women, or (3) between adults
and children. The Red Ochre, Glacial Kame and
Meadowood cultures may have each developed
different dialects and variations in number sys-
tems. But since they appear to have descended
from PA Old Copper tradition, they would have
shared the same numerical system. The PA may
have incorporated three counting methods to
facilitate the many transactions and exchanges
needed for their extensive trade networks. They
may have adopted elements of three different
numerical systems from the Shield Archaic, the
Maritime Archaic, and the Terminal Archaic tra-
ditions. At minimum, the original PA numerical
method incorporated two other language’s nu-
merical systems from cultures they were involved
with in the copper and shell exchange. This

tripartite numerical system was in place prior to
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the development of PEA and Central languages.
A trade language using all three numerical systems
of the participating cultures could have also influ-
enced PA numerical structure. This is a matter for
future study. From an archaeological perspective,
the three numerical systems in PA indicate their
incorporating two other numerical systems from
alliances and trade partners who did not speak PA.
This would have occurred early in the develop-
ment of the Trans-Appalachian tradition before
PA began to diversify into distinct languages.

Meadowood Complex (1400-500 BC)

The Meadowood complex dates from 1200 to
500 BC (Snow 1980:275). Recent AMS corrected
radiocarbon dates on Vinette 1 pottery suggests
the complex may extend back to 1400 BC (Taché
and Hart 2013:366). The core of sites was in
central and western New York State around Lake
Erie and extending to the Mohawk valley of the
Hudson River drainage (Table 3.3 and Figure
3.3). The Meadowood PEA homeland (1400-900
BC) was in the area on the Onondaga chert de-
posits south of Lake Ontario (Taché 2013). The
Middlesex complex dates from 600 to 100 BC
with a distribution in eastern New York State,
Lake Champlain, New England and along the
St. Lawrence River and Maine (Ritchie and Funk
1973:97; Funk 1976:278, 1993:268; Spence and
Fox 1986:31-33). The mortuary elements of both
complexes are closely related, with the absence
of Meadowood points from Middlesex mortu-
ary sites a defining difference (Snow 1984:245;
Heckenberger et al. 1990:137-140).
Meadowood bands travelled through the St.
Lawrence and Hudson drainages to the Atlantic
Coast. The evidence for trade and exchange
between the PEA Meadowood complex and the
Orient complex in the Northeast suggest that in-
teractions may have been peaceful. Both cultures
shared burial practices (Funk 1993:198-200;
Kinsey 1972:257-264; Granger 1978a:38). These
interactions enriched the Algonquian’s knowledge
of the resources of the new territories. PEA began
to diversify as a separate language by 900 BC in



Table 3.3. Regional sequence for Atlantic Drainage (Funk 1993:Figure 26) (Courtesy of Persimmon Press).
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Figure 3.3. Meadowood sites with Vinette 1 ware in the Ontario Homeland and spread of PEA migrant groups in
the Northeast and Middle Atlantic regions. Taché interprets distribution of sites as local cultures participation in a
Meadowood Interaction Sphere. I interpret the distribution as the establishment of PEA migrant groups in the areas
depicted (map from Taché 2011:42) (Courtesy of Karine Taché and Canadian Journal of Archaeology).

the Gulf of St. Lawrence. Band also migrated to
New England and the Hudson Valley, as reflected
in sites of the Meadowood complex (see Figure
3.3).

The PEA expeditions along the Atlantic
Coast probably identified buffer areas, desirable
resource locations, and opportunities for trade
with Pre-Algonquian societies. Their knowledge
would have informed decisions on where to re-
locate migrant groups. Residential and cemetery
sites are found in outlying areas that include:
Lake Huron, Saginaw Bay, Lake Erie, Southern
Ontario, the St. Lawrence drainage around Lake
Champlain and Gulf of St. Lawrence south
shore (Taché 2011). These migrations occurred
between 1000 BC to AD 200. They settled
among the Pre-Algonquian-speakers along the St.
Lawrence, Hudson, Connecticut, Delaware and
Susquehanna drainages. During the period of 500
to 1 BC, PEA migrant groups were established in
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the Middle and Lower Delaware Valley, lower and
mid Delmarva and mid-Chesapeake Bay drainages
(Granger 1978a:44—45; Loring 1985; Lowery
2013b; Lowery et al. 2015). The Pre-Algonquian
populations successfully defended their territories
in some areas, such as the inner Coastal Plain
of the Chesapeake Bay Western Shore region
(Blanton and Puller 2004; Mouer 1991:65-69).

These eastern Algonquian communities con-
tinued to be involved in lineage, kinship and
trade relations with Central Algonquian-speakers
in the Great Lakes region. Evidence for this
contact is reflected in the distribution of artifacts
of the Meadowood and Middlesex complexes
(Taché 2005). Meadowood points made out
of Onondaga chert maintained stylistic consis-
tency. The lithic manufacturing process of the
Meadowood complex focused on production of
large flake blanks from either quarry source blocks
or from large cobbles (Granger 1978a:284-287).



These flake blanks were reduced into biface blanks
by lateral and basal reduction. Biface blades were
massively produced for extensively trading (Figure
3.4). The blades were modified into various tool
types and contributed as mortuary offerings in
burials and cached for sacred burial or potential
future secular use (Granger 1978b:3-5; Taché
2011:49-55). The method of lithic manufacture
and preferences and mortuary use represent fossil
indexes of the Trans-Appalachian tradition.
The Augustine Mound is a Meadowood
mortuary site in the Gulf of St. Lawrence (Tuck
1984:60-69). I associate the Augustine Mound
with a PEA migrant group (see Figure 3.3).
The mound contained artifacts related to both

the Meadowood and Middlesex complexes.
Affinities with Red Ochre and Glacial Kame
are also a possibility (Turnball 1976:57-61).
The Augustine Mound and the McKinley site
cemeteries were in use between 1000-800 BC.
These early Meadowood dates correspond with
the divergence glottochronology date of 953 BC
for the Micmac (see Table 2.1). The migrant
group of PEA Algonquian established themselves
in the area of the Maritime Archaic horizon
bands. The Augustine Mound assemblage does
not include slate points typical of the earlier
burials of the Maritime Archaic horizon. Slate
point manufacture appeared to have ended prior

to the date of the mound (Tuck 1984:90-94).

Figure 3.4. Onondaga chert exchange routes during the Meadowood phase (modified from Granger 1978b:117)

(Courtesy of Joseph Granger).
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Vinette 1 ceramics associated with PEA are dated
to as early as 700 BC at Meadowood residen-
tial sites on an Island in Penobscot Bay, Gulf
of Maine (Sanger 1988:87-90). This migrant
group of PEA bands and the one in the Gulf of
St. Lawrence that became isolated, developed the
first PEA divergent language (Micmac). Their
descendents maintained a maritime focus like
that of the Maritime Archaic horizon (see Figure
2.1:Micmac). The coastal adaptation occurred
early in the PEA spread to the Middle Atlantic
and Northeast regions.

Gaining control of bedrock argillite sources
of the Triassic formation and maintaining close
proximity to them may have factored into the
establishment of PEA migrant groups in the
Augustine Mound territory. Middlesex complex
migrant groups may have also controlled argillite
quarries in the Connecticut River valley and the
Middle Delaware Valley (Didier 1975:92-94).
Argillite would play an important role in the lithic
technologies of the subsequent Canoe Point, Fox
Creek, Abbott, Carey and Selby Bay complexes
of the Trans-Appalachian traditions (Mayr 1972;
Wright 1973).

Preference for Onondaga chert is documented
at Meadowood sites in the Lower, Middle,
and Upper Delaware drainage (Bello et al.
1997:64-66; Kinsey 1972:361-364; Liebeknecht
2011; Lowery 2013a; Lowery et al. 2015; Taché
2011:45, 49-51). In the Upper Susquehanna
Valley, an early date for a Meadowood site is
1230+95 BC (Funk 1998:58; Snow 1980:27).
The North and West Branch of the Upper
Susquehanna Valley also produced Meadowood
sites revealing a preference for Onondaga chert
(Funk 1993:224-224, 318; Stewart 2003a:12,
16—17; Taché 2011:49-58). A recent AMS date
from residue on Vinette 1 pottery corrected to
1010+20 BC from the Zimmerman site is also
early for the Upper Delaware Valley (Taché and
Hart 2013:361). Since the Faucett site in the same
area yielded an uncorrected date of 810+ 110 BC
on an Orient complex layer, use of the Upper
Delaware by both cultures for a two hundred
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year period is implied (Kinsey 1972:358) (see
Table 3.3).

Kinsey (1972:363) interprets the Meadowood
sites presence in the Upper Delaware Valley to
trade and travel. Meadowood complex groups
travelled directly to the Delaware and Chesapeake
Bays through this corridor (see Figure 3.4). A
pure Meadowood assemblage reported at the
South Point site on the Atlantic Ocean shore-
line of Delmarva yielded Meadowood points
of Onondaga chert. Debitage from this site was
comprised of 98% Onondaga chert and 2%
jasper. The shell midden of conch and clam
shells also yielded a banded slate birdstone, cop-
per beads, various stages in the manufacture
of conch shell beads and sandal-sole shaped
gorgets. Radiocarbon dates (corrected) on shell
and charcoal range from 1020-880 BC (Lowery
2007:49, 51, 54; 2013a; Lowery et al. 2015:47).
This matched the dates for Meadowood sites in
the Upper Delaware Valley.

Meadowood points fashioned from Onondaga
chert are reported in a ca. 785 + 75 BC and
495 + 100 BC (uncorrected) grave at the
Nassawango site (18W0O23) in the Chesapeake
drainage (Lowery 2012:28-29). This cemetery
was subsequently used by Middlesex/Delmarva
Adena cultures, suggesting an early establish-
ment of permanent migrant groups (Lowery
2015:41). The Savage Neck site (44NH478)
on lower Delmarva Chesapeake Bay is a shell
midden Meadowood site. Various organics from
the Savage Neck site radiocarbon dated the oc-
cupation from 1050-880 BC. The site yielded
Meadowood points and two cache blades of
Onondaga chert and black chert (Lowery et
al. 2015:46-49). Black chert is found in the
Upper Delaware Valley in the vicinity of four
Meadowood sites (Kinsey 1972). These early dates
suggest visitation by bands from 1100 to 800 BC,
with settlement by PEA Meadowood bands by
800 to 600 BC. The appearance of Meadowood
graves at the Nassawango site in the Pocomoke
River drainage is an indicator of settlement instead
of visitation. That same cemetery was revisited and



maintained through the subsequent Carey Adena
phase of the Mockley horizon.

Funk (1976:278) reported that “Meadowood
elements apparently lived in the Mohawk,
Schoharie and Middle Hudson Valleys.” A mi-
grant group also appears to have been established
in the Lake Champlain drainage of the upper
Saint Lawrence valley (Taché 2011:44, 49, 54,
58-61). Lake Champlain was 200 miles east
of the PEA homeland. This location provided
access to the Meadowood complex sites in the
Gulf of Maine and Gulf of St. Lawrence. An
easy portage connected the Lake Champlain
corridor to the Hudson drainage. Thus began
a pattern of establishing new migrant groups
along major canoe routes to facilitate Algonquian
group travel, exchange, and social interactions.
Another Meadowood occupation occurred in the
lower Connecticut River valley in an area of lithic
resources and annual fish runs (see Figure 3.3)
(Heckenberger et al. 1990; Taché 2011:45-50).

As noted in Stothers and Abel (1993), a num-
ber of cultures were involved in the exchange
of lithic, shell, copper, and other commodities
around 1000 BC (Figure 3.5). They offer an
alternate model for in situ development for the
time period 3000—1 BC. Their model recognizes
band and multiple band societies but argues that
the shared mortuary systems were the result of
diffusion. They suggest lithic materials used in
residential sites were imbued with greater sacred
value when involved in pan-regional exchange
(Strothers and Abel 1993:81). Taché (2005;
2011:66—-67) reviews three models- the diffusion
of a burial cult; the development of shared desire
for agreed to exchange items as a risk-buffeting
strategy; and, the role of traders or leaders to sus-
tain prestige status of a few individuals involved
in control of regional exchange. She prefers
exchange, interaction and diffusion among local
societies over the model proposed here of migra-
tion being the salient explanation.

[ suggest migration and a process of contin-
ued contact formed the basis for this exchange
network. Beginning with the Adena and greatly
expanding during the Hopewell Interaction

Sphere, the ritual, ceremonial, and alliance
building value of this Algonquian-based network
extended to other language and cultural groups,
eventually widening interactions with a diversity
of language groups throughout the Southeast to
the Rocky Mountains. Materials from the Great
Lakes and Mississippian drainages continued to
be traded across the Appalachians in exchange for
shell and other coastal commodities even after the
lithic exchange ended around AD 900 (see Figures
3.4 and 3.5).

The Selby Bay and Carey complexes of the
Chesapeake and Delaware drainages were in-
volved in direct travel and trade with Adena and
Hopewell complexes via the Potomac River cor-
ridor. A variety of lithic types from west of the
Great Valley, noted in Figure 3.5, were exchanged
with the Selby Bay and Carey complexes. Sites
east of the Great Valley in contact with Adena
and Hopewell complexes have produced artifacts
made from the lithic types of Upper Mercer,
Flint Ridge, Indiana Hornstone, Knife River,
Novaculite, Deepkill/Normanskill/Coxsackie,
copper, mica, banded slate and Ohio Pipe stone.
(Luckenbach 2013b; Lowery 2012). Sites west
of the continental divide received a limited
number of Fox Creek type rhyolite, argillite, or
white quartz blades manufactured by the eastern
Algonquians (Lowery 2013a, 2014; Lowery et al.
2015:56). Rhyolite found in Ontario Middlesex
sites probably came from New England sources.
The western Algonquians’ focus was on trade
of a variety of western lithic artifacts for marine
shell objects, thousands of which ended up in
the mounds and cemetery sites of the Trans-
Appalachian tradition of the Ohio and Great
Lakes drainages.

The Meadowood complex Vinette 1 ware was
the earliest pottery in the Northeast and Great
Lakes region (Taché and Hart 2013). Its attributes
include interior and exterior cord-marking, thick
vessel bodies, and grit temper. This pottery tradi-
tion appears to have mirrored the conical shapes
of basketry. From the beginning, construction
was by the coil method, perhaps emulating coil
constructed basketry. The task of basket making
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Figure 3.5. Regional band interaction model ca. 1000 BC from Great Lakes perspective (Stothers and
Abel 1993:26) (Courtesy of Arthur Stothers, Timothy Abel, and Archaeology of Eastern North America).
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in historic Algonquian societies was assigned to
women. The implication is that Vinette 1 pot-
tery was also manufactured by women. This is in
contrast to the postulated manufacture of flat bot-
tom, trough-shaped pottery of the Susquehanna
tradition by men. In Iroquoian and Algonquian
societies men made wooden bowls and troughs.
Soapstone bowls are assumed to have been mod-
eled upon the design of wooden troughs. Early
flat bottom style pottery of the Susquehanna
tradition appears to have been produced by men.
Susquehanna tradition women may have taken
over the task, an occurrence marked by the in-
troduction of coil constructed, conical shaped,
grit tempered vessels. They may have been influ-
enced by interaction with PA/PEA bands were
women manufactured Vinette 1 style pottery.
The post 700 BC diminishing of the soapstone
bowl exchange, and change from soapstone to
grit tempered pottery by 800 BC, may have also
facilitated the change in ceramic manufacture task
and shift from sacred to secular use (T'aché and
Hart 2013:366-367).

Use of Vinette 1 ware continued in parts
of the Northeast from 1100-300 BC based on
recent AMS corrected dates. At the 95 percent
level of confidence the ware dates from between
1495-1313 BC to 395-261 BC (Taché and Hart
2013:366). These new dates may push back the
start of the Meadowood complex to 1500— 1300
BC. Smoothing over the paddle cord impressions
may be a later attribute, as was a greater variety of
surface paddle impressions, which has been clas-
sified as Vinette 2 ware (Petersen and Hamilton
1984:414-416). Vinette 1 has been found in
both Meadowood and Middlesex sites. After 500
BC, during Middlesex times, local adaptations
and new wares originated from Vinette ware.
In the Chesapeake Bay region, the evolution of
local types occurs with the replacement of grit
with scallop and oyster shell temper between
1000—400 BC. Scallop and oyster shell tempered
pottery of the Currituck/Waterlily Plain type
from Coastal North Carolina is the earliest shell
tempered pottery in the Eastern United States

(Lowery 2014; Rick and Lowery 2013:577; Rick
et al. 2015:29). Scallop shell is widely replaced
by oyster shell temper after 400 BC. Oyster
shell-tempered, net and cord impressed pottery is
classified as Mockley ware on the Delmarva and
outer Western Shore (Rick and Lowery 2013:46).
This experimentation with types of temper is also
evident for Vinette 1 ware west of the Great Valley
in the Appalachian plateau of Maryland and
Pennsylvania (Taché 2005:185, 193). In this area,
temper of Vinette 1-like pottery includes crushed
quartz, limestone, chert and rhyolite (see Figure
3.3). Vinette 1 is part of the Northern tradition of
early ceramics (Jenkins et al. 1986), distinct from
the Gulf tradition which leads to the Terminal
Archaic traditions pottery wares (see Figure 4.5
in Chapter 4, below).

As noted in the ethnographic and linguistic
model, the Meadowood and Middlesex com-
plexes shared a series of social processes. Data on
residential sites for the Middlesex complex is still
elusive. Snow (1984 253-254) links residential
sites of the Canoe Point complex to Middlesex
mortuary sites. At mortuary centers, multiple
bands gathered for reburials, feasting, visitation,
marriage, and gift exchange. Planning for form-
ing peaceful alliances, revenge raids, sustained
hostilities, or trade voyages were conducted at
these large gatherings during historic times by
Algonquian societies in the Great Lakes region
(Crerar 1992). Detailed analysis of a few well
excavated Meadowood cemeteries in Ontario
suggests egalitarian inclusion of grave goods, varia-
tion in status based on age, sex and achievement,
and fluid band level populations intermarriages
resulting in osteological variability (Spence and
Fox 1986:30).

Granger (1978a, 1978b) has reconstructed
a settlement pattern for the Meadowood phase
of larger multiple band summer community
gatherings of up to 500 members. More recent
analysis of cemetery data suggests core band size
of 30-60 people (Spence and Fox 1986:23-30).
Strothers and Abel (1993:50-64) have offered a

general settlement pattern model for the western
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Great Lakes which builds on Granger’s (1978a)
and other models:

Five functional variable site types have been

defined for the “coalescence/dispersal” pattern.

Regional Centers are defined as areas of regional

band interaction, which include a cemetery

and several scattered but related habitation loci.

Local Centers are defined as areas of local band

interaction, which include a cemetery and several

related habitation sites. Nuclear-family Hunting
and Collecting Camps are characterized by sites
exhibiting lithic scatters and perhaps one or
several habitation structures. Non-habitation,
special-purpose loci include cache deposit sites,
quarry sites, and task-specific extractive sites.

Variations in settlement and subsistence pat-
terns across the widely distributed Meadowood
and Middlesex sites is too complicated to sum-
marize here. Granger (1978b:102—106) posits
that the major multiple band gatherings occurred
at mortuary sites located between bands territo-
rial boundaries. He does not see evidence for
these gatherings at their summer riverside fishing
communities. Instead he hypothesizes that winter
hunting camps served as base settlements while
summer fishing camps functioned as smaller
extractive locations. This runs contrary to the
ethnographic pattern among various Great Lake
Algonquian bands.

As the Meadowood complex populations
spread along the Atlantic tidal drainages they
focused on the higher salinity estuaries. They
favored the mid river-tidal zones demarcating
salt and fresh water, where shellfish, migratory
fish species, and freshwater marsh plants of di-
etary importance were abundant (Rountree et
al. 2007:29-33). They captured fish with hook,
net, and spear technologies. Their trade and
ceremonial interactions with populations of the
Mast Forest and Susquehanna traditions societ-
ies introduced them to Pre-Algonquianspeakers
successful subsistence practices for utilizing tidal
zone plant and marine resources. These were
critical skills that would inform the PEA bands as
they migrated to the tidal zones along the Middle
Atlantic and New England coasts.

84

Middlesex Complex (600—100 BC)
From 800—400 BC, the PEA Middlesex bands at-

tempted to establish migrant groups in important
resource areas of the Atlantic drainage. These are
recognized by the continued presence of lithic
tools made from Onondaga and other cherts of
the Great Lakes drainage. Sites of the Middlesex
complex contain Vinette 1 and 2 wares. Mortuary
sites reflect social and cosmological beliefs they
shared with the Meadowood and Adena com-
plexes. The Lower Hudson, Upper Delaware
and Upper Susquehanna Valleys experienced
a period of population decline for the after the
Orient phase of the Terminal Archaic traditions.
This decline was due primarily to the impact of
expansion of Meadowood and Middlesex bands.
Others have attributed the population decline to
the end of the warm period or the replacement
of Terminal Archaic traditions bands by the
Meadowood complex bands (Fiedel 2001). This
pattern is repeated for drainages to the south in
the Middle Atlantic region as Pre-Algonquian and
PEA bands competed for territory over a thousand
year period of alternating alliances, accommoda-
tion and hostilities.

The Bushkill complex may provide an example
of the survival of a Terminal Archaic traditions
culture in the Upper Delaware Valley until around
50 BC (Kinsey 1972:364-369). Cultural continu-
ity between the Orient and Bushkill complexes
is suggested by the retention of the Rossville and
Piscataway type points. Piscataway points have
been radiocarbon dated from 1500-200 BC.
(Mounier and Martin 1994:130-135). Quartz
and quartzite pebbles were used predominantly at
some sites. At others, block flake cores were made
from argillite, chert, or jasper. Quartz and quartz-
ite preferences indicate a Terminal Archaic tradi-
tions association. Argillite block-core technology
suggests influence from the Trans-Appalachian
tradition. So is the presence of crude side notch
points like the Selby Bay Side Notched type (Kraft
2001:179). Interior and exterior cord-marking
on Bushkill complex Brodhead ceramics reflects
influences from Middlesex potters who made



Vinette 1 and 2 wares. The Bushkill complex
exhibits influences from both Middlesex and
Terminal Archaic traditions cultures. Both com-
plexes may have been contemporaneous as late
as 100 BC. After that date, Trans-Appalachian
tradition sites are prevalent in the Upper Delaware
and Upper Susquehanna as part of the Canoe
and Fox Creek complexes (Funk 1993; 197-205;
Kraft 2001:168-193).

Kinsey (1972) reports four residen-
tial Meadowood components in the Upper
Delaware Valley which date to 750 BC. Taché
(2011:45) notes 17 sites that include biface cache,
Meadowood points and scrapers and Vinette 1
pottery. The sites have not produced copper,
birdstones or marine shell artifacts. Only one
of the seventeen sites had a Meadowood burial.
Use of this area for transport, travel and hunting
is suggested instead of an Algonquian migrant
group being established there from at 1000-600
BC. Kinsey suggests that the sites represent
Meadowood visitation, but not settlement, in
the upper valley. The Bushkill complex (500-50
BC) was in contact with the Middlesex com-
plex. Evidence for interaction has already been
discussed. Three theories are offered and will be
further discussed in the next chapter:

1. The Bushkill complex was a continuation
of the Middlesex complex, with Middlesex
representing the mortuary system;

2. The Bushkill complex represents the re-
turn of Terminal Archaic traditions bands
to riverside settlements; or

3. The Bushkill complex may represent the
melding of both cultures.

The Rosenkrans site, located in the middle
Delaware drainage, has been radiocarbon dated
to 610+120 to 450+60 BC (Kraft 2001:23) (see
Figure 3.3). The site contained a cemetery typi-
cal of the Middlesex complex. Cremated remains
were placed in graves along with copper, gorgets,
celts, marginella and conch shell beads, blocked-
end tubes and bannerstones (Kraft 1991:29,
1998). Its ten burials were recovered in a 250

foot area. The site did not yield any ceramics to
help associate it with residential sites. Inclusion
of marginella beads, possibly from the Cape
Henlopen area, and Olivella shells, possibly from
the northern species range in Albemarle Sound,
suggest Rosenkrans bands served as middlemen in
exchanging marine shell from the south to cultures
in the Northeast and Great Lakes region (Mounier
2006:7). The PEA migrant group at Rosenkrans
also aided travel and visitation by groups of people
whose lineages and kinship connections facilitated
exchange and cooperation.

The Abbott Farm and other sites in New Jersey
include evidence of Meadowood and Middlesex
mortuary burials (Mounier 2006:7-9). By 400
BC, a PEA migrant group is suggested for the
Middle Delaware Valley, most evident at the
Abbott Farm complex. Having control of the ar-
gillite quarries and access to limited native copper
sources would be prime reasons for establishing
this migrant group. It is situated near the mod-
ern fall line (see Figure 2.1). Such zones have a
high carrying capacity for migratory fisheries and
bread-basket marshes (Stewart 1998a). Lower sea
level 3,000 years ago would have affected local
resource types available.

This mid-drainage location for Algonquians
travelling along the Delaware transportation cor-
ridor could sustain multiple band lineage gather-
ings. Another migrant group is suggested for
the Middlesex Adena related sites in Gloucester
County, New Jersey. This lower drainage loca-
tion provided access to marine whelk shells.
Inconclusive evidence exists for a migrant group
at the Lower Susquehanna Valley. If estab-
lished, the migrant group would control access
to Beach Bottom slate, soapstone quarries and
muscovite mica (Parris and Williams 1986:1-2).
Historically, this area served as a short portage
between the Delaware and Chesapeake Bay drain-
age divides (Kent 1984).

In higher salinity zones of the Delmarva re-
gion, the Meadowood and Middlesex complexes
established migrant groups of PEA-speakers (see
Figure 3.3). The migrant groups in the central
Chesapeake Bay and Delaware Bay provided direct
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control of maritime resources. In the Delmarva
region, by 800 BC, scallop shell-tempered cord-
impressed pottery began to replace Vinette 1 grit
tempering in the Meadowood complex sites. This
new ceramic ware is found in association with
Onondaga Meadowood points and debitage.
Jasper appears to gradually replace Onondaga
chert for the manufacture of Meadowood points
and cache bifaces (Lowery 2013a; Lowery et al.
2015:52). Year-round migrant groups are inferred
from the presence of burials at the Nassawango
mortuary site on the upper Pocomoke drain-
age. The site has radiocarbon dates spanning
785+75-240+70 BC (Custer 1984:183; Lowery
et al. 2015:42-43). That site produced mostly
Mockley ware from the early Middle Woodland
component.

This is a multi-component site, with Terminal
Archaic traditions artifacts of Dames Quarter,
Accokeek Cord, and Wolfe Neck wares. The
Middlesex-Adena burials at the site have been
reportedly associated with Coulbourn ware. But
only 12 sherds of Coulbourn ware have been
recorded, in contrast to 831 sherds of Mockley
ware (Maryland Historical Trust 2013). Use of
the cemetery began during the Meadowood/
Middlesex complex. Burials continued during
the Carey Adena phase (400-1 BC). Carey Adena
phase sites, like the Middle Ridge site along
Delmarva’s Atlantic sea coast, have produced the
earliest evidence of Fox Creek/Selby Bay points,
knapped from argillite and rhyolite (Lowery
2013a). These early Fox Creek/Selby Bay point
forms were associated with features containing
scallop shell tempered Mockley-like ceramics.
The features produced radiometric dates between
500-400 BC (Lowery 2010). Together, these
findings indicate that bands of PEA-speakers were
established in the Chesapeake Bay region by 800
BC. The earliest date for divergence of the Coastal
Archaic division language separation is 210 BC
for the Powhatan (see Table 2.2).

In the Northeast, the Connecticut River valley
may have had a relocated band of the Middlesex
complex (see Figure 3.3). The Connecticut valley
could have provided a source for lithics and cop-
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per. However, its local copper resources have not
been shown to have been exploited. Chemically
tested copper from Middlesex sites tends to
originate from Lake Superior sources. The Lake
Superior copper deposits are among the richest
exposed copper sources in the world. The com-
position of its copper allowed for cold hammering
into various forms of artifacts.

Cord twist direction, as preserved on Vinette
1 and Fayette Thick ceramics of the Middlesex
and Adena complexes, is another trait that helps us
trace possible relationships between these cultures.
Detailed analysis of ceramics from both complexes
by Petersen and Hamilton (1984:430) concludes:

Z twist cordage and twined fabrics or basketry
with Z wefts only occur in contexts which are
clearly not attributable to classic Adena or Adena
related Middlesex phase contexts. Adena and
Middlesex perishable fiber industries share a
highly preferred usage of S-twist cordage and
twined fabrics or basketry with S wefts. Thus,

an intriguing technological correlation seems
apparent between Adena and Middlesex fiber
industries, a correlation which is borne out by a
variety of other more commonly noted aspects
of their respective technological inventories,
such as use of Ohio fire clay tubular pipes, native
copper beads and lithic tools manufactured from
Midwestern raw materials.

These findings parallel those for the
Meadowood complex where sites in the interior
of Maine, Vermont and New Hampshire have
yielded Vinette 1 pottery with 80% S-twist and
20% Z-twist (Taché 2005:190). However, coastal
Maine sites reveal a pattern of 65% of Z-twist and
35% of S-twist cordage on Vinette 1 pottery. In
the PA homeland of Ontario, the Bruce Boyd site
Meadowood cemetery yielded Vinette 1 pottery
with initial ply S-twist with paired cord twist
of 84% Z-twist (Spence and Fox 1986:25-26).
This suggests that cord twist learned manufac-
turing methods varied across regions from Z to
S-twist cordage manufacture techniques. These
variations may reflect, in part, influences from the
Pre-Algonquian cultures with whom they were in
contact, competition, adoption or alliance.



For the Middle Atlantic region, Mockley
and Coulbourn wares, associated with Trans-
Appalachian tradition Algonquians, are both final
S-twists (Petraglia et al. 2002:2—-14). Associated
wares of the Adena, Middlesex, Selby Bay,
Carey and Coulbourn complexes were marked
with predominately S-twist cordage. Z-twist
may have predominated in the homeland but
S-twist became a defining attribute of the Trans-
Appalachian tradition as it spread away from a
Great Lakes homeland. In contrast, Accokeek
and Pope’s Creek wares of the Terminal Archaic
traditions were impressed with Z-twist cord and
net paddled impressions (Davis et al. 1993:66).
Varina and Stony Creek wares of the Terminal
Archaic traditions from the inner Coastal Plain
of Virginia’s Western Shore are a combination of
S and Z twist cordages.

The major indicators of the Algonquian-
speaking Selby Bay complex replacing the Pre-
Algonquian-speaking Pope’s Creek complex on
the Western Shore are:

1. Pope’s Creek grit temper ware being re-
placed by Mockley Shell-Tempered Ware;

2. Pope’s Creek Z-twist cord technol-
ogy being replaced by Mockley S-twist

cord manufacture;

3. Pope’s Creek local quartz and quartzite
cobble technology being replaced by Selby
Bay complex block flake core technology
utilizing exotic lithics from bedrock quar-
ries (rhyolite, argillite, jasper, and Ohio
and New York flints);

4. Pope’s Creek point types of Piscataway,
Calvert, Rossville, and Vernon being
replaced by uniform Selby Bay complex
of Selby Bay Lanceolate, Stemmed and
Side Notched type points (Steponaitis
1980:30-31)

Pope’s Creek mortuary practices are unknown.
The Selby Bay and Carey complexes were contem-
poraneous with and similar to those of Adena and
Middlesex complexes. The ceremonial inclusion

of symbolic artifacts in mortuary context reflects
how Middlesex societies continued the elaborate
mortuary and medicine society belief systems of
their Meadowood predecessors. Individual and
regional bands developed variations in mortu-
ary practices. Some shared practices between
Middlesex, Adena, Carey and Selby Bay com-

plexes include:

*  Separation of sacred mortuary temples and
cemeteries from secular residences;

* Dersistent use of sacred cemetery spaces
over hundreds of years;

*  Ceremonial breaking or cremation of ar-
tifacts and human remains to release the
spirits of the objects and the deceased. This
was particularly important for shamans
whose spirits might prove harmful to so-
ciety should they linger in the realm of the
living. The same may apply to treatment
of band chiefs, whose remains and sacred
artifacts may have been ceremonially killed
as part of a world renewal ceremony associ-
ated with ritualized reburial in the sacred
cemetery. Unbroken ceremonial objects
occur in individual burials in sacred cem-
eteries located away from residential sites.
These may be the preferred burial inclu-
sions for individuals who are neither chief
nor shaman.

* Red ochre, copper, red Flint Ridge lithics,
pyrite and flint fire starter kits, ash layer
and other objects associated with the sky
moiety, the west, and death;

e White marine shell beads, white chert
and quartz, mica, sharks teeth and other
objects associated with the earth moiety,
water element, the east, and life;

* Blocked-end tube pipes, one hole pen-
dants, paint cups, gorgets and other
medicine society associated artifacts used
for healing ceremonies by shaman;
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*  Local cultural items of value such as points
of rhyolite, argillite, white quartz, Peach
Bottom slate gorgets for the Chesapeake/
Delaware tidewater/piedmont regions;

*  Other materials exchanged across Al-
gonquian societies and non-Algonquian
societies participating in the regional and
mortuary ceremonies.

Earlier interpretive efforts for such an elaborate
exchange system sought evidence of cultigens of
the Eastern Agricultural complex supporting the
development of a regional interaction sphere.
Some scholars offer the analogies of the “big man
model” and chiefdom level development, to or-
ganize the labor necessary for Adena mound and
entrenchment construction and maintenance. My
model suggests that the PA and PEA band level
polities accomplished all of this through a robust
social system of lineages, medicine societies and
moiety. Egalitarian, kinship and lineage exchange
and visitation sustained cultural interactions be-
tween homelands and migrant groups of PA and
PEA descendent polities as they migrated outward
from a Great Lakes homeland.

Adena Complex (600 BC-AD 100)

Significant similarities of the mortuary system and
associated sacred artifact types are evident for the
Trans-Appalachian tradition complexes. These
complexes include the Middlesex, Meadowood,
Red Ochre, Glacial Kame, Late Old Copper
and Adena (Simms 1979:34-39). Earlier stud-
ies comparing the Adena and Hopewell to the
Middlesex and Delmarva Adena sites empha-
size a list of traits showing degrees of similarity
between the two regions (Ritchie and Dragoo
1960; Dragoo 1963; Swartz 1971). These early
regional syntheses concluded that migrant groups
of Ohio Adena bands travelled from a central
homeland, down the Monongahela Valley to
the Potomac Valley; then across the Chesapeake
Bay to the Delaware Bay. These migrant groups
were perceived to be the source of Meadowood
and Middlesex Adena artifacts found along the
Atlantic slope from Delaware Bay to the Gulf of
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St. Lawrence (Ritchie and Dragoo 1960:27-28).
Such early studies lacked the benefit of refined
chronologies and taxonomic revisions to regional
sequences (Funk 1993; Granger 1978a; Mouer
1991; Potter 1993; Lowery 2012; Taché 2011;
Taché and Hart 2013).

Recent studies suggest that the PA Algonquian
migration was in the opposite direction—Central
Algonquian-speakers from the Great Lakes
southward to the Ohio and PEA independent
movement southward along the Atlantic drain-
ages (Taché 2011). Taché (2011:43-50) docu-
mentation of Meadowood site artifact density and
mortuary sites suggest the Meadowood homeland
was in the Ontario-Erie Lowlands and included
an early inclusion of the Upper St. Lawrence
Valley. The earliest AMS corrected radiocarbon
dates (1397-1026 BC) for Vinette 1 pottery come
from the Ontario-Erie Lowlands region (Taché
and Hart 2013:361-362). This corresponds with
our and others’ glottochronological estimates for
the development of PEA between 1200 and 900
BC (see Chapter 2).

The Great Lakes-based Central Algonquian-
speakers of the Red Ochre and Glacial Kame
complexes expanded southward into the Ohio
River drainage. The new migrant groups de-
veloped into the Adena archaeological complex
(Potter 1971:4—6; Ritchie 1980:200-201).
Direct interaction between the Ohio River
Algonquians and the PEA in the Chesapeake
and Delaware drainages was established by 400
BC. These interactions continued until the end
of the Hopewell archaeological complex (Lowery
2012:43-51; Luckenbach 2011a, 2011b, 2013b,
2013c; Thomas 1971; Dragoo 1963:282-292).
The direct historical approach in the Ohio drain-
age area indicates that the descendent cultures
from Hopewell may be the speakers of Central
Algonquian languages (Stothers and Graves
1985:160-164).

Vinette 1 pottery is found at sites in the Upper
Potomac Valley, as are stone-covered burials of the
Adena complex (JPPM Artifact Website, Vinette
1:2013; Taché 2005:185; Stewart 1980:79,
1981). Vinette 1 is not reported from the tidal



Patuxent or Potomac Valleys (Stephenson et al.
1963; Potter 1993; Wanser 1982; Steponaitis
1980, 1986). The Mockley horizon sites were
established after the transition from Vinette 1 to
Mockley ware. Sites of the Selby Bay Adena phase
reveal evidence of direct contact with the Ohio
Adena complex. The Selby Bay Hopewell phase
in the Patuxent Valley continued to interact with
the Ohio Hopewell complex (50 BC-AD 400).
The seasonal round of the Mockley horizon on
the Western Shore involved travel to the rhyolite
quarries in the Catoctin Mountains and use of
the Piedmont province for hunting (Curry and
Kavanagh 1991). Variations in settlement pat-
terns and resources available between the Eastern
and Western Shores suggest maintenance of the
Selby Bay and Carey complex distinctions for
taxonomic purposes.

The Mockley horizon rhyolite processing
settlements in the Blue Ridge Mountains may
date to as early as 200 BC (Ballweber 1994). The
South Mountain quarries may have also been a
secondary source for native copper since such
deposits are present in this area today (Levine
2000:197-198). Evidence of native copper min-
ing or artifacts have yet to be found at these cop-
per deposits. The Catoctin Mountain rhyolite
quarries were only three to five days’ travel to
the Adena and Hopewell complexes of the Ohio
drainages (Dragoo 1963:277-238; Trader 2005).
Trips along the corridor are inferred by finding
exchanged items in both regions (Lepper et al.
2001:70-71). Future DNA analysis of human
remains may document genetic connections.
Genetic linkages have been demonstrated for the
Hopewell populations of the Illinois and Ohio
regions (Bolnick and Smith 2007:640).

The Western Shore bands exchanged rhyo-
lite, copper, and Ohio and Finger Lakes’ lithics
with bands on the Eastern Shore of the Carey
phases. The people of the Carey phases provided
the people of the Selby Bay phases with marine
shell objects, lithics from the Delaware drain-
age, and possibly puccoon (Curry and Kavanagh
1991:13-22; Lowery 2012). The trans-Appala-

chian exchange between the Hopewell complex
and the Chesapeake Algonquians diminished with
the demise of the Hopewell interaction sphere
between AD 450-550 (Lowery 2011:106).

Recent research in the Delaware and
Chesapeake Bays’ drainages requires a refine-
ment of regional sequences and taxonomy.
Darrin Lowery’s research on Delmarva and Al
Luckenbach’s efforts at the Pig Point site on
the tidal Patuxent River link Mockley horizon
settlement patterns to Adena cemetery sites in
the Chesapeake and Delaware drainages (Lowery
2012, 2013a, 2013b; Luckenbach 2013a, 2013b;
Luckenbach and Sharpe 2013; Luckenbach et al.
2015; Rick and Lowery 2013; Rick et al. 2015).
The mortuary systems of the Selby Bay Adena
phase and Ohio Adena complex developed out
of a common PA mortuary system of the Trans-
Appalachian tradition. A major difference is that
the east of the Atlantic drainages Algonquians
did not undertake Adena-like mound and en-
trenchment construction. The PEA Meadowood
and descendent Mockley complexes constructed
reverse mound burial pits and did not build
embankments. “Reverse mounds” are defined as
large, deep, subsurface, circular pits that were peri-
odically reused for final stage reburial ceremonies.
The above ground and subsurface reverse mound
differences may represent a pan-regional cosmol-
ogy that views the west with the sky moiety and
the east with the earth moiety (Table 3.2). The
Adena and Hopewell cosmology is very complex
and includes ceremonial embankments and elabo-
ration of mortuary systems. But the complexes
of both regions appear to share medicine, lineage
and mortuary systems necessitating a continuous
exchange of sacred, medicine society and lineage-
leadership objects.

As the Adena and Hopewell complexes devel-
oped elaborate sacred mound and entrenchment
works west of the Atlantic drainages, they main-
tained a semi-sedentary, band level subsistence
base of fishing, hunting, and gathering, with the
introduction of corn in minor amounts during the
Hopewell complex. Sacred and ceremonial spaces

89



were kept separate from residential space and
other areas of secular activities. Ceremonial spaces
were the centers for multiple-band visitations,
trade fairs, feasts, and funerary and other activities
involving sacred elements (Byers 2010:282-292).
East of the Ridge and Valley province, the PEA
descendent communities in the Chesapeake and
Delaware Bay drainages also shared the cosmology
of dividing sacred space and activities from secular
settlements and their activities. They continued
to operate as band level societies, assembling at
multi-band residential sites near sacred areas to
conduct visits, exchanges and ceremonies.

For the Selby Bay Adena and Hopewell phases,
the large community sites were located along the
freshwater estuary portions of rivers that provided
fish and marsh seed and root crop resources to
support their larger populations (Woodward
1969; Croney et al. 1976; Stephenson et al. 1963;
Gardner etal. 1989; Opperman 1992). The Selby
Bay seasonal round also includes a variety of
other types of sites such as winter upland hunting
quarters (Mayr 1972, Steponaitis n.d.), spring
shell fishing quarters (Wright 1973; Ballweber
1991; Gibbs and Hines 1997; Ballweber 1994;
Robinson and Bulback 2005), rhyolite quarry
processing stations (Stewart 1980, 1984, 1987;
Kavanagh 1982; Geasey and Ballweber 1992,
1999), and rockshelter transport camps (Israel
1998; Inashima and Clark 2003). The tidewater
Selby Bay and Carey complexes depended on the
rich variety of shellfish, bonefish and freshwater
marsh resources (Opperman 1992:19, 56-78;
Sperling 2008:32—-33). The development of stor-
age pits and recovery of plant remains suggests
continued dependence on wild seed, nut and
ground root resources. The abundance of natural
resources in the tidewater area may explain why
the Eastern Algonquians continued traditional
wild food procurement for a longer time period
than the western Algonquians.

The western Adena and Hopewell led in the
intensive gathering of seed, nut, and ground
root plant resources to provide stored foods to
supplement diets during spring’s starving time.
The Ohio sites produce evidence of domesticated
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versions of seed plants of what archaeologists have
termed the Eastern Agricultural complex, while
sites from the tidewater area do not (McKnight
and Gallivan 2007). By the time of the Hopewell
complex, western bands were fully involved in
gardening, using plants of the Eastern Agricultural
complex while continuing heavy dependence
of nut crops (Ford 1979:234-237). Corn is
found at Hopewell sites, but mostly in a sacred
context, suggesting limited use for ceremonial
purposes (Wymer 1996:40—43). The tidewater
Algonquians enjoyed an added advantage of
having nearby maritime and freshwater marsh
resources. Presumably, this delayed their need
for gardening. The presence of large storage pits
during the Selby Bay phase suggests underground
preservation of wild ground roots, seeds and nuts
(Gardner et al. 1989). Large storage pots common
to the Selby Bay phase reinforce the notion of un-
derground storage of root, nut and seed harvests.
The paleobotanical record confirms the use of
nuts in the Chesapeake region, but not seeds or
root resources (McKnight and Gallivan 2007).
The migrations of Medial division Algonquian-
speakers were a major factor in the diversification
of adaptive systems and languages. The Coastal
Archaic division Algonquian-speakers retained
their territories in Southern New England and
the Carolina Sounds regions (Siebert 1975).
Medial division Algonquians extended from the
Rappahannock-Potomac drainages, along the
Delaware Chesapeake drainage to the Hudson
drainage (see Figure 2.2). A summary redefini-
tion of complexes and phases for the Chesapeake/
Delaware Bay regions is presented next.
Lowery (2013b) recommends renaming
Delmarva Adena to the Delmarva Adena-
Hopewell. His suggestions is based largely on the
fact that both Adena and Hopewell diagnostics
are included within single cemeteries and that the
densest accumulation of Ohio Valley trade items
are located at sites on the Delmarva Peninsula.
Luckenbach (2013b) maintains that the term
“Delmarva” no longer applies, since the Selby Bay
Adena and Hopewell mortuary and settlement
systems extend from the Bay’s Western Shore



to the Blue Ridge Mountains. I note also that
Mockley horizon sites extend from the western
Chesapeake Bay shoreline to the Fall Line from
the Susquehanna to the James River drainages. For
the Middle Atlantic region, the newly renamed
complexes and phases of the Trans-Appalachian
tradition are listed in Table 3.4.

From AD 600-900, the Webb complex con-
tinues across-Appalachian Mountains exchange
of jasper, shark’s teeth, shell, and copper with the
Intrusive Mound complex (Lowery 2013b). The
core Trans-Appalachian tradition system contin-
ues until AD 900. The pan-Algonquian network
broke down due to a number of possible factors:

* The circumscription of territories with
the advent of stable Algonquian popula-
tions and increased dependence on corn
agriculture;

*  The divisive impact of the Iroquoian occu-
pation of the PA and PEA homelands. The
inter-linguistic warfare led to hardened
territory defenses and increased width of
buffer zones. This post AD 500 migration
of Iroquoian-speakers to the Great Lakes
drainages was a primary factor. Initial alli-
ances between language groups turned to
fighting, followed by flight. The outward
migration of the Algonquians from the PA
and PEA homeland occurred when bands
joined other Algonquian bands, or moved
into under-occupied territories such as
buffer zones. The exchange network from
the Chesapeake to the Hudson broke
down between remaining Coastal Archaic
division-speakers. Trans-Appalachian
exchange continued through the Late
Woodland to the historic periods.

Mockley Horizon: Carey Adena Phase
(400 BC — AD 100)

Mockley Ware was originally defined by
Stephenson (et al. 1963) based on Middle

Woodland artifacts recovered from the Accokeek
Creek site at Piscataway Creek on the tidal

Potomac River. The Mockley horizon has come to
be used to cover those sites that produced Mockley
Net and Cord wares from the period 400 BC to
AD 900 and extending from North Carolina to
Southern New England (Custer 1987b:106-111;
Griffith 2010:20; Handsman and McNett 1974;
Herbert 2008, 2009; Klein 1994:73-94; Potter
1993:62-77; Thurman 1985:20-24; Wright
1973:21-22). In the Northeast, the complex is
known as the Canoe Point, Fox Creek and Abbott
complexes (Funk 1968; Kaeser 1968; Ritchie
and Funk 1973:349-351; Kraft 2001:184—193;
Funk 1976:287-294; 1993:289). The Canoe
Point, Fox Creek, Abbott, Selby Bay and Carey
complexes are what I collectively label as being
part of the “Mockley horizon”. The spanning of
1300 years and three regions of Eastern North
America classifies these related complexes as a
horizon. It is the Middle Woodland period part
of the Trans-Appalachian tradition. The Mockley
horizon is the result of the growth, development
and continued interaction of PEA populations of
Coastal Archaic division-speakers.

New evidence from Delmarva indicates the
term “Carey Adena phase” should replace the
name of the Carey complex as defined by Custer
(1984:130-135). The complex dates from 400—
1 BC (Lowery 2001:76-82; Lowery et al. 2015;
Rick et al. 2015). Major attributes include oyster
tempered Mockley ware and Fox Creek points
made of rhyolite, argillite, jasper, and flints from
New York. Archaeologists on the Eastern Shore
use the term Fox Creek. Those practicing on the
Western Shore use the term Selby Bay (Mayr
1972; Wright 1973). The mortuary complex for
the Carey Adena phase is what has been called the
Delmarva Adena complex. They are both part of
the Mockley horizon. I recommend the use of
the term “Selby Bay” type points for this region
to differentiate them from sites in the Upper
Susquehanna, Delaware, and Hudson Valleys
and New England drainages. The manufacturing
technology and style of both defined types is the
same, and is consistent with Canoe Point and Fox
Creek typologies of the Northeast region (Ritchie
1980; Funk 1993; Handsman and McNett 1974).
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Complex Phase Eastern Shore Phase Western Shore Phase
Meadowood* | Early Meadowood 1200-900 BC 1200-900 BC
Meadowood | Late Meadowood 900400 BC 900-400 BC
- Middlesex*

Mockley* See regions to right Carey Adena Selby Bay Adena
400 BC - AD 100 400 BC-AD 100
Mockley* See regions to right Carey Hopewell Selby Bay Hopewell
AD 1-500 AD 1-500
Mockley* See regions to right Late Carey Late Selby Bay
AD 500-900 AD 500-900
Townsend* | See regions to right Slaughter Creek Little Round Bay
AD 900-1600 AD 900-1300
Sullivan Cove
AD 900-1670
Webb** Webb and Nomini Webb Western Webb - AD 500-900
AD 500-900 Nomini - AD 700-900
Richmond - AD 700-900
Various** | Minguannan, Shenks Minguannan Montgomery
Ferry, Montgomery AD 900-1660 AD 900-1450
and Potomac Creek
Shenks Ferry Potomac Creek
AD 1300-1575 AD 1100-1730

* Coastal Archaic Division languages

** Medial Division language speakers

Table 3.4. New sequence for Algonquian complexes of the Chesapeake/Delaware region.
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The oyster shell tempered Mockley ceram-
ics appears between 400-300 BC. This pottery
ware developed in the Delmarva region and the
outer coastal plain of the Western Shore of the
Chesapeake Bay (Lowery 2013a; Rick and Lowery
2013). traditionally, the Carey and Selby Bay
complexes have been assigned a date of AD 50—
900 (Griffith 2010:20). At the Point Lookout site
at the mouth of the Potomac River, AMS dates
on Mockley sherds ranged from 155 BC-AD 65.
The dates were not corrected for reservoir effect
of shell. Radiocarbon dates were taken from shell
in Mockley ceramics and are uncorrected dates.
Selby Bay type points were also recovered; all from
beach finds (Robinson and Bulhack 2006:6-7).
Site 18CV272, at the mouth of the Patuxent
River, produced a date from a large storage pit
of 70+130 BC (Gardner et al. 1989:38). The
Ruf site on the Patuxent River produced a date
on an acorn of 450+150 BC (Wright 1973:29).
A series of new radiocarbon dates developed by
Rick and Lowery (2013) documents the 400 BC
start of Mockley ware of the Mockley horizon
(Rick et al. 2015). These dates make the Ruf site
date acceptable. The Carey Adena phase sites have
similar early dates on cemetery sites.

The Selby Bay type points from these early
sites were made from argillite, quartz, rhyolite
and jasper. Adena and Middlesex bifaces were
made from exotic Ohio and Great Lakes chert
and flint types. This newly named Carey Adena
phase occupied larger estuarine camps to exploit
marine fish, shellfish and marsh roots. Fall nut
gathering and winter interior hunting camps con-
sisted of smaller family groups. On the Virginia
Eastern Shore, Carey Adena complex sites were
established initially in the outer, higher salinity
zones along the barrier island system and the
lower Chesapeake Bay (see Figure 2.15). Initially,
Western Shore migrant groups clustered in the
outer Coastal Plain. They utilized a wide variety
of shellfish including oyster, soft-shell clam, hard
clam, razor clam, periwinkle, whelk, mussel and
bay scallop. Forest species reliance included elk,
deer, beaver, turtle, muskrat, turkey, and wood-
chuck (Lowery 2003:72—74). Their mortuary

system was reflective of the Middlesex complex
of the Northeast and the Ohio Adena complex.
Radiocarbon dates for the mortuary sites spanned
the period 300 BC— AD 600 (Luckenbach et al.
2012; Luckenbach 2013b, 2013c; Luckenbach
and Sharpe 2013). They were contemporary with
resident cultures of the Wolfe Neck complex of
the Terminal Archaic ttaditions.

The mortuary reburial pits at the Pig Point
site on the Patuxent River produced rhyolite and
argillite Selby Bay points associated with Mockley,
Pope’s Creek and Accokeek wares. Accokeek is
believed to be from a previous occupation. Pope’s
Creek ware would have been from a contemporary
Terminal Archaic traditions, Pre-Algonquian
occupation (Luckenbach 2013a, 2013b, 2013c;
Luckenbach and Sharpe 2013:32-33). Lowery’s
review of collections of Delmarva Adena mortu-
ary sites on the Eastern Shore reveals a number of
instances of Selby Bay type points found in burials
with Adena materials (Lowery 2003; 2012:39,
45). Deepkill and other flints continue to be trad-
ed with Middlesex complex cultures in the PEA
homeland on the Ontario-Erie Lowlands. Trade
of marine shell, rhyolite, argillite, Peach Bottom
slate gorgets, and other commodities continue
to the northeast along the Delaware drainage.
Down-the-line exchange and direct procurement
from the Ohio Adena complex is evident.

The initial PEA migrant groups in the eastern
region began to expand beyond the founding
band’s territories (see Figures 2.7 and 2.8). The
expanding bands overtook territories formerly
controlled by Mast Forest, Susquehanna and
Terminal Archaic traditions populations. The
Eastern Shore settlement systems included
different Atlantic Ocean and Bay saltwater
marsh and estuarine habitats not present on the
Western Shore (Figure 3.6). I have retained the
Carey complex as geographically distinct from
Selby Bay, Abbott, Fox Creek or Canoe Point
complexes. All five are part of a continuum of
Coastal Archaic division Algonquian-speakers
of the Mockley horizon (Herbert 2009). They
shared a general culture and all spoke PEA derived
languages. Local variations in adapting to the
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Figure 3.6. Distribution of sites and cemeteries associated with Trans-Appalachian tradition
migrant groups of the Middle Woodland period (500 BC — AD 500) (Lowery 2012: 47)
(Courtesy of Darren Lowery and Archaeology of Eastern North America).

different resources in their region and interacting
with remaining Pre-Algonquian bands resulted
in settlement and subsistence variation between
the complexes. Carey Adena complex followed
the PA and PEA practice of separation of sacred
activities from residential activities. They appear
to have been egalitarian band organized lineages
involved in extensive regional visitation, exchange
and migration. Trade of marine shell resources
resulted in direct contacts along an east west travel
corridor from the Atlantic Shore to the Adena
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complex in the Ohio valley (see Figure 3.6) and
along the Delaware drainage to the Abbott/Fox
Creek/Middlesex complexes.

Mockley Horizon - Selby Bay Adena Phase
(400 BC — AD 100)

Mockley ware was originally defined for sites
on the Western Shore of the Chesapeake Bay
(Stephenson et al. 1963). Thomas Mayr defined
the Selby Bay phase based on a collection from
Selby Bay, a tributary of the South River. He in-



cluded artifacts from the upland hunting camp,
Ruf and Beck Northeast sites on the Patuxent
River (Mayr 1972; Steponaitis n.d.). Henry
Wright (1973:29) dated a charred acorn from
the Ruf site excavations to 450+150 RCYBC.
The Selby Bay phase definition was expanded by
Wright (1973) to include the maritime shell mid-
dens aspects of the settlement pattern. Opperman
(1992) added interior and fresh water estuary sites
to the settlement round. Ford (1976) defined the
Delmarva Adena mortuary aspects based on the
West River site, which is located on the Rhode
River. The West River and Pig Point mortuary
sites radiocarbon dates ranged from 350 BC-AD
600 (Luckenbach 2013a, 2013b, 2013c; Ford
1976). Recent detailed radiocarbon dating of shell
middens on the Rhode River reveals a range of
dates on Mockley ware from 400—1 BC. These
shell midden sites also produced Selby Bay type
points and lithics made from argillite and rhyolite
(Rick and Lowery 2013; Lowery 2012:46, 2013a;
Gibbs and Hines 1997).

The Pig Point site’s Adena mortuary features,
the Point Lookout site’s Mockley ceramics, and
rhyolite processing stations associated with Selby
Bay artifacts all possess radiocarbon dates from
this time range (Luckenbach 2013b, 2013c;
Luckenbach and Sharpe 2013; Ballweber 1994;
Robinson and Bulhack 2005; Gardner et al.
1989). Shell midden sites are concentrated on
the outer Coastal Plain of the Chesapeake Bay
(Robinson and Bulhack 2005; Lowery 2003;
Wright 1973; Gardner et al. 1989; Potter 1993).
These sites represent non-shell middens as well
as small and large size shell middens (Potter
1993:104-107). The sites may have served as
family quarters for the gathering of marsh plant,
shellfish and fishing in the spring months from
March to July (Ballweber 1994:12-14).

As previously discussed, the settlement pattern
expands during this phase to include control of the
Potomac and Patuxent Piedmont drainages and
the rhyolite quarries of the Catoctin Mountains
(Ballweber 1994; Curry and Kavanagh 1991;
Geasey and Ballweber 1999; Johnson 1991).
Multiple band rhyolite processing centers and

family hunting quarters, rock shelter transport
way stations, and interior winter hunting quar-
ters were added to the expanded territories con-
trolled by the coastal-based Algonquian societies
(Ballweber 1991:23-27). Elm bark canoes may
have been used to transport lithics, furs, meats,
and other commodities across drainage divides of
the Monocacy, Patuxent, Patapsco and Bush River
systems. Rockshelters became convenient staging
area stops during these transport trips (Inashima
and Clark 2003; Israel 1998).

Based on the presence of Fox Creek points
of rhyolite (dated from shell sites in the Coastal
Plain), people of the Selby Bay Adena phase may
have taken control of the Piedmont and Blue
Ridge portions of the Potomac and Patuxent
drainages as early as 300 BC. The Burall site on
the Monocacy River features a large Selby Bay
Adena rhyolite processing settlement. Charcoal
from a hearth with no associated artifacts radio-
carbon dated to 210 + 80 BC (Ballweber 1991:22,
1994:14). It is tempting to associate that date with
the Selby Bay phase occupation of the site. The
Coastal Plain based Selby Bay Adena polities trav-
elled to multiple band based rhyolite processing
camps to prepare block flakes into cache blades.
The cache blades were transported back to the
Coastal Plain (Curry and Kavanagh 1991:13-22;
Ballweber 1994:14). Coxsackie-Deepkill flint,
Flint Ridge flint, Mercer flint, Wyandotte horn-
stone, copper, blocked-end tube pipes, and other
Middlesex and Adena items were exchanged with
both the Selby Bay and Carey Adena complexes
(Lowery 2012:36—48). Mica is present in the
eastern sites, though not as prevalent as in the
Ohio Adena complex (Lowery 2012:41, 2013a).

The Middle Chesapeake Bay Algonquians
travelled from these western territories to visit
and trade with the Adena complex in Ohio (Ford
1976; Lowery 2012:43—-49; Luckenbach 2013b,
2013c¢) (see Figure 3.6). Ohio Adena representa-
tives may have travelled to the Carey complex
territories, given the diversity and quantity of
Adena symbolic items at Carey Adena mortuary
sites (Lowery 2012, 2014; Lowery et al. 2015;
Thomas 1976). Cultures on both sides of the
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Appalachian divide exchanged valued objects
symbolic of clans, lineages or moieties. X-ray
diffraction and infrared spectroscopy analysis of
blocked end tube pipe fragments from the Pig
Point site has proven that the materials matches
with Fuert Hill Quarry in the Scioto Valley in
the Ohio River Valley (Luckenbach 2011b:29).
Packs (lineage-specific sacred objects) may have
been maintained by leaders of the clans and lin-
eages (Callender 1962:80). Chiefs and shaman
used these objects during burial, feasting and
other community events. Selby Bay Adena com-
plex sites received artifacts made from a variety
of flints from PA, PEA and Central Algonquian
territories (Luckenbach 2011a, 2011b; 2013b,
2013c¢:10; Lowery 2012). Purple argillite from
the Abbott-Middlesex complex on the Delaware
River was extensively traded to the Chesapeake
and lower Delaware drainages in exchange for
rhyolite. Thomas Mayr (1972) used these exotic
northeast lithic materials (Coxsackie-Deepkill
“green jasper’) and the preference for rhyolite and
argillite as additional defining attributes of the
Selby Bay phase. The same fossil indexes apply
to defining the Carey Adena phase.

Areas still occupied by Terminal Archaic tradi-
tions bands, such as the Pope’s Creek complex,
do not produce Adena related mortuary burials or
artifacts. At the Accokeek Creek site on the tidal
Potomac River, individual Selby Bay phase burials
were found in a cemetery location (Stephenson
et al. 1963). Thurman (1987) notes that the
Accokeek Creek site cemetery is suggestive of
a mortuary temple with individual interments
different in form to the cremation and large pit
burials of other Delmarva Adena sites. Because
the Terminal Archaic traditions is posited to have
retained control of the inner Potomac Coastal
Plain (in the form of the Pope’s Creek complex),
the Mockley horizon cemetery at the Accokeek
Creek site may date to the subsequent Selby Bay
Hopewell phase (post AD 200). The Mockley
burial features from the site remain undated.
The individual graves may represent the primary
burial stage prior to removal for secondary treat-
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ment and reburial in large pits like those at the
Pigs Point site.

On the Western Shore of Virginia, the Selby
Bay Adena phase appears to be limited to the
higher salinity, outer Coastal Plain province (see
Figure 3.6). Adena mortuary artifacts are rare
south of the Potomac drainage. Mortuary sites
with Adena or Hopewell related artifacts are not
known (Opperman 1992:27-28). Popes Creek,
Prince George, Chesterfield and Varina wares of
the Terminal Archaic traditions dominate the
inner and outer Coastal Plain during the 400 to
1 BC time frame. This explains the absence of
Selby Bay Adena migrant groups, who did not
appear until the Selby Bay Hopewell complex
development (McLearen 1987:144—151; Brown
and Hunter 1987:143-144; Blanton and Pullins
2004:75-78). The Selby Bay Adena and the Popes
Creek complexes were contemporary, interact-
ing and competing for territorial control of the
Western Shore Chesapeake Bay tidewater region.

Mockley Horizon-Carey
Hopewell Phase (AD 1-500)

After AD 1, western Hopewell influences inter-
acted with the Adena populations west of the
Great Valley, resulting in an Ohio Hopewell
complex. The Ohio Algonquian-speakers con-
tinue to interact with the Selby Bay and Carey
complexes to the end of the Hopewell complex.
The Carey Hopewell phase may extend to AD
500. The Late Carey complex after AD 500
interacted with the Webb complex. The Webb
complex introduced Jack’s Reef points, platform
pipes and other Northeast and post-Hopewell
influences. During the period AD 1-400, the
Coastal Archaic division-speaking Algonquian
bands spread to encompass the entire tidal
zone of Delmarva. By AD 500, the remaining
Terminal Archaic traditions, Pre-Algonquian-
speaking populations of the inner Coastal Plain
were replaced or absorbed by the Coastal Archaic
division-speakers. By AD 200, Mockley-like shell
tempered wares were adopted from the lower
Susquehanna to the middle Delaware and to



New England. Fox Creek projectile point types
and point manufacturing technology became
uniform, even though archaeologists call the same
point types by various names —Fox Creek, Canoe
Point, and Selby Bay (Funk 1968; Kaeser 1968;
Ritchie and Funk 1973; Funk 1993; Kraft 2001;
Potter 1993; Wright 1973). Lithic preferences
for argillite, rhyolite and jasper for residential use
continued along with import of ceremonial related
lithics from the west and northeast.

The Carey-Hopewell phase mortuary system
has not been as well defined as the Carey-Adena
phase mortuary system because researchers in the
past have focused on the Delmarva “Adena” types
of artifacts (Dragoo 1976:5). Additional reexami-
nation of collections, like that of Lowery (2012),
will result in greater separation of burial artifacts
associated with either the Adena or Hopewell time
frames. The burial pits of some sacred cemeteries
in the east were reused for over 900 years (300
BC — AD 600). The unsystematic removal by
citizens of many of the Carey Adena and Hopewell
cemeteries failed to preserve valuable context
data. Early professional documentation at sites
like St. Jones by Thomas (1976) helped provide
the context for large mortuary basins reused over
hundreds of years. The work of Ford (1976) at the
West River site and Luckenbach (2011, 2013b)
and his team at the Pig Point site provide the type
of context data that will help refine the separation
of the Adena and Hopewell assemblages for the
Selby Bay phases and by extension, to the Carey
phases.

Residential sites of the Carey Hopewell
phase are found along the Atlantic shoreline at
Mockhorn Island at the Upper Ridge site (44 NH
440). The site produced Hopewell and Mockley
artifacts including micro blades and drills of
Flint Ridge materials (Lowery 2009). In middle
Delmarva, four sites producing Hopewell artifacts
are found along the Tuckahoe River. Two sites
produced Hopewell vessel fragments (Lowery
2009). Hopewell artifacts in collections on the
Western Shore and the Eastern Shore have been
under reported until recent efforts to search for
examples (Luckenbach 2013b; Lowery 2004:28).

Moving to the Northeast, Strong (1997:73—
76) sees a solid connection between the ceramics
and mica use at Abbott Farm with Hopewell com-
plex interaction. Stewart (1994b:62—64) suggests
that Abbott Zoned ceramics are not influenced
by the Hopewell complex and Thurman (1988)
concurs with his conclusion. Parris and Williams
(1986:5) are inconclusive on Hopewellian influ-
ences of mica found at the Abbott Farm site’s
Fox Creek components. Mica and ash was used
during the Adena and Hopewell complexes for
sacred separation of burials from the living. The
presence of blocked-end tube pipes, copper and
exotic Ohio lithics and point types are more
salient evidence for Adena and Hopewell interac-
tions at the Abbott Farm complex.

Abbott Zoned pottery is found at sites from the
Middle Delaware to the Lower Hudson Valleys
and in the tidewater James and York Valleys in
the Chesapeake region (Kaeser 1974:284-280;
Custer 1987b:109—111; Stewart 1998a). We
have not documented the presence of Abbott
Zoned pottery for the northern Chesapeake Bay
or Delmarva Peninsula. But it does occur on
Mockley horizon sites on the outer Coastal Plain
of the James and York drainages. The absence
of Abbott Zoned pottery in the Potomac to St.
Jones River corridor, where we have the best ex-
amples of direct Hopewell and Carey/Selby Bay
Hopewell interactions, is odd. Did the Mockley
horizon cultures outside this central trade cor-
ridor have independent access to the Adena and
Hopewell interaction sphere west of the Great
Valley? Design motifs influenced by Hopewell
complex ceramics occur in the Middle Delaware,
Lower Hudson, and Lower James and York River
Valleys (Stewart 1998a).

The Squawkie Hill phase of Central New
York shows even stronger Hopewellian interac-
tion (Ritchie 1980:214-217). They constructed
mortuary mounds like the Hopewell (Ritchie and
Funk 1973:351-352). Snow (1980:274-275;
1984:252-253) suggests that the residential sites
of the Canoe Point phase are close to the mound
sites of the Squawkie Hill phase. Radiocarbon
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dates from both overlap around AD 200. Even
though the mounds do not contain local ceramics
or point types, Snow concludes that the Squawkie
Hill phase is the mortuary system of the residential
Canoe Point phase. This parallels the association
of Carey and Selby Bay material culture with
Hopewell material culture in the Chesapeake and
Delaware Bays region.

Perhaps the Mockley horizon sites in the
Hudson, Delaware and Susquehanna Valleys
interacted both with the Squawkie Hill phase to
the north and the Selby Bay and Carey phases
to the south? The next challenge will be to fine
conclusive evidence that the Middlesex Adena
complex mortuary system, which currently is
not linked to residential sites, will be linked to
the Fox Creek and Abbott complexes residential
sites of the time period from 500 to 1 BC. The
Middlesex collections need to be reexamined
to determine if Hopewell complex artifacts are
represented. New analysis and discoveries should
build on the northern and southern associations of
Hopewell mortuary systems with local residential
sites for the rest of the Atlantic slope drainages of
the Mockley horizon.

Mockley Horizon: Selby Bay Hopewell
Phase (AD 1-500)

Similar to the Carey Hopewell phase, mortuary
systems continue to reflect interaction with the
Ohio Hopewell complex. Coxsackie-Deepkill
flints from the Finger Lakes remain an important
trade item (Wright 1973; Mayr 1972; Woodward
1969). This is the traditional time period, as de-
fined by Mayr (1972), for continuing the local
exchange system of rhyolite, argillite and jasper.
These point types and lithics were exchanged from
the Chesapeake Bay to Southern New England
(Handsman and McNett 1974). The settlement
round of the Selby Bay Hopewell phase included:

1. Spring quarters for use of marine fish,

shellfish and marsh plants;

2. Interior winter hunting quarters;
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3. Summer-to-fall multiple band sites with
separate locations for but associated mor-
tuary centers, demonstrating continuity
with the preceding Meadowood and
Middlesex/Adena complexes settlement
and mortuary systems;

4. Upland rhyolite quarry and hunting
quarters in the Blue Ridge and Piedmont
provinces.

5. Transportsites located along these seasonal
and trade movement routes.

6. Travel to Ohio Hopewell ceremonial cen-
ters and hosting Ohio Hopewell travelers
on their way to the Atlantic Ocean as pos-
sible pilgrimages and exchange of sacred
objects.

Multiple band base camps, like the Dorr site
on the upper tidal Patuxent, often had large stor-
age pits for processed foods (Croney et al. 1976;
Woodward 1969). The site was adjacent to a
bread basket freshwater marsh in the area of sea-
sonal fish migrations. The settlement was a twenty
minute walk to the ceremonial Pig Point mortuary
center (Luckenbach 2013b). Some residents may
have remained year round at the multiple band
base camps in the areas of high carrying capacity
or/and mortuary centers. During this period, large
circular storage pits five to ten feet in diameter
and five feet deep appeared at these multiple band
community sites. Increased dependence on stored
plant food is indicated by their presence (Gardner
et al. 1989). Parched cultivated seeds, nuts and
root tubers may have been stored. Mockley ware
continued to be produced for uses in cooking and
in-ground storing of seed, ground root and nut
meat and oil harvests. Large capacity Mockley
vessels were used for in-ground storage, a prac-
tice which began with Vinette 1 ware during the
Meadowood complex (Taché et al. 2008). These
Selby Bay Hopewell phase pits have not produced
evidence for domesticated plants of the Eastern
Agricultural complex, or for corn.

Other examples of Mockley horizon prefer-
ence for breadbasket marshes in river transition



tidal zones include the Maycock’s Point site on
the James River (Opperman 1992:79-88) and
Abbott Farm complex in the Fall Line zone of
the Middle Delaware Valley (Stewart 1998a,
1998b). Both of these sites share the presence
of ceremonial Abbott Zoned ware. Abbott ware
has not been reported in areas between these
three clusters (Stewart 1995 a:190-191). Stewart
(1998:190-213) and Thurman (1978) do not
deem Abbott Zoned Incised motifs as being di-
rectly influenced by Hopewell. This ware is not
present in the Potomac, Patuxent, Choptank and
St. Jones River corridor at either residential sites
or mortuary centers.

Mockley horizon bands began moving into
the former upper tidal Potomac River territory
of the Pope’s Creek complex during the begin-
ning of the Selby Bay Hopewell phase. Evidence
includes an early date of AD 10 for the Taft site
on the inner Coastal Plain of the Potomac River
(Norton and Baird 1994:101-102). The Taft site
was occupied by both the Selby Bay Hopewell and
earlier Pope’s Creek complexes as fishing quarters.
The Pope’s Creek complex bands were faced with
a decision of either merging with the Algonquians
or migrating away from them. The presence of
Pope’s Creek sites in the inner Coastal Plain of
the York and James drainages from AD 100-300
suggests they had the option to move south to join
with the Varina and Prince George complexes
of the Terminal Archaic traditions (McLearen
1987:144—151; Brown and Hunter 1987:141—
148). The inner Coastal Plain Accokeek Creek
site and Piscataway site on the Potomac also had
sizable Mockley horizon components (Woodward
1973). The Accokeek Creek site serves as the type
site for Mockley ware. This ware was found in
individual burials at a Selby Bay Hopewell phase
component located at Mockley Point (Stephenson
et al. 1963; Thurman 1985:20-25).

Selby Bay projectile point styles and manu-
facturing methods continue the usage of flake
block core reduction as first developed during
the Meadowood complex (Granger 1978a).
Hopewell style bifaces (of Flint Ridge flint and

other Ohio lithics) continue to be exchanged by
the Hopewell cultures in the Ohio Valley for
fossilized shark’s teeth and marine shell artifacts
from the Chesapeake Bay and Atlantic drainages
(Luckenbach 2011a, 2013b, 2013¢; Lowery et
al. 2011:105-106; Lowery 2012, 2013b). In
the Potomac Valley, the entire Piedmont was
accessible for seasonal interior hunting use and
for multiple band rhyolite processing stations.
The processing settlements were in the foot-
hills below the major rhyolite quarries in the
Blue Ridge Mountains (Kavanagh 1983:49-51;
Curry and Kavanagh 1991; Ballweber 1994). As
with the preceding period, cyclical visitation to
the Ohio Hopewell area continued to provide
Hopewell copper, gorgets and biface artifacts in
exchange for marine shell and other Atlantic Coast
items (Lepper 2011:13; Dragoo 1977:31-33;
Luckenbach 2011a, 2013b, 2013¢; Lowery et
al. 2011, 2012; Gallup and Luckenbach 2013;
Melton and Luckenbach 2013).

The Selby Bay Hopewell phase sites in the
York and James drainages spread west across the
interior Coastal Plain to the Fall Line zone. This
marks the demise of Terminal Archaic tradi-
tions descendent communities (Blanton et al.
2004; Gallivan 2010:6—11). The earlier bands
either adopted Algonquian language and mate-
rial culture, or dispersed to become the Siouan
or Iroquoian societies existing south of Pamlico
Sound or in the inner Coastal Plain of North
Carolina (Herbert 2008, 2009; Phelps 1983). The
Selby Bay Hopewell phase settlements occupa-
tion of the inner Coastal Plain of the James and
York Rivers did not provide direct access to the
Hopewell heartland in Ohio because of the con-
tinued occupation of the Piedmont province by
Siouan-speaking cultures. Access to the Hopewell
heartland is inferred via the Chesapeake Bay to
the Potomac River drainage as discussed above.

Mockley Horizon: Late Carey
and Late Selby Bay Phases

The Late Carey phase was originally defined as
producing Mockley pottery and continuation of
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the Carey Hopewell phase’s settlement and sub-
sistence systems. Fox Creek and Selby Bay points
continued to be made from argillite and rhyolite.
Jack’s Reef points made from Pennsylvania jasper
found at Mockley horizon sites may be as a re-
sult of small group interactions between the two
Algonquian-speaking cultures. After AD 700,
Lavanna triangular points became increasingly
popular. The mortuary and social influences of
the Jack’s Reef horizon Medial division-speakers
with the local Coastal Archaic division-speaking
societies led to the cessation of large mortuary pits
of the Carey Hopewell phase. They were replaced
by individual burials and varied burial treatments
(Custer 1984). Late Carey complex bands may
have also participated with the Webb complex in
exchange of Kipp Island horizon mortuary items
and burial practices (Custer and Doms 1984;
Thomas 1987:45-46; Lowery 2012:11, 2013a).
The Webb phase cultures appear to have taken
over the trans-Appalachian exchange network by
AD 700 (Custer et al. 1990).

In southwestern Delaware (Upper Nanticoke
Valley) the number of Late Carey sites repre-
sents a significant decline from the previous
phase. According to Lowery (2012, 2013a), the
Nanticoke Valley has a high density of Kipp
Island horizon, Webb phase occupations (Figure
3.7). There are fewer Late Carey sites in northern
Delaware, and more in southern Delaware and
the Miles and Choptank drainages (Custer and
Mellin 1989:33-35, 41-42; Lowery 2013a). This
is linked to a greater presence of Webb complex
sites in northern and middle Delaware, and fewer
sites in southern Delaware (Lowery 2013b:19).
The Murderkill and St. Jones River drainages
have the highest density of Webb complex sites
of the Jack’s Reef horizon (see Figure 3.7). Late
Carey and Jack’s Reef cultures interacted over a
three hundred year period. The Oxford site on
the Chesapeake drainage yielded Mockley pot-
tery, Jack’s Reef points and Kipp Island horizon
individual burials (Custer and Doms 1984).
Calibrated AMS dates on bone collagen from
a Webb complex feature yielded a date of AD
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619+22 (Lowery 2013b:11). This suggests inter-
action between Mockley horizon cultures with
aspects of the latter migrating Jack’s Reef horizon
cultures of the Webb complex.

The Late Carey complex polities continued to
receive rhyolite and argillite from the Late Selby
Bay, Abbott, and Fox Creek phases to the west
and north. But with the settlement of Jack’s Reef
horizon cultures along the Fall Line zone from
the Potomac to the Hudson drainages, interac-
tion with western Central Algonquian-speakers
and northern Coastal Archaic division-speakers
diminished. The Medial division-speakers, flee-
ing famine, began relocating along the Hudson,
Delaware and Susquehanna River drainages.
These migrants from the PEA homeland appear
to have allied with the Coastal Archaic division
Algonquian-speakers. Based on oral traditions,
during a famine they sought and received refuge
and alliances with their fellow Algonquians.
After AD 600, the Late Selby Bay, Late Carey,
Late Abbott complexes of Southern Coastal
Archaic division cultures shared the Delaware
and Chesapeake Bays with migrating groups of
the Webb phase, Jack’s Reef horizon.

In Southern New England, Kipp Island
complex sites are found in association with Fox
Creek complex sites at shell middens like the
Cunningham site (Ritchie and Funk 1973:358).
Ritchie and Funk (1973:357) see the Fox Creek
and Kipp Island complexes merging over time. I
interpret this as an alliance type relationship be-
tween the two populations of Coastal Archaic and
Medial division Algonquian-speakers. In south-
eastern New England, the Coastal Archaic divi-
sion Algonquian languages prevailed. In western
New England, the Medial division Algonquian
languages of the Mahican, Esopus and Minisink
prevailed.

The Selby Bay and Carey phase populations
thrived in the higher salinity, tidal portions of the
Coastal Plain. On the Western Shore, shellfish
gathering activity focuses on oyster harvesting. On
the Eastern Shore oyster, clam, and conch were
collected. In the later sites a trend toward decreas-



ing use of periwinkle, soft shell clam and ribbed
mussel is evidenced. Webb complex sites tended
to also exist in these areas from AD 500-700,
and from AD 700-900 they expanded along the
Fall Line zone of the Chesapeake. Late Selby Bay
and Carey phase cultures continued making shell
tempered pottery. Medial division-speakers of the
Webb complex made quartz/grit tempered pottery
known now as Hell Island ware. Abbott Zoned
incising designs influenced motifs on both grit
tempered and shell tempered wares that developed
during the Late Woodland period from both the
Mockley and the Jack’s Reef horizons.

The Oxford site on the Choptank River is as-
sociated with the Late Carey complex based on
the abundance of Mockley ware, absence of Hell
Island Ware, importance of Jack’s Reef points
and individual burials with Kipp Island horizon
associated sacred artifacts (Lowery 2013b:11-12).
This one site begins to suggest a model where the
Late Carey and Selby Bay complex Algonquians
continued their traditional settlement and subsis-
tence practices but adopted the individual burial
and mortuary practices of the migrating Kipp
Island horizon bands, at least on the Delmarva
Peninsula and Potomac to Susquehanna Western

Figure 3.7. Distribution of Jack’s Reef points on Kipp Island horizon sites on Delmarva (Lowery
2013b:19) (Courtesy of Darren Lowery and Archaeology of Eastern North America).
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Shore of the Chesapeake Bay. The absence of
Jack’s Reef horizon burials from the James to the
Rappahannock Rivers suggest less influence of
and involvement with this second series of Jack’s
Reef horizon migrations.

Cord twist direction on Mockley ware from
both Carey and Selby Bay complexes is pre-
dominately S-twist (Hayden 2009:102-103;
Petraglia et al. 2002:20—17; Johnson and Speedy
1992:98-100). This attribute is associated with
the Coastal Archaic division Algonquian-speaking
cultures. By contrast, cordage on ceramics of the
Kipp Island and Webb complexes of the Medial
division Algonquian-speakers is predominately
Z-twist. On the Delmarva, the Pre-Algonquian
Wolfe Neck ware was over 90% S-twist (Petraglia
et al. 2002:20-17).

In the York and James River areas, cord twist
decorations for Terminal Archaic traditions ce-
ramic grit and sand tempered wares in the inner
Coastal Plain were initially final Z-twist and latter
both Z and S-twist. Those Pre-Algonquians in
contact with Mockley ware settlements produced
half final Z and half final S-twist. Pope’s Creek
and Accokeek wares of the Pre-Algonquian-
speakers were Z-twist. The analysis of cord-twist
for the James and York River drainages suggests
that the migrating Algonquians who produced
Mockley ware brought a uniform S-twist mo-
tor habit. The Pre-Algonquian cultures had a
diversified cord technology of both Z and S final-
twist directions. They also made three types of
wares; Prince George, Varina, and Pope’s Creek.
Over time, the interior river areas controlled
by Terminal Archaic traditions related polities,
through regular interaction with the Mockley ho-
rizon peoples, moved toward both twist methods
(Hayden 2009:102-103).

The Late Carey phase developed into the
Slaughter Creek phase on the Eastern Shore. On
the Western Shore, the Late Selby Bay phase
developed into the Townsend complex, Little
Round Bay and Sullivan Cove phases (Potter
1993:77; Wright 1973). Stemmed and notched
Selby Bay points and Jack’s Reef points were
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replaced by Lavanna triangular points from AD
700-900. With the addition of agriculture, the
shared mortuary systems became regionally diver-
sified. Secondary reburial of deceased individuals
in community cemeteries was replaced by the
practice of primary burial at residential Slaughter
Creek and Townsend complex sites (Thomas
1987). Inter-Algonquian warfare increased.
Siouan and Algonquian warfare continued along
the Fall Line zone south of the Potomac River
and Pamlico River. The pan-regional lineages
ceremonial network evolved into a trade network
for exotic goods to reinforce the prestige and con-
tinued effectiveness of chiefs and shaman.

During the subsequent Late Woodland period,
the exchanges reinforced increasingly politically
complex systems like tribes and chiefdoms. The
lineage, moiety and clan system that had solidified
a thousand years of cooperation between mul-
tiple band societies now competed with tribal
and chiefdom political systems. The individual
polities made decisions on what type of social
and political adaptations they found acceptable.
All the Algonquians faced the challenges and op-
portunities brought about by cultivated crops,
increasing populations, and the weakening of
regional lineages and moiety systems. The Lenape
of the Medial division elected to retain band-level
political organization. Their lineage and clan
system strengthened mutual support between
bands for defense against Iroquois threats. The
Chickahominy maintained a tribal type govern-
ment. The Powhatan, Nanticoke, and Piscataway
elected to develop paramount chiefdoms. The
Southern New England Algonquians formed
tribes united through changing membership in
different confederations (Johnson 1995). Late
Woodland period developments are explored
in Chapters 5 and 6 for the Delaware and
Chesapeake Bay drainages.

Jack’s Reef Horizon: Webb Complex

The Webb complex dates from AD 500-900
in the Delaware and Chesapeake Bay regions
(Lowery 2013b:8-10, 17). The complex was first



defined by Thomas and Warren (1970:21-24)
based on the excavation of the cemetery at the
Island Field site and artifact study from cemeteries
at the Riverton and Oxford sites in Maryland. The
Island Field site cemetery charcoal samples and hu-
man bone have yielded calibrated dates that range
from AD 429 to 1285 (Custer et al. 1990:157).
The dates on bone are not corrected for shell res-
ervoir effect. The post AD 900 date is related to
the Slaughter Creek complex component at the
site. In New York, Jack’s Reef horizon sites date
from AD 100-900 (Rieth 2013:98-99). Jack’s
Reef Pentagonal, Corner Notched and Lavanna
points from Delmarva show a preference for jasper
from Pennsylvania quarries. Points are also made
from Onondaga chert, Knife River Flint and black
flint (Thomas and Warren 1979:17-19). In New
York the points are made from Onondaga chert,
Normanskill chert and Deepkill chert, showing
continuity to the lithic preferences of the Fox
Creek complex (Rieth 2013:100-101). Upper
Mercer chert and materials from Flint Ridge is
preferred for Jack’s Reefs from Ohio (Redmond
2013:121). The focus for lithic use appears to
become localized, although lithic types from these
three regions show up as minority percentages
of bifaces in each region. At the Island Field site
cemetery, lithics where included that came from
these various regions. A biface of possible Knife
River flint from North Dakota was found at the
Island Field site cemetery (Thomas and Warren
1970:17). Ramah chert at Riverton and Upper
Ridge sites in the Chesapeake speak to far ranging
down the line exchange networks still operative
during the Jack’s Reef horizon. Ramah chert ori-
gin is in Southern Labrador with artifacts found in
the Gulf of Maine Jack’s Reef horizon occupations
(Lowery 2013a, 2013b:25- 27).

Sites of the Webb complex are recognized
by the presence of Hells Island Cord and Fabric
Impressed ware with Z-twist cord impressions.
Hell Island ware starts out as crushed quartz
tempered with mica flecks in the clay and fine
cord paddled surfaces with no rim decorations.
Cord and dentate design motifs are added toward

the end of the period (Custer 1984:137; Custer
et al. 1990:55-56; Lowery 2013b). Cemeteries
contain individual burials with varied treatments.
Cemetery placement continued to be in none-
residential locations. Cemetery reuse continued
throughout the duration of the Webb complex.
Platform pipes, biface cache, antler combs, marine
shell beads, shark teeth, flint-knapping cache, and
other types of artifacts and animal remains with
symbolic value link the Webb complex to Kipp
Island and Intrusive Mound complexes of the
Great Lakes and Ohio drainages (Custer et al.
1990:56-62; Thomas and Warren 1970; Custer
and Doms 1984:Lowery 2013b). These related
complexes developed after the demise of the
Hopewell complex. The inter-regional contacts
and exchange between the Algonquian partici-
pants of the former Hopewell Interaction Sphere
continued in the form of the Jack’s Reef horizon.

The migration of Jack’s Reef bands was con-
temporaneous with the migration of Iroquoian-
speaking societies from the southeast into the area
of the PA and PEA homeland (Seeman 1979).
I have not resolved the archaeological migra-
tion routes of the Northern Iroquoian Princess
Point sites that arrived in the Great Lakes after
AD 500. Linguistic analysis indicates that the
Proto-Iroquoian homeland was in the unglaci-
ated Appalachian Summit in the vicinity of the
historic Cherokee (see Chapters 2 and 6). The
Hopewell interaction sphere involved a variety
of linguistic and cultural societies across the
Eastern Woodlands and has been various assigned
to Siouan, Iroquoian and Algonquian-speakers
(Grifhn 1979:277). Given the pan-eastern extend
of the Hopewell network, multiple language
groups were involved.

The Connestee and preceding phases in the
Appalachian Summit of Eastern Tennessee and
western North Carolina in the area of the his-
toric Southern Iroquoian-speaking Cherokee
were involved in interaction with Adena and
Hopewell complexes in Ohio (Chapman and
Keel 1979:159-161). The Connestee phase

appears to be a major source of mica traded
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in the Hopewell network. The relationship of
subsequent Mississippian development out of
Hopewell (Richardson 1996:43-45) and the
Proto-Iroquoian homeland associated with phases
of the Early and Middle Woodland periods of the
southern Appalachian Summit (Chapman and
Keel 1979) is beyond the scope of this study. The
Connestee phase is the best place to start to seek
a Northern Iroquoian homeland.

The Northern Iroquoian-speakers appear to ar-
rive first in the Ontario area (Figure 3.8, blue site
clusters). Overlapping of Kipp Island and Princess
Point complexes occurred from AD 500-900.
The Algonquian and Iroquoian migrants oc-
cupied different parts of the territory (St. Pierre
2001). The Intrusive Mound and Kipp Island
complexes were most affected by this migration.
The Northern Iroquoian-speakers brought the
advantage of corn agriculture, matrilineal kinship,
clans, and tribal level political organizations. They
started out in smaller hamlets but soon began to
cluster into nucleated communities. The intensi-
fication of agriculture, along with nucleated and
palisaded villages, helped the Iroquoians expand
their population and territorial control (Curtin
2004). By AD 1100, Iroquoian sites appear
throughout the former PA and PEA homeland
territories of the eastern Great Lakes (see Figure
3.8). Owasco has been associated with both
Algonquian and Iroquoian sites.

From AD 700-1300, another group of
Northern Iroquoian-speakers occupied the
Susquehanna basin from the Juniata River north-
ward to the Susquehanna headwaters (Stewart
1994b:5, 10; Snow 1995). They arrived initially
as hunter-gatherers and corn farmers living in
small hamlets along riverine settings. After AD
1100, the populations increasingly clustered
in circular villages. Called the Clemson Island
complex, they manufactured cord impressed and
decorated Clemson ware with a predominant cord
pattern of S-twist (Stewart 1995:22). In contrast,
a predominant Z-twist occurs in Shenks Ferry,
Hell Island, Minguannan and Potomac Creek
ceramics, the latter three being associated with
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the Medial division Algonquian-speakers. The
early Northern Iroquoian-speakers’ movement
to the Ontario and Middle Susquehanna regions
influenced decisions by Algonquian-speakers of
this region to migrate to safer territories.

This was a factor in the dispersal of the Kipp
Island complex to the west and southwest to join
the descendents of the Intrusive Mound complex.
Migrating groups to the south and southeast in-
termingled with the Mockley horizon bands to
create the Webb complex. Recent research sug-
gests that the Webb complex developed out of the
Carey Hopewell complex with mortuary elements
adopted from the Jack’s Reef horizon migrating
groups (Lowery 2013b). The Kipp Island complex
was contemporaneous with the Fox Creek com-
plex in New York (Rieth 2013:100-103). The
greatest number of sites occurs in Central and
Eastern New York. In Western New York sites
of the Kipp Island complex are rare, particularly
during the early period of AD 300-600 (Rieth
2013:91, 99). This rarity of Kipp Island sites in
western New York may have been a factor lead-
ing the Northern Iroquoian-speakers to select the
Ontario-Erie Lowland for establishment of their
initial Princess Point complex sites around AD
500 (see Figure 3.8). Taking advantage of buffer
zones and lightly settled territories was a practical
decision for Iroquoians looking to leapfrog to a
new territory adjacent to well established popula-
tions of the Jack’s Reef horizon in the Great Lakes.

Returning to the Jack’s Reef horizon, from
AD 400-900, aspects of their ceremonial and
social interactions continue between the Intrusive
Mound, Kipp Island and Webb complexes
(Thomas and Warren 1970; Lowery 2013b;
St-Pierre 2001; Custer et al. 1990, Fiedel 1990;
Redmond 2013). Post AD 900, sacred practices
and social boundaries diversify. Increased compe-
tition between Algonquian societies reduced the
diversity of items exchanged, particularly lithic
artifacts for bifaces. Trans-Appalachian tradition
trade continues between the Chesapeake and
Obhio drainages for marine shell, copper, furs and
other precious items. Sacred commodities remain



Figure 3.8. Founding and spread of Iroquoian Princess Point Complex (Blue outlines = Iroquoian Princess Point
complex (AD 500—1000) site clusters; Black outlines = Site clusters of post AD 1000 Iroquoian spread north of the
lakes (modified from Warrick 2007:134-149) (Courtesy of Gary Warrick, The Journal of World Prehistory, and

Springer Nature).

important for shaman practices, and as symbols of
chiefly leadership (Stothers 2000:52—-53; Lapman
and Johnson 2002).

The major impetus for abandoning the PEA
homeland was famine driven by cool/dry condi-
tions followed by the appearance of Northern
Iroquoian polities in the Great Lakes region. The
Northern Iroquoian-speaking groups brought
corn agriculture which gave them a competitive
edge. In the Ontario area, intensification of corn
agriculture after AD 1200 led to significant popu-
lation increases and adjacent territorial expansion
of the Northern Iroquoians. Eventually their
large populations consolidated into nucleated
villages; better for withstanding Algonquian and

Iroquoian raids. They may have also contributed
to the migration of Five Nations Iroquois tribes
around the Finger Lakes and Mohawk River
valley. But the principal source for Five Nation
Iroquois is postulated to have been the Clemson
Island complex of the Middle Susquehanna Valley
(Snow 1995). The Clemson Island complex ended
in the Susquehanna Valley by AD 1300 when the
tribes relocated to the Finger Lakes region.
Algonquian cultures of the Intrusive Mound
complex (AD 700-1100) continue to the west
in the Lake Erie and Ohio River drainages
(Redmond 2013:113—-115). The sites are smaller
and indicate a settlement pattern shift from
nucleated villages to small, seasonally-reoccupied
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quarters. In the Ohio region, Upper Mercer
chert is the preferred lithic choice for Jack’s Reef
points (Redmond 2013:116). Evidence for corn
agriculture is found at Jack’s Reef horizon sites
post AD 750 in the form of carbonized remains
and high stable carbon isotope levels (Redmond
2013:119). The Great Lakes region data is variable
in adaptation and subsistence practices. For the
Great Lakes and Ohio drainages, the Jack’s Reef
horizon is summarized by Redmond (2013:113)
based on Seeman (1992:44—45):

The Jack’s Reef horizon is presented as the
archaeological signature of highly mobile
foragers and is most clearly marked by: 1) the
appearance of the first true arrow points in the
form of thin, light-weight, notched bifaces;

2) scattered burials in open-air settings and as

intrusions in earlier Woodland burial mounds;

3) mortuary treatments featuring the inclusion

of bone, antler, and stone (arrow-making?)

tool kits, red ochre, and ornaments of shell and

copper; 4) small seasonal habitations consisting

of small clusters of cooking pits and little or no
evidence of structures; 5) the use of non-local
chert resources; and 6) rather thick, cord-marked
and collared ceramics, some with cord-impressed
decorations resembling types from the central

New York.

In the Susquehanna drainage, sites with
Jack’s Reef points appear associated with the
Northern Iroquoian-speaking Clemson Island
culture (Snow 1995; McConaughy 2013:39).
[ interpret this interaction as evidence of trade
and exchange relationships between the Medial
division-speaking Algonquians with the Northern
Iroquoian-speakers of the Clemson Island com-
plex. Certainly the exchange of marine shell and
marine food, mica, domesticated crops and other
commodities brought both cultures into regular
interaction. The analysis from McConaughy
(2013) suggests similarities in site locations near
major rivers for both the Ohio and Delaware
drainages of Pennsylvania. Only 67 Jack’s Reef
components for the Delaware drainage are
known, while the Ohio drainage contains 123
sites (McConaughy 2013). For the Jack’s Reef
sites reported from New Jersey, sites are greatest
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along the Delaware River and much less as you
move toward the interior drainages of the Pine
Barrens (Walker 2013:49).

Returning to the Webb complex of the
Chesapeake-Delaware region, sites of this com-
plex occupy certain drainages (see Figure 3.7)
while other drainages continue to be occupied by
Late Selby Bay and Late Carey phase bands. The
Webb phase migrants settled in the fresh water
zone on both sides of the Fall Line zone, along the
St. Jones to Nanticoke River corridor, and along
the Atlantic shore drainage to the tip of Delmarva
(Lowery 2013a, 2013b). The Nanticoke of his-
toric times represent a mixing of Kipp Island
and Late Carey complexes. They appear to have
retained the Southern Coastal Archaic division
language of the Late Carey complex. The Kipp
Island settlements on the lower Delaware Valley
developed into the historic Lenape, who spoke
the Medial division language.

From the Delmarva region northward along
the Atlantic drainages, a maritime adaptation was
added to the settlement and subsistence systems
of the Jack’s Reef horizon sites (Lowery 2013b;
Goodby 2013). The Jack’s Reef horizon migrants
must have intermarried with and incorporated
maritime culture adaptation from the Late Carey
and Fox Creek complexes. The territories they
occupied provided direct access and control
of both conch and marginella shells and fresh
and fossil shark teeth (Lowery 2013b:23) (see
Figure 3.7). As discussed earlier, maritime shell
from the coastal Jack’s Reef bands continued to
be exchanged with the Ohio and Great Lakes
Jack’s Reef bands. The trade of soapstone for the
manufacture of platform pipes continued (Lowery
2013:21-23). The Webb complex is intricately
allied with the contemporaneous Late Carey and
Late Selby Bay phases, as indicated by oral tradi-
tions of the Nanticoke Indians.

The Coastal Archaic division-speakers are
equated with the archaeological remains of
the Carey and Selby Bay complexes. Central
Algonquian-speakers may have been associated
with the Intrusive Mound complex. The Medial

division-speakers are associated with the Kipp



Island and Webb complexes. Webb and Selby
Bay complexes completed the population and
language spread to the Pamlico Bay drainage
from AD 700-1000 (Clark 2010; Lowery et al.
2011:97—-106; Herbert 2009; Stewart 1990:243).
The Webb complex spread along the Fall Line of
the Western Shore of the Chesapeake Bay from
AD 600-900 (Knepper et al. 2006). An increase
in archaeological indicators of population growth
during this period suggests that the Jack’s Reef
horizon expansion focused on filling territorial
buffers between existing societies (Fiedel 2001).
The addition of corn agriculture (AD 1100) and
bean crops (AD 1300) led to increased successful
food storage for lean times. Bean, corn, and squash
became important to the diets of Algonquian,
Iroquoian and Siouan societies (Fiedel 2001:111—
118; McKnight and Gallivan 2007:188; Snow
1995; Gallivan 2003; Potter 1993; Smith 1997).
Sustained warfare among the Algonquians, and
with surrounding Siouan and Iroquoian societies,
increased after AD 1300.

Historically, external threats from non-Algon-
quian cultures unified responses from expanded
alliances of Algonquian polities. A Mahican elder
told Heckewelder (1876:60) how this process
worked for Medial division-speakers. They had a
tacit alliance extending from the Mahican in the
Middle Hudson to the Lenape of the Delaware
Valley, and to the Piscataway of the Potomac
drainages:

They said their grandfather (the Lenni Lenape),

and the nations or tribes connected with them,

were so united, that whatsoever nation attacked
the one, it was the same as attacking the whole;

all in such cases would unite and make a

common cause. That the long house (council

house) of all those who were of the same blood,
and united under this kind of tacit alliance,
reached from the head of tide, at some distance
above where Gaaschtinick (Albany) now stands,
to the head of the tide water on the Potomack.

That at each end of this house there was a door

for the tribes to enter at.

The Jack’s Reef horizon migration along the
Atlantic drainages was largely completed with the
cooperation of the resident Algonquian bands.

The intermixing of both Algonquian societies
results in a puzzled archaeological record. The
subsequent Late Woodland period lays witness
to the adherence to segmented lineage bands in
some areas and the development of tribes and
chiefdoms in the Chesapeake region. Algonquian
and Iroquoian agricultural societies successfully
defended their territories as they positioned them-
selves to control regional trade networks. Some
polities were forced to flee from repeated attacks.
A third migration of Algonquian agriculturalists
from the Northeast region to the Potomac Valley
occurred from AD 1100-1300 (Blanton et al.
1990). Group migrations in response to stress,
opportunity, and to preserve their way of life,
continued during the Colonial period (Weslager
1948, 1978a, 1983; Grumet 2009:251-2806).
Group migrations during the historic pe-
riod are well documented for the Algonquians
(Weslager 1948, 1978a, 1983; Cissna 1986; Clark
2012; Grumet 2009:251-286). Migration models
are once again accepted as valid methods for in-
terpreting archaeological, linguistic and historical
data (Cabana and Clark 2011). Much work re-
mains to link archaeological deposits to languages
and to historical native societies. Such links need
to be more firmly established and refined. Once
firmly established, the links between historical,
linguistic and archaeological data will be criti-
cal to understanding the development of both
Algonquian and Pre-Algonquian cultures (Turner
2004). The direct historical approach for a region
is the best way to make those links. Chapter 5 for
the Chesapeake drainage and Chapter 6 for the
Delaware drainage will expand on discussions of
regional analysis linking historic societies to the
archaeological record. To demonstrate this process
for the PEA migration archaeology model, I turn
to the southern edge of the Algonquian spread.

SPREAD OF ALGONQUIANS TO THE
CARroLINA CoasT (AD 700-1600)

The last part of this migration model focuses
on the southern geographical extent of the
Algonquian language spread. The Algonquians
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began arriving along the North Carolina coast
after AD 700. This is based on the appearance of
artifacts from both the Late Selby Bay and Webb
complexes.

Joe Herbert (1990, 2008, 2009:176-185),
Mark Mathis (1999:31-32) and David Phelps
(1983:36-40) identify the shell tempered
Mockley ware of the Middle Woodland period
at sites in the north coastal estuaries (see Figure
3.5). The succeeding (1983:16), shell-tempered
Colington and White Oak ware of the Townsend
series of the Late Woodland period is associated
with the southern-most migration of Algonquian-
speakers (Table 3.5).

In the Carolina Sound region, Mockley ware
frequency distributions suggest a migrant group
was established in the estuary of the Tar River
of Pamlico Sound. A larger migrant group oc-
cupied a territory at the mouth of Albemarle
Sound (Herbert 2009:178-180). These Mockley
associated sites appear in the region from AD
700-800. Mockley ceramics extend from this
location northward to the southern coast of New
York (Herbert 2008:269-270).

[ associate the Mockley horizon as part of the
Trans-Appalachian tradition, Coastal Archaic
division Algonquian-speakers. Siebert (1975)
studied the 33 Algonquian words recorded by the
English colonists. He assigned the Algonquian lan-
guage to the Coastal Archaic divisions. Mockley
ware developed into Colington and White Oak
ware. Both wares are now identified as part of the
Townsend series (Herbert 2008:270-271). The
Townsend series extends ever further south, to
the Atlantic coastline of Cape Fear River (Herbert
2009:184). During the subsequent Colington
and White Oak complexes, evidence of agricul-
tural, semi-sedentary villages and ossuary burials
develops (Herbert 2008; 2009; Ward and Davis
1999:210-226).

Ward and Davis (1999:222) state:

Just how far south did the territory of the coastal

Algonkians extend? Although we have noted

minor distinctions between the pottery of the

Colington and White Oak phases, there are

many more similarities than differences. The
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archaeological and ethnohistoric records also

show many similarities in house types, as well

as village size and internal organization. Both

phases show evidence of a mixed economy with

a heavy reliance on shellfish and other marine

resources. Similarities also exist in the size, form,

and content of the mortuary remains, including
large and small ossuaries, bundle burials, and

a few primary interments. And finally, when

the skeletal remains from the White Oak phase

ossuaries had been analyzed, they appeared

to be Algonkian because of their large size

and robusticity (Loftfield 1990; Ward 1982).

Current evidence suggests that the Algonkian

culture spread as far south as the Onslow-Pender

counties.

As shown in Figure 3.9, the southern
Algonquian cultures occupied the outer Coastal
Plain, while the inner Coastal Plain was populated
by the southern branch of Northern Iroquoian-
speakers (being the Tuscarora, Meherrin and
Nottoway). Archaeologists determined that
Cashie ware was produced by the southern
branch of Northern Iroquoian-speakers (Phelps
1983:43-47; Ward and Davis 1999:223-226).
Oak Island ware, found south of the Algonquians
and Iroquoians, was produced by the Waccamaw,
who were Siouan-speakers (Figure 3.10). These
three cultures and language communities lived
in different territories throughout the Late
Woodland period (AD 800-1600).

Ward and Davis (1999:225) noted that Cashie
phase sites in the Tuscarora’s historic territory
bear radiocarbon dates beginning at AD 673.
Herbert (2009:143) says the earliest dates for
Cashie ware are AD 800. Foster’s (1996:105-106)
glottochronological analysis estimates the separa-
tion of the Tuscarora’s language from the Great
Lakes Northern Iroquoian languages between
400 BC-AD 100. The Tuscarora’s ancestors’
migration route prior to arrival in the Roanoke
River drainage has not been investigated. Available
data suggests that ancestors of the Iroquoian-
speakers arrived from the west about the same
time the Algonquians arrived from the north, ca.
AD 700-800. Both displaced Siouan-speakers

of the Mount Pleasant archaeological complex.
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Figure 3.9. Distribution of historic ethnic and linguistic groups in the North Carolina coastal plain (Phelps
1983:37) (Courtesy of North Carolina Division of Archives and History).
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Waccamaw and other Siouan-speakers success-
fully defended their territories to the south and
west (see Figure 3.9 and Table 3.5).

Ossuary burials of the Algonquians represent
a long tradition of Trans-Appalachian tradition
mortuary behavior. Remains of the deceased un-
derwent various stages of ceremonial treatment
through a period of grieving and societal ritual cy-
cles concluding with their placement in a central,
sacred cemetery. Multiple polities participation
in ossuary reburial maintained societal cohesion,
mutual caring, and shared religious beliefs and
practices (Curry 1999, 2015; Jirikowic 1990;
Monahan 1995:59; Phelps 1983:40-42). Both
Coastal Archaic division-speaking Algonquian
and Northern Iroquoian-speaking cultures used
ossuary burials. Considerably fewer individuals
were placed in the Iroquoian graves (two to five
individuals) as compared to numerous individuals
interred in the ossuary of the Algonquians (38-58

individuals) (Phelps 1983:42; Ward and Davis
1999:224). Phelps believes that the Cashie phase
burials resulted from family unit interment. The
Algonquians ossuaries reflect multi-family and
multi-community burials.

The historic record indicates that the southern
Algonquians were incipient chiefdoms (Rountree
and Turner 2002). Without the surviving his-
torical record of the Roanoke and Jamestown
English migrant groups, we would be challenged
to identify archaeological evidence for such chief-
doms. The eastern Algonquians did not construct
mounds, as is the case for the Mississippian
chiefdoms. The larger Algonquian ossuaries, rep-
resenting the burial of individuals from multiple
communities, reflect the development of incipient
chiefdoms.

These incipient chiefdoms were able to main-
tain territory integrity while engaging in regional
exchanges with the Iroquoian and Siouan cul-

Figure 3.10. Southern distribution of Mockley ware ca. AD 700 (Herbert 2008:269) (Courtesy of

Joseph Herbert and Southeastern Archaeology).
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tures. Marginella shell beads commonly found
in Cashie phase ossuaries suggest trade with the
coastal Algonquians to the east. Close relation-
ships between the Cashie and Colington phases
is reflected in shared ceramic surface treatments.
Both cultures exchanged whelk shell, Marginella
beads, and diamondback terrapin carapaces
(Phelps 1983:44). The northern range of Olivella
shells occurs in these southern Bays. Olivella was
traded both to the west and to the Finger Lakes
Iroquoian. The Colington phase received copper
objects from the Northern Iroquoians in ex-
change. Historic accounts note that the Mangoaks
(Tuscarora) had great abundance of native copper
that they secured some 40 days journey on the
other side of the mountains (Quinn 1985:110).

This brief review notes the direct historical
association of Coastal Carolina Algonquian-
speakers with the Colington and White Oak wares
of the Townsend ceramic series and associated
Townsend complex. The Townsend complex de-
veloped wares with the speakers of Coastal Archaic
division languages (see Figure 3.9). Medial
division-speakers produced the Kipp Island and
Webb complexes. The 33 words recorded in
Carolina Algonquian vocabularies indicate a well
developed adaptation to a maritime and forest
plant-and-animal subsistence base, supplemented
by corn/bean/squash agriculture (Geary 1955).

Archaeological evidence suggests that some
members of the Medial division-speakers of the
Webb complex reached the Carolina coast during
the same time period as members of the Coastal
Archaic division, Mockley horizon cultures
(Figure 3.10).

Mortuary evidence from the Hand site in a
buffer zone between the Cashie and Colington
complexes reveals a Webb complex burial with a
radiocarbon date of RCYAD 740+50. The burial
contains evidence of fire ceremony, two elk antler
combs and 32 shark’s teeth. The burial is typical
for Kipp Island burials in New York and related
Webb complex burials in Delmarva (Custer et
al. 1990; Mudar et al. 1994). Mockley and
Townsend wares extend along the outer Coastal

Plain to New York (Handsman and McNett

112

1974:24-31), except where interrupted by ceram-
ics of the Jack’s Reef horizon.

Five other Webb phase burials at the site
produced triangular Lavanna type points, slate
gorgets, slate pendant, shell pendant, shell discs,
platform clay and soapstone pipes, and an antler
bone flaker. These are traits of the mortuary
system of the Webb complex of the Jack’s Reef
horizons. The Hand site cemetery was first used
during the Webb complex (Algonquian-Medial
division). It was next occupied as a single palisade
village during the Cashie complex (Southern
Branch of Northern Iroquoian). Its final use was as
a multiple palisaded village during the Colington
complex (Algonquian-Coastal Archaic division)
(Clark 2010). These overlapping settlements, all
using the same cemetery, show a continuity of
knowledge of this sacred place by three cultures
as their territorial boundaries shifted over time.
The three archaeological assemblages meet Funk’s
criteria for multiple complexes existing in the
same region and competing for the same buffer
zone territory.

The archaeological, linguistic and historical ev-
idence from the southern edge of the Algonquian
spread reveals a direct historical connection be-
tween these cultures and the archacological assem-
blages that they left behind (see Table 3.4). The
language spoken in the sixteenth century, as par-
tially recorded by the English colonists at Roanoke
Island, is classified by Siebert as that of the PEA
- Southern Coastal Archaic division (see Figure
2.2 and Table 2.1). Mockley and Townsend wares
have been demonstrated by various authorities to
have been produced by these Algonquian-speakers
(Potter 1993; 200-204; Rountree and Turner
2002:42-47). In the Carolina Sound region,
Mockley ware sites appear after AD 700 and de-
veloped into the White Oak and Colington wares.
After AD 850, shell tempering continues, but
surface decorations of cord and net are replaced
by fabric surface paddling and rim incised design
motifs of the Townsend series ceramics.

In 1607, Captain John Smith and William
Strachey, during the initial Jamestown settlement
period of 1607-1610, provided written accounts



of the Algonquian, Siouan, and Iroquoian-
speaking cultures, including observations on dif-
ferences in their spoken languages (see Table 3.4).
Archaeological research helps refine connections
between the cultures and their material remains.
William Strachey (1612:608), who copied heav-
ily from Captain John Smith’s 1612 publication,
observed language differences in the region as
follows:

Amongst those people are thus many several

nations of sundry languages which environ

Powhatan’s territories: The Chawonocks, the

Mangoaugs, the Monacans, the Mannahocks,

the Susquesahanoughs, the Acquanachuks, the

Tockwoughs, and the Kuscarawaoks. Of all

these not anyone understandeth another but by

interpreters.

I have provided Table 3.6 to tie the different
languages, as classified by Siebert (1975), to ar-
chaeological complexes and associated majority
ceramic types. Some areas have multiple ceramic
types associated with an archaeological complex
and language. I show the major ceramic type for
a defined archaeological complex. For example,
sites in the Monacan territory on the James River
Piedmont, while producing mostly Albemarle
ware, also have Potomac Creek, Townsend
and Gaston as minority wares (Gallivan 2003).
Potomac Creek complex sites predominate in the
Eastern Piedmont of the Rappahannock River
while Albemarle complex sites predominate in
the western Piedmont (Hantman and Klein
1992:140, 145—-148; Hantman 2001:109-115;
Svokos 2004). This is further evidence of shift-
ing territorial boundaries and buffer zones be-
tween Piedmont Siouan-speakers and Tidewater
Algonquian-speakers (Bushnell 1935).

The Nanticoke and Piscataway paramount
chiefdoms of the Middle Chesapeake Bay area are
classified by Siebert (1975) as part of the Coastal
Archaic division. In the Nanticoke paramount
chiefdom territory on the Middle Eastern Shore,
a majority of the ceramics are Townsend ware.
But a minority of sherds consists of Potomac
Creek ware (Hughes 1980:48-53, 191-217).
The Nanticoke and Pocomoke spoke the same

Algonquian language. The language was close to,
yet distinct from, the Piscataway and Powhatan
paramount chiefdoms’ shared language (Rountree
etal. 2007:27, 117; Mackie 2006). They are clas-
sified as Coastal Archaic-speakers. They may rep-
resent the result of mixed populations of Lenape
Unami and Coastal Archaic-speakers.

The Tockwogh on the Sassafras River at the
head of the Chesapeake Bay spoke a form of
Algonquian language distinct from that of the
Powhatan and that of the Iroquoian-speaking
Susquehannocks. Insufficient words were record-
ed by Captain John Smith to assign this group to
a particular division of Algonquian languages. A
Unami dialect of the Lenape language is probable,
based on geographic proximity. As the archaeo-
logical remains of the Tockwogh’s 1608 village
have not been found, the type of ceramics found
in the upper Bay suggests either Minguannan or
displaced Shenks Ferry complexes populations.
When the Susquehannocks took over the Shenks
Ferry territory at the mouth of the Susquehanna
River, the Shenks Ferry population, in an effort
to remain in the region, probably moved south
into the Minguannan complex buffer zone. The
Shenks Ferry complex may have created the vil-
lages of Tockwough and Ozinies. The Tockwogh
served in a tributary status to the more powerful
Susquehannocks. They functioned as a buffer
between coastal Algonquians and the Northern
Iroquoian Susquehannocks. My and others’ ef-
forts to find the village of Tockwogh along the
southern shore of the Sassafras River remain
unsuccessful, possibly due to twentieth-century
recreational home development of Kenwick Beach
(Seidel 2008; Lowery 2013a).

Areas where Medial division languages were
spoken during the historic period produced
quartz and grit tempered pottery. Grit tempered
wares developed out of the Webb and Kipp
Island complexes. Late Woodland wares included
Minguannan, Riggins, Overpeck, Bowman
Brook, Kelso, Owasco and Munsee, to name the
most prominent (Stewart 1998a:159-160; Kraft
2001:291-309; Snow 1978:62—64). These de-
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Strachey's Historic Language Language Archaeology Pottery
Name Name Division Complex Ware
Chawonocks Chowonoc Algonquian Coastal Colington Colington

gonq Archaic & &
Mangoaugs Tuscarora Iroquoian Northern - Cashie Cashie
Tuscarora
Albemarle Albemarle
. Potomac Potomac
*
Monacans Monacans Siouan Southeastern Creek** Creek**
Albemarle- Albemarle
Mannahocks Mannahocks Siouan Southeastern*® Potomac Potomac
Creck Creek**
Northern *- Schultz &
Iroquoian/ | Susquehannock | Monongahela Varieties
Massawomecks | Massawomecks
Algonquian Central* unknown unknown
Northern- Schultz - Schultz-
Susquesohanough | Susquehannock | Iroquoian | Susquehannock | Washington Washington
Boro Boro
. . . Minguannan - | Minguannan-
Acquianachucks Lenape Algonquian Medial . >
Riggins Riggins
Minguannan- Minguannan-
Tockwough Tockwogh Algonquian Medial* Shenks Ferry? | Shenks Ferry?
Slaughter Townsend &
Creek &
. . Coastal Potomac
Kuscarawoaks Nanticoke Algonquian . Potomac
Archaic C Creek
reek
. Coastal Slaughter
Accohanock Occohannock | Algonquian Archaic Crock Townsend
. Coastal Slaughter
Accowmack Accomac Algonquian Archaic Creek Townsend
Powhatan Coastal Townsend, Townsend
Tsenacommacah (Paramount Algonquian Archaic Potomac Gatson,
Chiefdom) Creek Roanoke

*Insufficient words to formally assign to classification - assignment based on
archaeological association and proximity to languages with sufficient words recorded.
** Potomac Creek sites in Fall Line zone suggest shifting territorial boundaries, while
sherds found in Siouan Mounds suggest participation in mortuary ceremonies. Only
Albemarle appears directly associated with core Siouan-speakers of the Piedmont.

1able 3.6. Indian societies and languages as noted by Strachey (1612) and their archaeological associations.
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fined wares, found along the Delaware River and
Hudson River drainages, were produced by the
Mahican, Munsee, Minisink, Lenape and Lenopi.

Further northeast, Siebert (1975) classified the
language of Southern New England as Coastal
Archaic division. The area produced shell tem-
pered Mockley and Townsend-related wares
(Handsman and McNett 1974:27-31). These
and other wares were produced by Algonquians
who spoke languages of the Northern Coastal
Archaic division (see Table 2.1). The Algonquian-
speakers included the Massachusetts, Pequot,
Narragansett, Nipmuck and Pokanoket (Salwen
1978). Late Woodland period shell tempered ce-
ramics of the Windsor complex are found in the
outer Coastal Plain. Ceramics more influenced by
Owasco motifs are found in the interior drainages
(Snow 1978).

The above summary of the southern area of
the Algonquian language distribution is based
on archaeological, linguistic and historical data.
The missionaries Zeisberger (1910:141) and
Heckewelder (1876:122) learned from the Lenape
how to speak their language. They point out that
the language of the Nanticoke is very similar to the
Lenape. They note that the Nanticoke refer to the
Lenape as “Grandfathers”, denoting a fictive kin-
ship acknowledgment of the ancestral relation to
the Lenape (Weslager 1948:115). Also important
is the origin story of the Nanticoke as recorded by
Heckewelder in the eighteenth century.

I conclude this archaeological model with
the clarity of the voice of an eighteenth-century
Nanticoke Indian informant, Robert White.
When asked about the origin of the Nanticoke, his
response informs this discussion on the relation-
ship of the Medial division and Coastal Archaic
division-speakers of the Lenape and Nanticoke
Indians. At the time of the missionaries” work
among these Algonquians (AD 1750s—1790s),
the displaced Lenape, Munsee, Nanticoke and
Piscataway were migrating westward across
Pennsylvania and into Ohio.

Here is the explanation given by Robert White
to Heckewelder, with italics added by me for em-
phasis, as noted in Weslager (1948:113):

Every Indian being at liberty to pursue what
occupation he pleases, White’s ancestors, after
the Lenape came into their country, preferred
seeking a livelihood by fishing and trapping

along the rivers and bays to pursuing wild game

in the forest; they therefore detached themselves,

and sought the most convenient places for their

purpose. In process of time they became very
numerous, partly by natural increase, and partly
in consequence of being joined by a number of

the Lenape, and spread themselves over a large

tract of country. Thus they became divided

into separate bodies, distinguished by different

names; the Canai (Piscataway) they say sprung

[from them, and settled at a distance on the shores

of the Potomac and Susquehanna; where they

lived when the first white people first arrived

in Virginia; but they removed farther on this

account, and settled higher up the Susquehanna

not far from where John Harris afterwards
established a ferry. The main branch or the

Nanticoke proper were then living on what

is now called the Eastern Shore of Maryland

(Heckewelder 1876:90-91).

With recent advances in linguistic, archaeo-
logical and historical research, I interpret this
quote to mean that the Nanticoke originally
separated from the PEA “Lenape” to pursue a
maritime focus to the south, eventually settling
in the Middle Chesapeake region. They preferred
this form of subsistence over that of a heavy reli-
ance on hunting in the forest for a larger part of
the seasonal round. I attribute this initial spread
with the Meadowood and Middlesex migration
during the Early Woodland period. During
the Middle Woodland period, these relocated
multiple-lineage bands developed a regional
maritime adaptation reflected in the Mockley
horizon. Once established in the tidal regions
of the Chesapeake and Delaware drainages, the
Coastal Archaic division-speakers spread as a result
of natural increase. Over hundreds of years, they
absorbed or displaced the Pre-Algonquian bands
of the Terminal Archaic traditions.

After AD 500, a large number of Lenape from
the PA and PEA homeland areas migrated south
and joined the Nanticoke. The added popula-
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tion facilitated the spread of the Algonquians to
the Pamlico Sound. This spread is represented
archaeologically by the appearance of Mockley
horizon sites after AD 800. Since the Nanticoke
language is classified by Siebert (Table 2.1) as
Coastal Archaic division, this can only mean
that the Medial division-speakers of the Lenape
who joined the Nanticoke, adopted the Coastal
Archaic language of the Nanticoke. This explains
the 500 year difference between the separations of
Powhatan from Lenape (ca. 298 BC) compared
to the separation of Nanticoke from Lenape (ca.
AD 345). The later separation date of Nanticoke
reflects this addition of Lenape-speakers into the
Nanticoke polities. The combined populations
created a language having words and structure
closer to the Medial division than the Powhatan
Coastal Archaic division language. The end
result was a language sufficiently different from
Powhatan to require an interpreter to understand
1t.

Due to the Lenape (Webb phase) joining
the resident Nanticoke (Late Carey phase), the
spreading population became divided into differ-
ent polities, including the Montgomery complex.
The Webb phase initially spread west to occupy
the territory from the Susquehanna River to the
Potomac River along the Fall Line zone. This
spread appears to have begun after AD 700, as
evidenced by the Whitehurst site at Rock Creek.
The Western Webb phase on the Western Shore
resulted in the subsequent development of the
Montgomery and Minguannan/Riggins com-
plexes. Both complexes expanded with nucle-
ated agricultural villages in the buffer zone of
the Piedmont province. The final migration of
Medial division-speakers was post AD 1100, with
the arrival of the Owasco tribes of the Potomac
Creek complex. This complex extended from the
Patapsco to the Rappahannock Rivers, and cen-
tered on the Potomac River, as noted by Robert
White (Heckewelder 1876:91).

[ interpret the related Minguannan complex,
being situated around the tidal headwaters of
the Chesapeake Bay, as seasonal winter hunting
quarters of the Medial division-speakers of the
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Riggins complex. The Riggins complex occupied
year round hamlets focused on fish and limited
corn agriculture at sites along the shores of the
Delaware Bay. Their winter hunting quarters were
situated in the serpentine barrens in the eastern
Piedmontarea (Marye 1955). Their small upland
sites have been classified as the Minguannan com-
plex. Serpentine barrens were wide grasslands.
Grasslands resulted from the droughty thin soils
over serpentine deposits. Trees were replaced by
grass when these soils were subjected to repeated
firing of the woods by the Algonquians (Marye
1955:Patterson and Sassaman 1988). Use of
fire for deer drives, clearing of garden plots, and
plant management was typical of Algonquians
from the Chesapeake Bay to New England. Jay
Custer’s (1984:154-157) alternate interpretation
is that the Minguannan complex represents band
level societies which did not adopt agriculture.
However Brett and Custer (2008:41—43) sub-
sequently suggest that Minguannan and Riggins
should be classified as the same ware, but with
different types and varieties. Most Minguannan
sites lack corn and are small in size. Such attributes
are more suggestive of their being winter hunting
quarters of the Riggins complex.

LatE WooDLAND PERIOD

The region wide uniformity of cultural connec-
tions, communication and cooperation of the
Middle Woodland period, as reflected by the
Mockley horizon and Jack’s Reef horizon, broke
down during the Late Woodland period. In the
Hudson and upper Delaware regions, Medial
division Algonquian-speakers interacted on a
regular basis with the Iroquoians in the upper
Susquehanna and Great Lake drainages. Both
Late Woodland period cultures share corded and
incised decorative motifs and vessel forms (Kraft
1970:33; 2001). Cord decorated motifs were
developed first by cultures of the Medial division-
speakers associated with the Intrusive Mound,
Kipp Island and Western Webb complexes
(Stewart 1998a). In the tidal areas of Algonquian-
speakers, ceramics begin to develop incised design



motifs, influenced by the Coastal Archaic-speakers
who manufactured Abbott Zoned Incised variety
of ceramics. Abbott Zoned Incised wares devel-
oped in the lower Chesapeake, middle Delaware
and Long Island regions. Similar design gram-
mars and motifs of the Late Woodland shell and
grit tempered wares from both traditions suggest
sustained interaction (Griffith 1977).

Trade in copper, marine shell and perishable
items helped sustain visitation, contacts and alli-
ance among the Algonquians. Argillite and rhyo-
lite ceased to be regional exchange items beyond a
core area around the quarries (Stewart 1998c¢:3).
The lithic technology of the Webb complex is dif-
ferent from that of the Selby Bay complex (Lowery
2013a). After the Webb complex ends, the people
of the Late Woodland complexes focus on locally
available lithics. The use of local lithic sources and
the development of a variety of pottery design
motifs suggest circumscribed territories. Still, for
the Delaware Valley and Delmarva overall, settle-
ment systems continue to be dispersed. Palisade
villages and large settlements do not develop. This
suggests that the area of the Medial Algonquian
spread involved a common defense response to
outside threats. The response to attack may have
been the same as for the Lenape - flee, take refuge
among kin/lineage connections, built coalitions
for revenge, return and rebuild, and seek revenge
of the offending attackers in their homeland.

Post AD 900, the Northeast Algonquians
were influenced by the Northern Iroquoians to
varying degrees. Those migrating away from the
Iroquoians, like the Minisink and Mahican, made
cord impressed pottery very similar to that of the
Owasco complex (to be discussed in detail in
Chapter 5 and 6). They increased the planting of
corn, but maintained a more traditional dispersed
clan and lineage band level settlement system
(Kraft 2001:291-303). The Lenape focused on
non-cultivated crops, dispersed villages, and
possibly strengthened lineages and clans. They
used their tacit pan-Algonquian alliance and local
confederations to maintain territorial integrity

(Johnson 1995:3-17).

The tidewater pattern for the Delaware
drainage also extended to coastal Southern New
England, as Mulholland summarizes (1988:149):

Because they were situated on the richest and
most productive land within the entire drainage,
the major territorial concerns of coastal groups
were threefold: (1) to maintain control over

their own prime land so that they had adequate

resources for survival, (2) to restrict access to

coastal shellfish resources by outsiders in order

to minimize overexploitation of those critical

resources, and (3) to minimize the threat of

warfare from without.

Several different strategies would be appropri-
ate for maintaining control of puccoon (Rountree
and Turner 1998:282-284) and other com-
modities. The intensification of agriculture by AD
1300, with the addition of beans, led to the three
part settlement system of historic times. Part of the
population stayed in semi-sedentary agricultural
villages. Family sized units left these settlements
for winter hunting quarters and spring-to-early
summer fishing quarters (Chesapeake Bay region).
The Medial division language-speakers along the
middle Delaware and Hudson drainages did not
have as nucleated semi-sedentary villages. They
may have depended on lineage, clan, warrior
and medicine linked societies to protect their
territories.

Agriculture allowed groups to settle in the
Piedmont and Ridge and Valley floodplains where
they benefitted from excellent agricultural soils
and by controlling the trade of commodities to
Late Woodland and Mississippian fringe societies
to the west. By AD 1200, the southern Coastal
Archaic division-speakers developed semi-seden-
tary agricultural villages (Gallivan 2003; Potter
1993). The Chesapeake and lower Delaware
drainages developed into more than 60 chiefdoms,
except for the Chickahominy who retained tribal
level, lineage based alliances (Rountree and Turner
1998; Woodward and Moretti-Langholz 2009).
At least four paramount chiefdoms developed in
the Chesapeake Bay region: (1) Powhatan; (2)
Piscataway; (3) Nanticoke; and, (4) Assateague/
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Pocomoke (Rountree and Davidson 1997:42—44,
96; Potter 1993:179-183).

SUMMARY OF ARCHAEOLOGY MODEL

This overview is based on analog reasoning from
historic Algonquian band to chiefdom level soci-
eties of the Great Lakes, Northeast and Middle
Atlantic regions; insights on lineages from linguis-
tic data; and archaeological evidence of canoes,
mortuary ceremonies, pottery, copper, shell and
lithic exchange and site settlement data.

Three thousand years ago, the resident popu-
lations in the Great Lakes Proto-Algonquian
homeland were comprised of small communi-
ties—likely egalitarian bands based on ethno-
graphic analogy—involved in fishing, hunting
and gathering, with limited cultivation of gourd
plants. They traveled by canoe and footpaths for
a variety of purposes such as trading for food,
clothing, lithics, mats, fur, copper, shell, and other
items. Certain items are hypothesized to have been
valued as powerful tools for healing, reinforcing
societal and spiritual beliefs, and binding related
bands with outside alliances through shared con-
cepts about the objects they exchanged or gifted
to each other (Mason 1981:197-198, 212, 217—
219; Romain 2009:119-145). Reciprocity was
practiced in these transactions. These practices
supported formalized structures such as lineages,
moieties, and medicine societies. Clans would
have been adopted later in time. The organizations
allowed polities to form alliances, work groups,
and community connections that sustained their
cultures in times of dietary resource variability and
scarcity. The edge zone adaptation was enhanced
by the exceptional water transportation corridors
of the Great Lakes homeland. It enabled different
groups of Proto-Algonquian-speakers to expand
outward over the next 2000 years.

Linguistic analysis and reconstructions provide
useful insights into the cultures of PA and PEA.
The linguistic model has informed my correla-
tion of evidence with archaeological analysis to
refine the locations of PA and PEA homelands.
The PA homeland archaeological manifestations
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are correlated with the Old Copper, Red Ochre
and Glacial Kame complexes. These band level
societies centered in the mixed forest zone of the
Great Lakes were involved in regional visitation
and exchange with copper from Lake Superior
deposits being of pan-regional value. Travel to
the Atlantic drainages to secure fish and maritime
shell resources eventually led to establishment of
PA migrant groups in the Gulf of Maine to New
England. This trade and migration period that
led to the diversification of PEA languages is cor-
related with the Meadowood complex (Granger
1978a). Once adapted to the maritime resources
of the Northeast, the Meadowood complex popu-
lations leapfrogged south down the Delaware and
Susquehanna drainages to establish successful
migrant groups in areas of southern maritime
resources (Granger 1978b; Lowery 2012; Lowery
et al. 2015; Luckenbach 2013b). Descendents of
these migrant groups are correlated with the Selby
Bay-Mockley horizons and Southern Coastal
Archaic division Algonquian-speakers (Potter
1993; Herbert 2009). The Northern Coastal
Archaic division Algonquian-speakers are corre-
lated with the Lagoon and Fox Creek complexes in
Coastal New England (Ritchie and Funk 1973).

As the Algonquian-speaking bands expanded
into new areas, they adapted to the resources and
topography of each biotic province. Historically
documented distributions of Algonquians show
that they radiated north, west, and east into the
Hudsonian Biotic province; east and south into
the Carolinian Biotic province; and southwest
into the Illinoisan Biotic province (see Figure
2.1,2.7,2.8). These migrations varied over time,
in complexity, in success and failure of new mi-
grant groups, and other historical details as can
be inferred from analysis of linguistic, historic,
and archaeological data. The Proto-Algonquian
and southeastern parts of the Proto-Central and
Proto—Eastern Algonquian territories encom-
passed what would become the territorial bound-
aries of the historic Northern Iroquoian-speaking
polities (see Figures 2.7 and 2.9). Based on the
geographical and glottochronological analysis, the



PA and PEA homelands do not include the ter-
ritories of historic Eastern Algonquian-speaking
polities of the Delaware, Chesapeake, Albemarle,
and Pamlico Bay drainages of the Middle Atlantic
States region. These regions were occupied by
band level cultures represented archaeologically
by the Terminal Archaic traditions.

The PEA language separation dates for the ini-
tial eastward migration falls within the period of
1200-900 BC (Luckenbach et al. 1987). During
this period they adaptively refined their maritime
culture which was based on a well-developed
hunting, fishing and gathering subsistence cycle.
The Micmac’s ancestors interacted with, and
adapted practices of, the Maritime Archaic ho-
rizon cultures of the Pre-Algonquian societies.
In the New England area, the interaction was
with coastal Mast Forest and Susquehanna tradi-
tions bands. They all appear to have been bands
with varied adaptations. Regular expeditions for
trade, raids and direct procurement introduced
the Proto—Eastern Algonquians to the natural
resources and to the different cultures spread
along the Atantic Coast. They learned of the
location of critical resources central to their eco-
nomic, sacred, curative and mortuary practices.
Knowledge obtained from their travels was used
to ascertain where to establish migrant groups
from New England to the southern edge of the
Carolinian Biotic province. The success of the new
migrant groups varied regionally. Some migrant
groups, such as the Micmac, succeeded. Other
Algonquian bands, such as in the lower Hudson,
initially failed. Resistance of Pre-Algonquian soci-
eties would have been a major factor to failure of
Algonquian-speaking bands (see Figures 2.7-2.8).

The migrations involved a multifaceted histori-
cal process whose interpretive details will occupy
generations of researchers. Detailed archaeological
complex analysis (Granger 1978a) and regional
detailed sequence taxonomy are critical to this
type of study (Ritchie 1980; Ritchie and Funk
1973; Kent 1984; Potter 1993; Kraft 2001; Custer
1996). From these studies, certain fossil index ar-
tifact types can be defined as key indicators of PA
and PEA spread. During the initial spread of PA

and PEA, Vinette 1 pottery and a flake core lithic
technology of the Meadowood complex (Granger
1978a, 1978b; Taché 2005, 2011) are two artifact
index fossils that represent the population spread.
Another prime indicator of PA and PEA spread
is the preference for Onondaga chert and other
Great Lakes lithics. Joe Granger’s (1978a) detailed
synthesis for the Meadowood complex builds on
similar complex and phase definitions by Ritchie
(1980) and Ritchie and Funk (1973). I correlate
the PEA homeland with the distribution of the
Meadowood complex sites from the Finger Lakes
to the Hudson Valley (Taché 2011:43, 49). Taché
continues to refine ceramic, lithic and chronologi-
cal analysis of the Meadowood Interaction Sphere
(Taché 2005, 2008, 2011; Taché and Hart 2013;
Taché et al. 2008). I will interpret her analysis of
distributional data of the Meadowood complex
in greater detail in Chapters 4 and 6.

The Algonquian migrant groups along the
southern Atlantic drainages coexisted with Pre-
Algonquian societies in areas like the Coastal
Plain of the Chesapeake Bay region. The Pre-
Algonquian societies produced a variety of point
types and grit tempered ceramic wares distinct
from that of the PEA migrant groups. Recent
work by Darrin Lowery has documented evi-
dence for establishment of Meadowood migrant
groups in the Delmarva region, from which
subsequent Mockley horizon cultures developed
(Lowery 2012; 2013b; Lowery et al. 2015). This
patchwork of band level polities from very dif-
ferent cultures, speaking different languages but
having similar settlement and subsistence prac-
tices, created an intricate archaeological record.
Concurrent Algonquian and Pre-Algonquian
cultures interacted over a 400 to 600 year period
in different areas of the Great Lakes, Northeast
and Middle Atlantic states regions.

The successful southern Algonquian migrant
groups introduced shell temper into their Vinette
1 type pottery (1000-800 BC). This innova-
tion of scallop shell tempered ware and oyster
shell tempered Mockley ware developed in the
Chesapeake drainage and spread north to New
England (Custer 1987b; Herbert 2009; Lowery
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2012; Rick et al. 2015). By AD 700, Mockley
ware spread southward with the establishment
of Algonquian migrant groups in the Carolina
Sound tidewater (Herbert 2009). The PEA mi-
grant groups gained territorial control of sources
for rhyolite, argillite, Peach Bottom slate, and
Iron Hill and other jasper sources, which were
traded widely between the Coastal Archaic divi-
sion language bands. They controlled the source
of marine shell and fossilized shark’s teeth which
were traded in exchange for PA, PEA and Central
Algonquian spiritually-charged objects from the
Great Lakes and Ohio drainages.

The PEA migrant groups of the Chesapeake
and Delaware drainages initial lineage and alliance
relationships focused to the north. After 400 BC,
along the St. Jones-Choptank-Patuxent- Potomac
River corridor, they added direct relations to
their Central Algonquian-speaking relatives of
the Adena and Hopewell complexes (Lowery
2012:48-50; Luckenbach 2013b). They shared
cosmological, curative, lineage and other adap-
tive practices and representational objects. The
Central Algonquian bands constructed mounds
west of the Appalachians, but the PEA in the
Atlantic drainage created reverse, sub-surface
conical pit burials on high bluffs overlooking
rivers or bays (Luckenbach 2011, 2013b). Trade
of marine shell in exchange for copper contin-
ued across the Appalachians after the end of the
Hopewell complex and into the Jack’s Reef hori-
zon (Lowery 2013b).

Within a century following the demise of the
Hopewell complex, migrating bands of Iroquoian-
speaking societies from the southeast Appalachian
Summit began settling the region of the PEA
homeland. This migrant group is identified
archaeologically as the Princess Point complex
(Warrick 2007, 2008). Their first settlements
were in the Ontario Erie Lowlands. A second di-
vision settled in the Middle Susquehanna Valley
as the Clemson Island complex (Snow 1995;
Stewart 1994b). They subsequently migrated
to establish Iroquoian settlements in the Finger
Lakes area (Snow 2007). Because of the diversity
of Northern Iroquoian languages and polities in
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historic times, multiple Iroquoian-speaking poli-
ties were involved in this northward migration.
These bands and/or tribes of Iroquoian-speakers
prompted the dislocation and migrations of resi-
dent PEA homeland populations. Archaeologists
recognize this second Algonquian migration from
sites of the Intrusive Mound, Kipp Island and
Webb complexes of the Jack’s Reef horizon (AD
500-1000).

The arrival of Northern Iroquoian-speakers
in the Great Lakes region resulted in contem-
porary Iroquoian and Algonquian occupations
of different sections of the region. The period of
overlap corresponds with a pan-Eastern spread
of the Jack’s Reef horizon complexes across the
Mississippian, Great Lakes and Atlantic drain-
ages. Migrating Algonquian bands of the Jack’s
Reef horizon formed a wedge of Medial division
Algonquian-speakers between the earlier Coastal
Archaic division Algonquian-speaking communi-
ties (Siebert 1975) (see Figure 2.2). Jack’s Reef
horizon development to the west is associated with
dispersal of Central Algonquian-speakers during
this period (Halsey and Brashler 2013; Evans and
Fortier 2013; Fiedel 2013).

As the Iroquois occupations expanded, the
Algonquian individuals and polities of the PA
homeland would have an array of responses—
ranging from forming alliances and trade relations
to warfare, coexistence, increasing buffer zones
between competing cultures, and vacating the
region over time to resettle with allied Algonquian
groups in all cardinal directions. By AD 1300,
the [roquoians were in control of the former ter-
ritory of the PEA in the Finger Lakes area (Snow
1995; Warrick 2007). They had displaced the
Algonquian-speakers of the Owasco complex of
the North Branch of the Susquehanna region and
the Mohawk Valley of the Hudson drainage. The
Owasco complex tribes of the Upper Susquehanna
Valley (North Branch) migrated down river to
establish migrant groups as the Potomac Creek
complex on the tidal Potomac River (Blanton et
al. 1999).

The advent of intensive corn agriculture was a
factor in some Algonquian polities forming tribes



and chiefdoms. Others maintained band level
societies. By AD 1200, warfare was widespread,
leading to clustering of populations in semi-
sedentary villages along major rivers (Potter 1993;
Funk 1993; Gallivan 2003). Along the middle
and upper Delaware drainage, the Algonquian
alliances formed by lineage, clan, moiety and work
groups allowed retention of egalitarian band level
societies as effective barriers to Iroquoian expan-
sion (Kraft 2001). In Southern New England
fortifications were not needed in areas of high
population densities of Algonquians living in
dispersed settlements but strengthened by mem-
bership in confederations (Johnson 1995). In
the lower Delaware and Chesapeake drainages,
Algonquian tribal and chiefdom level societies
developed. Migration continued to be an adap-
tive response up to and after the contact period
with Europeans.

CONCLUSION

The archaeological model focuses on key archaeo-
logical index fossils of points, lithic types, pottery
and mortuary systems, following the example of
Taché (2011). I did not emphasize settlement
and subsistence practices which normally are
the focus of archaeological discourse. Settlement
and subsistence patterns varied significantly both
archaeologically and historically from the Gulf of
St. Lawrence to the Pamlico Sound. While shared
Algonquian subsistence patterns do emerge, the
fresh water, lake and maritime adaptations are too
complicated to detail. The PA and PEA cosmol-
ogy, viewing their world from a secular-residential
and sacred-mortuary perspective, has long chal-
lenged archaeologists. The artifacts found at
Trans-Appalachian tradition mortuary sites are
rarely found at residential sites. Mortuary mounds
and cemeteries rarely include secular point or
pottery types used in everyday living at residential
sites. Only since 2012 do we have solid contextual
data from the Chesapeake region to confirm that
the Mockley horizon residential sites support the
Adena and Hopewell influenced cemetery sites
(Lowery 2012; Luckenbach 2011, 2013b).

I have not elaborated upon the development
of Algonquian-speaking Adena and Hopewell
societies. Few archaeologists have attempted to
link these complexes with descendent Indian
communities or to specific languages or language
divisions. Many feel that such an effort is not pos-
sible, given the time depth of Adena and Hopewell
complexes. | have presented a summary case for
linking Adena and Hopewell to the Algonquian
language, and specifically to Central Algonquian
languages. This is a topic worthy of more exten-
sive analysis. The focus of my research has been
on the PEA; not the Central Algonquian related
archaeological complexes. Early researchers sought
a Meso-American origin of Adena and Hopewell.
Mid-twentieth-century scholars sought to prove
in situ development out of Late Archaic period
cultures. They linked Old Copper, Red Ochre,
Glacial Kame and Meadowood complexes as
the sources of the Adena and Hopewell origins
(Ritchie 1980; Dragoo 1963; Snow 1980).

The refinement of this model will require
researchers working in the Great Lakes, Ohio
drainage, Northeast and Middle Atlantic states to
give equal weight to both in situ and migration
models. The high quality of new data produced
in both published and unpublished cultural
resource management reports, combined with
new GIS and DNA analysis, enable such new
approaches. I ask academics, cultural resource
managers and museum professionals and state
SHPO staff to give this paradigm equal billing in
their analyses. New model review is essential for
our understanding of historical developments of
the Iroquoian, Siouan and Algonquian-speaking
cultures. As with any model, my hypothesis on
the association of a specific component, phase or
complex with an Algonquian society or language
may prove to be in error. But such a refinement
of a part of the model should not be sufficient
to toss out the entire model. Archaeology as a
profession will not benefit from continuing to
summarily dismiss the linguistic and historical
evidence of migrations. The process of revising
our interpretation of the archaeological record
to reflect linguistic and historical data will prove
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difficult but insightful (Curtin 2004; Smith 1997;
Snow 1995, as examples).

In the twenty-first century, as was the case
in the nineteenth century, we are challenged to
explain the historic distribution of Iroquoian and
Algonquian societies in the Eastern Woodlands
(see Figure 2.1). How and when did the
Algonquian language spread from a Proto-
Algonquian homeland in the Great Lakes
to extend from the Rocky Mountains to the
Atlantic shoreline? What are the archaeological
correlates to the Pre-Algonquian cultures that
responded to the migrating Algonquians? How
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did the Northern Iroquoian-speakers spread
from a Southern Appalachian homeland to oc-
cupy the Carolina Sound, Upper Potomac River,
Susquehanna River and Great Lakes drainages (see
Figures 2.9 and 3.9)? How could Owasco ceram-
ics have been produced by both Algonquian and
Iroquoian-speakers? How do the Kipp Island and
Owasco occupations of the Manna site fit into this
larger model? Answers to these key questions are
now possible and vital to our interpretation of
the archaeological record. The Manna site in the
Upper Delaware Valley is reinterpreted in Chapter
6 based on this migration model.



4: The Pre-Algonquian Cultures

of the Atlantic Drainages

INTRODUCTION
William Ritchie (1932) defined the Archaic

period in New York as a way of life which was
pre-Algonquian, pre-ceramic, and pre-agriculture;
whose small, scattered sites suggest band-level
societies typical of the boreal forest Algonquian
hunters of historic times (Fitzhugh 1972:1-3).
Since then, archaeologists have refined the se-
quences of the Early, Middle and Late Archaic
periods through the use of stratified data and
improved radiocarbon dating (Kinsey 1972;
Ritchie and Funk 1973; Funk 1976, 1993; Snow
1980; Mason 1981; Kraft 1970b, 2001; Granger
1978a, 1978b; Mouer 1990, 1991; Potter 1993;
Custer 1996; Taché 2005, 2011). The Late
Archaic period has numerous point types which
are fossil indexes for named phases, complexes,
horizons, traditions and periods. The multiplic-
ity of defined taxonomic units tends to obscure
as well as advance studies of this time period
(Fitzhugh 1972:3; Snow 1980:186-190). A gen-
eral introduction sets the stage for more detailed
discussions of the evidence for Algonquian and
Pre-Algonquian relationships that changed over
time and place.

The linguistic model presented in Chapter
2 states that the Proto-Algonquian-speakers
settlements were concentrated in the Great Lakes
region prior to 1500 BC. From this homeland
they travelled, feasted and traded with other
language-speakers to the east and south along the
Atlantic drainages. The language of these other
speakers is difficult to judge. This is because the
Pre-Algonquian-speakers were eventually ab-
sorbed, displaced or adopted the language and
cultures of the Algonquians who migrated from

their homeland to as far south as Albemarle
Sound. Rouse (1986) notes that successful migra-
tions of groups occur when the migrating group
replaces the native population of a territory. But
the archaeological record for the Northeast and
the Middle Atlantic regions indicates otherwise.

The rich maritime, riverine and forest re-
sources of the Carolina Biotic province was able to
sustain both migrating and resident populations
for hundreds of years of contemporary occupa-
tions of different territories within both regions.
Successful defense by bands of Pre-Algonquians in
their traditional territories created opportunities
for innovation and culture change derived from
interactions with their Algonquian guest, trade
partners and new neighbors. Over periods of 300
to 500 years, the tapestry of contemporary cultures
from different traditions and languages involved
trade, rituals and feasting, intermarriage, alliances
and warfare. Development of trade languages and
multi-language-speakers are documented historic
processes which facilitated communication and
interaction of contemporary language and cultures
of both traditions. The presence of artifacts as
minority percentages from one tradition in other
tradition's contemporary sites document this in-
teraction. Or mixing of assemblages may denote
the shifting boundaries of territories, depending
on the context of the discoveries.

Movement of Proto-Algonquian-speakers as
individuals or families constitute immigration
and trade. Such minor movements would leave
artifact evidence in the archaeological record but
not settlement or mortuary pattern changes. The
Algonquians bands of the historic period in the
Great Lakes region would travel hundreds of miles
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in the summer for purposes of visitation, trade,
feasting, alliance building and intermarriage. The
hunting, gathering and fishing economy of the
Proto-Algonquians allowed them great mobility
to relocate outside of their homeland. Interactions
with the Pre-Algonquians in the Carolina Biotic
province facilitated the Algonquians adaptation
to the mast forest and maritime resources of the
province. Such interactions gave them the plan-
ning, adaptive knowledge and alliance relation-
ships to facilitate migration of the band or part of
the band to new territories along their trade routes.
The migrating bands of Algonquians maintained
lineage, ceremonial and trade relationships with
bands who remained behind in the Great Lakes
homeland. Two way relocations of band members
between homeland and migrant group territories
is a normal process of migrating populations.
Evidence of this continued interaction rest with
over 1500 years of continuity in the exchange of
sacred items associated with curative and mortu-
ary practices and extensive lithic exchanges from
primary quarry sources.

The cosmology of the Algonquians involved
material representations of the believes and prac-
tices in support of lineages and kinship based
curative, ritual and feasting activities (see Chapter
2 and 3). Onondaga chert from the homeland of
the Proto—Eastern Algonquians was extensively
exchanged for functional tools as well as cer-
emonial bifaces placed in burials (Taché 2011).
Copper played a similar role, changing from utili-
tarian value to decorative and symbolic value over
time. Birdstones, gorgets, large bifacial ceremonial
blades of exotic lithics (possibly associated with
lineage packs or sacred bundles handed down over
generations) made for a unique material culture.

Archaeologist have used this material culture to
define a series of related complexes based primar-
ily on the sacred and curative evidence. The Old
Copper, Glacial Kame, and Red Ochre complexes
represent, in this model, the evidence for Proto-
Algonquian homeland. The Meadowood complex
represents their migration to the Carolina Biotic
province where they developed a new language as
Proto—Eastern Algonquian-speakers. All of these
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related complexes shared mortuary ceremonialism
practices which created clear divisions between
the sacred and secular spaces and activities of
their societies (Dragoo 1963; Granger 1978a).
Participation in the sacred activities involved
regional travel and feasting between bands. The
Meadowood Interaction Sphere involved trade
and travel using the lakes and rivers for long trips
by canoe (Taché 2011). The same routes were
used to relocate bands to distant territories rich
in the resources, food and materials, required to
sustain a growing population of Algonquians. The
Carolina Biotic province was already occupied
by hundreds of Pre-Algonquian bands, whose
reaction to these migrations varied over time and
territory.

The Pre-Algonquians from Maine to North
Carolina appear to represent two major traditions.
The Mast Forest tradition (popular name: small
point tradition) is poorly defined in the Middle
Atlantic region but better refined in the Northeast.
The Susquehanna tradition (popular name: broad
point tradition) is more fully understood in both
regions (Dent 1995:176-186; Snow 1980:223—
230, 239-242). For this report, I call the Archaic
and Woodland period complexes associated with
both traditions, the Terminal Archaic traditions.
Both traditions appear to merge during the Orient
complex, after which soapstone vessels are gradu-
ally replaced by various types of ceramic vessels.

The introduction of broad point technology
in the Middle Atlantic region by 2200 BC and
the Northeast by 1900 BC has been interpreted as
the result of diffusion, migration, or pan-eastern
adaptive change to an expanding fishing economy
(Mouer 1990, 1991; Sassaman 2000:77; Taché
and Hart 2013:363). The broad point tradition
cultures, whether by migration or long distance
trade, brought soapstone bowl technology from
the Southeast region to the Northeast region
(Witthoft 1953; Kinsey 1972; Sassaman 2000).
These bowls appear to have been valued and ex-
changed as part of ritual and community feasting
instead of secular use for everyday cooking (Klein
1997). Other exchange items include rhyolite,



jasper and argillite used in the manufacture of
broad point knives and atlatl points in the Middle
Atlantic region (Custer 1996). These items ended
up in burials as offerings and were used in every-
day living. The Pre-Algonquian cultures of both
traditions did not include copper objects in buri-
als. Marine shell beads are rarely included in buri-
als, even though they may have traded marine shell
to the Algonquians. The narrow point and broad
point traditions of the Pre-Algonquian-speakers
makes for a complicated archaeological record
as one explores for evidence of the migration of
Algonquian-speakers into the Atlantic drainages
(Dent 1995; Mouer 1991; Snow 1980).

The broad point tradition cultures in the
Southeast developed the use of soapstone, first
as cooking rocks for boiling foods in organic
containers, and subsequently as soapstone carved
vessels for feasting and ritual use (Sassaman
2006:43-5; Klein 1997). The soapstone vessel
technology spread, along with the broad points
technology, to the northeast in the Gulf of Maine
and the Finger Lakes regions. Ceramic technol-
ogy also developed early in the Southeast region
as part of the Gulf ceramic tradition (Jenkins et
al. 1986). The ceramic technology spread to the
Middle Atlantic and Northeast between 1500
to 1200 BC. (Taché and Hart 2013:366). The
concept of ceramics manufacture of the Gulf
tradition spread up the Atlantic drainage to as
far north as Lake Erie and the Gulf of Maine.
The Pre-Algonquian cultures of the narrow point
and broad point traditions adopted the ceramic
technology of slab built, trough shaped vessels
designed after the soapstone and wooden troughs.
The open mouth design of the vessels allowed for
continuation of hot rock boiling of the contents.

The adoption of soapstone bowl use by the
narrow point tradition cultures is most evident by
the time of the Orient complex (1200-700 BC).
The Orient complex extended from Southern
New England to the Middle Chesapeake Bay
region, with Orient Fishtail points rarely found
along the James River drainage (Mouer 1991:40).
The complex appears to be the merging of popula-

tions of both the broad point and narrow point
traditions of Pre-Algonquian-speakers. The bands
experimented with different ceramic vessel slab
construction, vessel shapes and temper. The ves-
sels allowed the continuation of hot rock boiling.
Their interactions with the Proto—Eastern
Algonquians introduced the method of coil
constructed, conical shaped vessels with cord im-
pressed surfaces. The Algonquians, who did not
participate in the soapstone bowl exchange, began
experimenting with ceramic production for ritual
and feasting use between 1400 to 1200 BC (Taché
and Hart 2013:367). They based their design on
basketry and not wooden troughs (Taché et al.
2008:64—-65). The vessels were coil constructed
with the coils melded by cord wrapped paddling.
The conical vessels allowed direct cooking in
the fire, a much different process than the Pre-
Algonquian practice of hot rock boiling. By 900
BC, the Pre-Algonquian bands began experiment-
ing with the Algonquian ceramic technology. They
adopted the manufacture of coil constructed, cord
paddled vessels used in direct heat cooking. In the
Middle Atlantic region, temper initially included
large percentages of crushed soapstone, but soon
included a variety of other lithics (Klein 1997;
Mouer 1991). Gradually soapstone vessels and the
ceramic copies ceased to be manufactured by the
Pre-Algonquian descendent cultures, disappearing
from the archaeological record between 700 BC
and AD 100 (Taché and Hart 2013:367).
Another major difference between the Pre-
Algonquian and the Algonquians was the prefer-
ence of the Algonquians for the production of
stone tools from lithic quarry locations (Granger
1978a). The Algonquians of the Meadowood
complex manufactured and traded preforms
and finished tools throughout the distribution
network (Granger 1978b; Taché 2011). The
narrow point tradition Pre-Algonquian preferred
local lithic outcrops and cobble deposits for their
points (Snow 1980:231, 251). Quartzite and
quartz was a preferred material. In the James
River basin, quartz was the preferred material of
narrow point tradition bands and quartzite the
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preferred material of the broad point tradition
bands (Mouer 1991:15). The broadspear tradition
south of the Potomac preferred quartzite from
cobble sources. But as the culture expanded north
of the Potomac, they utilized and traded preforms
and finished tools made of rhyolite, argillite,
jasper, Onondaga chert and other primary lithic
deposits. As the Algonquian migrants took over
the territories of these major lithic deposits, the
remaining Pre-Algonquian bands focused on the
use of local cobble deposits for tool production,
with an emphasis on quartz and quartzite.

The Algonquian and Pre-Algonquians prac-
ticed different methods of manufacture, style of
points, lithic preferences and extend of regional
exchange. Variation in stone tool technologies,
in vessel manufacture and style and in mortuary
and ritual ceremonialism allows archaeologists
to define taxonomic units and assign them to
different traditions of cultural development.
Settlement and subsistence patterns are similar
between these band level societies so are not as
useful in denoting difference. The exception is
the distribution of types in different parts of geo-
graphic space, which begins to document evidence
for contemporary bands maintaining territories
in distinct parts of a given region (Snow 1980;
Dent 1995; Mouer 1990; 1991:14—16). The
multiethnic nature of the archaeological record
has been obscured by the taxonomic sequences
built on stratigraphic excavations which were not
adjusted to reflect geographic variations across the
landscape (Sassaman 2006:52-53). The greatly
expanded data base of site data with radiocarbon
dates from a variety of locations, allows testing of
models of contemporary occupations of differ-
ence traditions in Northeast and Middle Atlantic
regions (Blanton and Pullins 2004). This chapter
expands on Chapter 3 discussion on the nature
of the Pre-Algonquian bands who occupied the
regions that the Algonquians-speakers eventually
came to control as a result of a series of migrations
from their Great Lakes homeland.
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ARCHAEOLOGY EVIDENCE
OF PRE-ALGONQUIAN BANDS

In the Great Lakes and Northeast regions, two
traditions of Pre-Algonquian-speakers have been
classified as the Mast Forest Archaic, commonly
defined as a tradition of narrow point manufac-
ture (Snow 1980:223-233). The Susquehanna
tradition, commonly defined as the introduction
of broad points (Snow 1980:244-257), is viewed
as intrusive or as a result of shared technological
innovations. Both traditions are contemporary,
Pre-Algonquian societies extending from the
Northeast through the Middle Atlantic region.
The cultural complexity of the Great Lakes and
Northeast region is further complicated by the
definition of the Shield Archaic, Lake Forest
Archaic, and the Maritime Archaic traditions
which share participation in the distribution of
copper and other lithic tools (see Figure 3.1). The
Lake Forest tradition is associated with produc-
tion of copper utilitarian tools and decorative
objects. The Old Copper, Glacial Kame and
Red Ochre complexes have been assigned to the
Lake Forest tradition, which our model equates
with Proto-Algonquian (PA) speakers (see Figure
3.2). These Proto-Algonquians were involved in
the manufacture and distribution of copper tools
across the Great Lakes region to Pre-Algonquian
societies (Pleger and Stoltman 2009:707-709).
Although they participated in the copper ex-
change, the Shield Archaic, the Mast Forest and
the Maritime Archaic traditions are designated as
Pre-Algonquian cultures based on differences in
material culture from that of the Glacial Kame and
Red Ochre complexes of the Lake Forest tradition.

Bands from the Lake Forest, Shield and
Maritime Archaic traditions exchanged copper,
slate, and other commodities during the Late
Archaic period. Cultures from these three tradi-
tions and the Mast Forest tradition practiced
cremation ceremonial burials involving red ochre
and grave offerings. Elements of these mortu-
ary practices continue with the development of



the Proto-Algonquian Red Ochre and Glacial
Kame complexes from which the Proto—Eastern
Algonquian (PEA) Meadowood complex devel-
oped (Pleger and Stoltman 2009:715). Riverine
sites of the Lake Forest tradition extend to the
St. Lawrence drainage and islands in the Ottawa
River. The Ottawa River was one passageway for
transporting copper from Lake Superior to the
St. Lawrence. The islands of the Ottawa River
have Late Archaic period sites yielding remains of
eel, fish, and beaver (Chapdelaine and Clermont
2006:195-197).

The language of Pre-Algonquian Indians
remains uncertain in the Northeast region.
Woodland period migrations of Algonquian
bands and Iroquoian tribes displaced, absorbed, or
transformed the unique Pre-Algonquian cultures.
For example, the Maritime Archaic traditional
cultures centered on the St. Lawrence River Valley
and Gulf, Newfoundland and the Bay of Fundy
(see Figures 2.1 and 3.1). Newfoundland was the
historic homeland of the Beothuk. The language
of the Beothuk is uncertain. Few words of the
language have survived, making classification dif-
ficult (Campbell 1997:155; Goddard 1978a:77).
The Beothuk were a maritime oriented culture
which defended their Newfoundland Island
homeland from Algonquian and Eskimo expan-
sion during the historic period (Reynolds 1978).
DNA analysis of Beothuk human remains show
matching sequence stems from individuals of
PEA, Central and Western Algonquian-speaking
populations, but common ancestry links cannot
be concluded (Kuch et al. 2007:9). A definitive
archaeological sequence linking Beothuk to the
Maritime Archaic tradition has not been estab-
lished. The Algonquian Micmac shared aspects
of the Beothuk material culture, such as birch
bark sea-going canoes, but were enemies of the
Beothuk during the historic period (Bock 1978).
The Beothuk and Micmac had a long association
resulting in shared aspects of culture.

The Micmac language was the first PEA dis-
tinct language to develop, representing a degree of
isolation from the other Algonquian migrant and

homeland groups. This language developed be-
tween 1200 and 900 BC (see Figure 2.3 and Table
2.2). The Meadowood complex is the archaeo-
logical evidence for this migration. The Micmac
adopted a marine focus and seasonal round simi-
lar to that of the Beothuk. The Micmac's focus
on fisheries was distinct to that of surrounding
Algonquian's reliance on hunting, fishing, and
wild plant gathering (Reynolds 1978; Goddard
1978a Kuch et al. 2007). The early migration of
the Meadowood complex to the Bay of Fundy
area and the historic distribution of the Micmac
is in the territory formerly occupied by bands of
the Maritime Archaic tradition. Maine is also the
northern extend of the migration of Susquehanna
tradition cultures, so both Pre-Algonquian societ-
ies may have interacted with the migrating ances-
tors of the Micmac Algonquians.

South of Maine in the Atlantic drainage, the
Mast Forest and Susquehanna tradition Pre-
Algonquian cultures depended upon the atlatl
as their principal weapon. They interred atlatl
weights (bannerstones) and other ground stone
tools with their deceased (Kraft 2001:124-127).
Bannerstones of varied shapes and materi-
als extended throughout the distribution of
Susquehanna tradition sites from Maine to
the Savannah River (Sassaman 2006:60-71).
Bannerstones, associated broad points and
soapstone bowls are defined fossil indexes of
Pre-Algonquian-speakers.

The Proto—Eastern Algonquian (PEA) cem-
eteries of the Meadowood complex, lack ban-
nerstones as grave offerings. Neither are they
found at Meadowood residential sites. The
PEA Meadowood and Pre-Algonquian cultures
continue to occupy the landscape for an overlap
period of 300-600 years. During this time frame,
point types remain distinct as both cultures ad-
opted narrow point styles. As PEA has terms for
the bow and arrow, and as Meadowood points
are the right size and weight to serve as arrow
points, this technological innovation appears to
date to the period of initial spread southward of
the Algonquians (see Chapter 2).
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Based on the appearance of small and nar-
row Dry Brook and Orient point types, Pre-
Algonquian cultures adopted the bow and arrow.
The Late Archaic Triangle, Calvert, Rossville,
and Piscataway points occur in Pre-Algonquian
sites that lack bannerstones (Jones and Blanton
1993:56-57; Pullins et al. 1996:71). The
Meadowood complex migrations, with their use
of the bow and arrow, may have introduced this
technology from the north to the Pre-Algonquian
cultures who readily adopted it.

The Pre-Algonquian cultures of the Mast
Forest and the Susquehanna traditions adopted
soapstone vessel technology at an earlier date.
Based on new AMS dating in the Northeast, soap-
stone vessel use “becomes archaeologically visible
between 2574-1772 BC. Soapstone vessels are
no longer manufactured between 751 BC-AD
164 (Taché and Hart 2013:366). Their popular
use ends from 600-500 BC in the Northeast
and Middle Atlantic (Sassaman 2000:82—83;
Inashima 2008:257-259). The soapstone vessels
were initially replaced by soapstone-tempered,
flat-bottomed ceramic vessels used primarily
for feasts (Sassaman 2000:87). These were slab
constructed vessels with smooth exteriors in the
shape of soapstone bowls and heated primarily
by the hot rock method. The Pre-Algonquians
adopted from the Algonquians the manufacture
techniques and styles of the Vinette 1 ceramics
(Taché etal. 2008). By 600 BC, Algonquians and
Pre-Algonquians shared direct cooking techniques
involving basket-shaped conoidal pottery vessels.
By this time, the ritual and feasting use of these
vessels appears to have been extended to allow
everyday utilitarian use of the vessels.

Soapstone quarries are limited to the eastern
Piedmont (Figure 4.1). In the Southeast, soap-
stone vessels were traded eastward to the Atlantic
Ocean and westward as far as the Poverty Point
complex in the Mississippi drainage (Sassaman
2006:171-173). In the Middle Atlantic region,
the Piedmont quarries became production areas
from which soapstone was exchanged with bands
along the Atlantic Shore to the western edge of
the Ridge-and-Valley province (Sassaman 2000).
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By 1800 BC, soapstone vessels are found as far
north as the Gulf of Maine (Sanger 1998). By
1500-1300 BC, sites of this horizon penetrate
north of Lake Erie into the Ontario homeland
of the PEA, and along the Finger Lakes region
to the south (Ellis et al. 2009:814—118; Ritchie
1980:150—160; Mason 1981:205-209; Funk
1976:259-260). The Susquehanna tradition sites
cluster in the Carolina Biotic Province in the pen-
insula between eastern Lake Erie and western Lake
Ontario (Spence and Fox 1986:5-8). Soapstone
vessels did not reach this area. Soapstone vessels
and marine shell were traded from the Atlantic
drainage to Susquehanna and Perkiomen com-
plexes to the east in the Niagara Peninsula (Spence
and Fox 1986:5). This data suggests that the
spreading Susquehanna tradition cultures regu-
larly interacted and competed territorially with
the PEA homeland from 1500-1200 BC, after
which Algonquian bands progressively migrated
to occupy former territories of the Susquehanna
tradition in the Carolina Biotic province.
Witthoft (1953) and Mouer (1990:140—144)
ascertain that the spread of this way of life was
accomplished by migrations of broad point
producing bands that selectively settled along
rivers, seasonally augmenting their riverine re-
sources with those obtained from upland mast
forests. Others note the diffusion of broad point
knife or spear technology used in fisheries along
the Atlantic drainage (Ritchie 1980:152-154;
Kinsey 1972:343-349; Custer 1996:203-2006). A
third interpretation combines diffusion through
exchange with migration of southern Pre-
Algonquians to the Great Lakes, and to Maine
(Snow 1980:246-248); ultimately resulting in
contemporary Susquehanna tradition bands and
Mast Forest tradition bands living in a mosaic
of territories in the area shown in Figure 4.1
(Pagoulatos 2006:43—45; Ellis et al. 2009; Fiedel
et al. 2005:158-163). The PEA Meadowood
complex bands interacted with bands of both Pre-
Algonquian cultures during their migration to the
south and east from the Great Lakes homeland
(Spence and Fox 1986:5-12; Taché 2011:42).



Figure 4.1. Distribution of soapstone quarries and geographic range of lerminal Archaic traditions sites
involved in soapstone exchange (Sassaman 2000:76; courtesy of Kenneth Sassaman, Mary Ann Levine,
Michael Nassaney, and Bergen & Garvey Press).
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SUSQUEHANNA AND MAST FOREST
TRADITION BAND INTERACTIONS

Pre-Algonquian-speaking people of Susquehanna,
Mast Forest and Maritime Archaic traditions
vied for trade and territory maintenance in the
Northeast. This trade included the exchange of
maritime resources for copper and lithic ceremo-
nial items. Kinsey (1972) depicts the broad point
distribution as a northward diffusion of influences
from the Savannah River to the Finger Lakes and
into Southern New England (Figure 4.2). The
Terminal Archaic traditions broad point styles
originated south of the Carolina Biotic Province
in the Savannah River complex (Sassaman 2006;
Mouer 1991). The northward spread of the broad
point style (see Figure 4.2) parallels the northward
spread of oak-chestnut species in this biotic prov-
ince (Witthoft 1953).

The Susquehanna tradition includes the
complexes of the Savannah River, Susquehanna
Broadspear, Perkiomen, Lehigh, Koens-Crispin,
Snook Kill and Frost Island. The fossil index of
the complexes are broad point with type names the
same as the complexes names. The Mast Forest tra-
dition includes Dry Brook, Orient, and Wayland
complexes and point types (Kraft 1970b:55-73;
see Figure 4.2). Ritchie (1980:156-164) defines
a Frost Island phase as the northern expression
of the Susquehanna Soapstone tradition. Broad
point types serve as the index fossils for the
phase. He defines a subsequent Orient phase by
its smaller, narrow points of the Dry Brook and
Orient Fishtail types. During this phase, carved
soapstone vessels were replaced by ceramic vessels
fashioned in flat-bottomed and conoidal shapes
(Ritchie 1980:164-178). Snow (2000) suggests
the Orient phase represents the merging of Mast
Forest with Susquehanna cultures.

The Susquehanna tradition cultures in the
Finger Lakes area were the first to lose territorial
control to the eastern expansion of the PA. This
process can be seen in the replacement of the
Frost Island phase by the Meadowood complex by
1200 BC (Spence and Fox 1986:5-6). A similar

process is later evidenced along the Atlantic Coast
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as Frost Island phase populations merge with, or
are displaced by, Meadowood migrant groups
(Ritchie 1980:164; Leslie 1973:56-57, 60—64;
Snow 1980:257-258).

The spread of the PEA migrant groups from
1200-900 BC caused the language of the east-
ern Algonquians to change significantly enough
from Proto-Algonquian to become classified as
PEA (Goddard 1978a:70). As the PEA expanded
down the St. Lawrence, Hudson and Atlantic
Rivers Valleys, they interacted with Maritime,
Mast Forest and Susquehanna traditions bands
of various archaeological complexes. These con-
temporaries had an interwoven history of trading,
alliances, emigration and immigration, as well as
raids and warfare. They alternatively shared, or
competed for, the rich plant, animal and lithic
resources of the Atlantic drainages.

Evidence of alliances in the Northeast is sug-
gested by shared attributes of the contemporary
Meadowood and Orient complexes’ ceremonial
practices for treating the dead (Dincauze 1968:77,
85-90; Ritchie 1980:173—178; Snow 1980:242—
244, 251). While the type of artifacts vary in the
graves of both cultures, shared practices include
the use of red ochre, marine shell, cremation
treatment, repeated use of large mortuary pits,
and positioning of cemeteries on high knolls away
from residential sites. Participation of members of
both cultures in the periodic reburial ceremonies
affords a distinct opportunity for forming fictive
kinship and lineage relationships. The absence of
broad point types after the end of the Orient phase
suggests that the Mast Forest and Susquehanna
cultures merged during the Dry Brook and Orient
phases. Following the merger of Pre-Algonquian
cultures, the descendent bands produced a variety
of ceramic types derived from influences from the
Gulf tradition (Dincauze 1968:83; Ritchie 1969;
Dent 1995:178-214; Sassaman 2000:89-91;
Snow 1980:248-258).

The similarity of cemetery practices be-
tween Orient phase cultures of New England
and Meadowood complex cultures suggests a
period of contemporary cultures sharing in one
another ritual as trade partners. In the southern



Figure 4.2. Terminal Archaic traditions complexes (Kinsey 1972:359) (Courtesy of Frederick Kinsey and

Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission).

Susquehanna and Delaware drainages, Orient
phase cemeteries like those in Southern New
England are absent. Certain Pre-Algonquian
bands may have welcomed PEA cooperation in
opposing shared Pre-Algonquian enemies. A con-
dition for successful resettlement of new migrant
groups is to first explore and establish trade, fictive
kinship and other cultural bridging methods prior
to moving outside their traditional territory. The

archaeological record is replete with evidence for
Pre-Algonquian and PEA contemporary interac-
tions over hundreds of years as the bands from
different cultures crafted varied responses to the
changing cultural landscape.

Rouse (1986:12-13) see migration as when
“people of one area expands into another area
replacing the latter’s population.” Work in the
Southwest and the theories advanced in this re-
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port view migrating groups mixing with resident
populations, creating varied avenues for culture
change for both populations. Cabana (2011:24)
notes that:
“cultures” break up during large migration
processes with myriad small migrant units
moving to multiple destinations, generating
numerous co-residences contexts with local
groups. This mixing brings socially distant
groups into close proximity, requiring new social
institutions that are more encompassing (either
consensual or hierarchical/coercive) in order to
form communities.

The Lenape origin stories reflect this process
of establishing relationships with cultures in new
areas followed by migration of small groups to
those areas over time.

LENAPE ORIGIN STORIES OF
PRE-ALGONQUIAN INTERACTIONS

The Lenape origin story as related to Heckewelder
(1876:47-51), notes that the Algonquians came
from the west to the Mississippi River in two
groups, both secking new homelands to settle
(see Chapter 2). They encountered a well-estab-
lished nation of people called the Talligewi. The
northern group of Algonquians (Mengwe) settled
north of the Great Lakes drainages. Heckewelder
interpreted the Mengwe as being Iroquoian.
The Lenape group settled in the Ohio drainage.
Both groups had to first contend with the Pre-
Algonquian populations occupying this territory.
The origin story called the Pre-Algonquians the
Talligewi.

The Talligewi initially granted the Lenape per-
mission to traverse their territory to the east. On
seeing that there were thousands of Algonquians,
the Talligewi launched a surprise attack that killed
many. The Lenape bands were faced with retreat
to the west or fighting against a superior number
of enemies. They developed an alliance with the
Mengwe and fought a protracted war with the
Talligewi—a conflict that spanned centuries. The
combined Lenape and Mengwe efforts succeeded
when the Talligewi abandoned their territory and
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migrated south down the Mississippi, never to
return. The Lenape occupied the territory south
of the Great Lakes, and the Mengwe occupied the
territory of the Great Lakes drainage. This allowed
the populations of the Lenape and Mengwe to
increase.

As population increased, the Lenape ancestors
explored the Appalachian and Ridge-and-Valley
provinces to the Atlantic Ocean and south to the
Chesapeake Bay. According to Heckewelder’s
(1876:51) Lenape informant, east of the moun-
tains, they found a country:

as abounding in game and various kinds of fruits;

and the rivers and bays, with fish, tortoises, etc,

together with abundance of water-fowl, and 7o

enemy to be dreaded (editor). They considered

the event as a fortunate one for them, and

concluding this to be the country destined for

them by the Great Spirit, they began to emigrate
thither, as yer but in small bodies (editor), so as
not to be straitened for want of provisions by

the way, some even laying by for a whole year; at

last they settled on the four great rivers (which

we call Delaware, Hudson, Susquehannah, and

Potomack) making the Delaware River, to which

they gave the name “Lenapewhittuck” (the river

or stream of the Lenape) the centre of their
possessions.

Heckewelder (1876:48—49) added his own in-
terpretation of this war between the Algonquians
and Pre-Algonquians. He felt that the centuries
of warfare explained the burial mounds full of
the battlefield dead. He interpreted the Hopewell
hilltop entrenchments as evidence of military
fortifications and Hopewell mounds of cemeteries
of the dead resulting from centuries of hostili-
ties. Neither of his theories are viewed as valid.
Subsequent researchers interpreted the Talligewi
to be Iroquoian. Others suggested they were
Siouan. The Pre-Algonquians of the Susquehanna
tradition is my best guest for the Talligewi of the
Lenape origin story.

Most have interpreted the Mengwe not as
Algonquians but as [roquoian-speakers, since
translation of the term is 'Iroquoian-speakers'
(Richter 1992:1). This interpretation supports



the in situ model of Iroquoian development in
the Great Lakes region. Another plausible expla-
nation would be that the Mengwe were another
unknown language group associated with the
Shield Archaic, Lake Forest Archaic, or Maritime
Archaic who became allies of the Lenape’s ances-
tors. After the Iroquoians migrated to the Great
Lakes region post AD 500, the term may have
been applied to them.

The Iroquoians could not be the Talligewi or
the Mengwe of the first part of the origin story due
to their southern Appalachian summit homeland.
Linguistic evidence places the Iroquoian home-
land in the unglaciated Appalachian region south
of the Great Lakes (Mithun 1984:263-265).
Archaeological evidence indicates a post AD 500
migration of Iroquoian-speakers to the Great
Lakes region (Warrick 2008:143). Eliminated the
[roquoians from consideration leave the unknown
language groups of the Shield Archaic or Maritime
Archaic traditions, both of which are outside of
the area of the Proto-Algonquian Great Lakes
homeland (see Figure 3.1). The Siouan-speakers
are possibly descended from the Talligewi, who
were displaced to a southern and western refuge.
The Talligewi were well established in the Great
Lakes region when the Algonquians spread east-
ward. They migrated south after a long period of
warfare with the Algonquians. The Susquehanna
tradition had its origin in the Southeast, an area
historically controlled by Eastern Siouan-speakers.
The Susquehanna tradition bands conceded their
territories in a north to south chronological order
as the Meadowood and Middlesex complexes
expanded in a southern and eastern direction. I
equate the Talligewi to Pre-Algonquian bands
whose archaeological signature is the Susquehanna
and the Mast Forest traditions and whose lan-
guage may have been Proto-Siouan. The Pre-
Algonquian, Mast Forest tradition bands were
adjacent to and south of the Proto-Algonquian
bands of the Lake Forest tradition (see Figures
3.1 and 3.2). Much more research is required to
test this speculative theory.

The origin story’s discussion of scouts explor-
ing the major Atlantic valleys, assessing resource

locations, and then small bodies of Algonquians
migrating to avoid depleting the resource base or
alarming the resident populations. Multiple mi-
grations of small groups fits Anthony’s (1992:6-7)
criteria for leap-frog migrations covering long
distances, followed by in filling over time of the
intervening region. And its fit Cabana’s (2011:21)
observation, quoted above, that large migrations
result from multiple small groups travelling to a
variety of locations to establish co-residences with
existing populations.

The Nanticoke origin story noted that their
ancestors, after the Lenape came into their coun-
try, preferred a livelihood of fishing and trapping
along the rivers and bays instead of the Lenape
preference of pursuing wild game in the forest.
They separated from the Lenape and migrated
to convenient places that supported this prefer-
ence. In time, the Nanticoke population grew
by natural means, and by adding Algonquian
Lenape groups which decided to join them. The
Lenape spread over a wide territory, including
the Piscataway chiefdoms which occupied the
area from the Susquehanna to the Potomac
Rivers (Heckewelder in Weslager 1948:113). The
first migration pertains to the PA Old Copper,
Red Ochre and Glacial Kame complexes which
spread to the Ohio and St. Lawrence drainages.
These migrant groups were followed by the PEA
Meadowood bands migrating from the Great
Lakes and New England region and down the
Chesapeake and Delaware Valleys. Nanticoke
ancestors arrived during the first migrations.
A thousand years later, a second series of small
group migrations involved the Medial division
Algonquian language-speakers. They were band
level societies with an emphasis on hunting and
gathering, supported by fishing activities. Their
descendents were the Mahican, Minisink and
Unami and Munsee language-speakers of the
Lenape and related bands.

The Nanticoke origin story recalled the Lenape
southern migration to the Delmarva Peninsula
and the Western Shore of the Chesapeake
Bay. The Nanticoke account notes that they
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welcomed the migrating Lenape as allies. They
became contemporary, coresident societies, with
the Nanticoke pursuing a maritime focus while
the Lenape focused on hunting. The Lenape in
the Delmarva area spread westward to occupy
the territory along the Eastern Piedmont, from
the Susquehanna to the Potomac Rivers. Pre-
Algonquian bands of this Eastern Piedmont area
had been displaced earlier by members of the
Archaic Coastal division Algonquian-speakers
of the Mockley complex. The first migration
southward was conducted by small Algonquian
bands that interacted with Pre-Algonquian resi-
dent bands. The second migration involved allied
Algonquian bands cooperating with each other
in a time of displacement resulting from famine
and from subsequent Iroquoian-speaker migra-
tions to the Northeast region. The combined
origin stories are consistent with linguistic and
archaeological evidence of the first and second
major Algonquian migrations, as discussed in
Chapters 2 and 3. Chapter 6 will elaborate on the
second migration, consisting of Medial division
Algonquian-speakers resettlement in the Delaware

and Susquehanna drainages during the end of the
Middle Woodland period.

PoruratioN DECLINE DUE TO
CUurTurRAL CONFLICTS DURING
PoPULATION MIGRATIONS

Because the cultures of Meadowood complex and
Mast Forest and Susquehanna traditions were
similarly adapted, settlement and subsistence
data for the period 1200-700 BC is not useful
in documenting major cultural differences. In
all three cultures, the settlement patterns reflect
seasonal, family-sized resource camps periodically
assembling into hamlets for macro-band feast-
ing. Over time, the Pre-Algonquian populations
declined in numbers due to competition for
resources with the well established PEA migrant
groups. Settlement patterns and territories of
Pre-Algonquian societies shifted as they strived
to maintain cultural continuity. Initially they
interacted with migrant groups of Algonquian
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bands. Progressively, the Algonquian populations
spread throughout the Hudson, New England,
Delaware and Susquehanna drainages. By the
Late Woodland period, Algonquian-related
site numbers reached Late Archaic period, Pre-
Algonquian levels.

Stuart Fiedel (2001) noticed a pattern in the
number of archaeological sites in the Northeast.
During the Mast Forest and Susquehanna tradi-
tions, peaking around 800 BC, the numbers of
sites increase significantly. This is also reflected
by recovery of greater numbers and variety
of point types and early pottery. During the
Early Woodland period of 800-200 BC, ar-
chaeological data indicate a significant decline
of Pre-Algonquian traditions sites across the
regions—and a corresponding increase in PEA
Meadowood and Middlesex complex occupa-
tions in the same region (Snow 1980:257-258;
Taché 2005). The reduction of Early to Middle
Woodland sites in the Middle Atlantic region
is additional evidence of the Pre-Algonquian’s
response to the migrating groups of PEA (Funk
1993:200, 288; Steponaitis 1986:286; Galke
2000:7-9).

Fiedel offers a number of explanations for
this decline in sites: environmental stress, pre-
Columbian epidemics, and the demise of the
Savannah River to Orient trade networks and
cultures. He suggests that this demise afforded an
opportunity for the Meadowood, Middlesex, and
Adena cultures to expand (Fiedel 2001:118-131).
His interpretation echoes the Lenape’s statements
that their ancestors found bands that they did not
fear in the Hudson, Susquehanna, and Delaware
drainages. They opted to migrate in small groups
to these river systems to minimize stress on re-
sources. The smaller bands would be of sufficient
size to defend their new migrant groups from the
resident Pre-Algonquian bands, but not be so large
as to overstrain the resource base.

For hundreds of years, PEA settlers shared these
river systems with societies of the S