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Ceramic Artifacts from Site 41CH161 

Melissa May 

Introduction 

Approximately 2000 pottery sherds have been recovered from the surface and four pits at 
Chambers County site 41CH161. In addition to the great abundance, the diversity of ceramic 
artifacts provides an excellent opportunity to undertake detailed analysis. Classification of the 
types and utility of ceramic artifacts will help to assess the time of habitation, cultural affinities, 
and lifestyle of the Indians that inhabited site 41CH161. Analysis of these artifacts is still in 
progress. 

Methodology 

The sherds were washed, counted, and weighed. Early guidance in the analysis of ceramic 
artifacts was provided by the late Marshall Black. Based on his help and the available literature 
(e.g., Joukowsky 1986), a systematic methodology for describing and classifying pottery sherds was 
developed. Figure 1 illustrates the analysis procedure followed for site 41CH161. At present, steps 
1-3 have been completed, with steps 4-7 to be completed. The general typology or classification 
scheme of Aten (1983) has been supplemented with the decoration analysis scheme of Black (1989) 
as well as more detailed artifact descriptions captured on a series of "attribute forms." Examples 
of the two attribute forms are given in Figures 2 (plain wall sherds) and 3 (all other classes). To 
facilitate these descriptions, a "key" has been developed to explain possible descriptors and their 
codes. These data are being captured in an electronic database (Microsoft Excele) that can be 
used to analyze stratigraphic and/or geographic patterns. This will facilitate the evaluation of 
these artifacts to help us better understand the peoples that created them. An example of the data 
from the electronic database is shown in Figure 4. 

Preliminary results 

Of the 2000 sherds from site 41CH161, approximately 120 have been found to fit together with 
at least one other sherd, and several pots have been partially reconstructed. At present, about 110 
sherds have been analyzed and captured in the electronic database. Based on these preliminary 
data, a number of observations can be formulated. As documented in Table 1 and illustrated in 
Figure 5, there is a general correspondence between the abundances of pottery, shell (primarily 
Rangia cuneata), and bone based on weight, with peak ceramic abundance in both Pits A and E 
at approximately 30-40 cm depths. 

The pottery sherds are strongly dominated by untempered, sandy paste varieties (Figures 6 and 
7). According to the classification scheme of Aten (1983), the majority of ceramic artifacts from 
site 41CH161 belong to Goose Creek type (which is common in the Trinity Delta area and first 
appears in the archeological record around A.D. 100- 200). Although tempered sherds are relatively 
uncommon, grog, bone, and shell temper types appear to be present. The small percentage of 
sherds tempered with grog (fragments of pottery) apparently represent Aten's San Jacinto and 
Baytown types. Bone-tempered sherds were found in Pit E (level 5). Aten (1983) suggests that 
bone-tempered ceramics in the Galveston Bay area do not appear until about A.D. 1100. 

Rare "red-filmed" and "cord-marked" sherds are also present, although their significance is 
uncertain. Several sherds are "Tchefuncte-like" and "Cole's Creek-like" (Harry Schafer, Texas 
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A&M, personal communication 1993). These are some of the most interesting in that they probably 
represent trade with Lower Mississippi Valley cultures. Of special interest is an unusual partial flat 
base from Pit E, shown in Figure 8A. Harry Shafer (personal communication 1993) says he has 
never seen anything like it before. The base would have been the size and thickness of a dinner 
plate, but it is unclear whether it was walled or not. It might represent a large shallow bowl 
or resemble a plate. A radiometric date provided by Dr. A. Long at the University of Arizona 
from carbon residue on this sherd provided an anomalously old date; this was probably due to the 
presence of asphaltum, whether intentionally applied or not. A very similarly shaped partial base, 
of type Baytown Plain, variety unspecified, was found at the Ghost site in northeastern Louisiana 
(Saunders 1993: Figure 4a); it is shown in Figure 8B. 

The Indian group alternatively known as the Akokisa or Orcoquisacs have been documented by 
Aten as being present in the vicinity of 41CH161 as early as 1650 (Swanton 1952), and continuing 
through 1756 when the Spanish built the Mission Nuestra Senora de la Luz del Orcoquisac (Fullen 
1978), but all reference to their existence ceases after 1830. Aten suggests that the principal 
period of Akokisa ceramic design innovation occurred between A.D. 800 and 1700. The diversity 
of ceramics at 41CH161 suggests possible occupation during this period. Radiocarbon dates from 
nearby sites with stratigraphic and ceramic artifact similarity to 41C1-1161 range from about A.D. 
600 to A.D. 1350 (Aten 1983). 

As noted above, the Goose Creek ceramics at this site establish an earliest possible date of A.D. 
100 for this period of habitation. However, Late Archaic dart points from the surface collection 
suggest that preceramic occupation may have occurred between 1500 B.C. and A.D. 100. A single 
radiometric date of A.D. 290 ± 80 has been obtained from shell material at 45 cm depth in Pit E 
(Kindall and Patterson 1993). Ceramic artifacts are relatively abundant in this level, suggesting 
that this site may provide a long record of ceramic evolution for this area. 

The pottery found at site 41CH161 was manufactured primarily utilizing the coil method. 
The range in pot diameters estimated from the sherds is 10 - 50 cm, with three modes at 18, 30, 
and 45 cm (Figure 9). The significance of these size classes is unknown, but they probably reflect 
different functional types (e.g., cooking and storage). Approximately 10% of the sherds have incised 
decorations. The range of decorative designs is remarkable. Examples are shown in Figure 10, with 
the designs being recorded on Marshall Black's form. Eight of Black's (1989) 12 Design Families 
are present, with Design Family #1 (horizontal elements) being most common. 

Although our analysis of ceramic artifacts from site 41CH161 is still very preliminary, their 
abundance and diversity will undoubtedly provide important insight to the Indians who lived on 
the shores of Cotton Lake some 300- 1200 years ago. It is already clear that these artifacts can 
provide a better indication of the lifestyle and subsistence base of the inhabitants, and of possible 
trade with other cultures, and will help to refine the dates of occupation. As more detailed analyses 
are performed, correlation of the materials used in ceramic manufacture to the distribution of local 
resources (sand, clay, etc.) may provide information on the organization of bands, travel, or trade 
in the Trinity Delta area. There are many questions that remain, to which only these and additional 
artifacts can provide answers. It may be possible to refine the chronology of this site to determine 
if it was a seasonal camp, to pinpoint activity areas, to confirm trade with other cultures, and to 
provide a more definitive picture of their way of life. 
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Table 1. 	Vertical Distribution of Pottery, Shell, and Bone (all weights in gm) 

Pit A 
Level 	Pottery cnt. 	Pottery wt. 	Shell wt. 	Bone wt. 

1 2 80 
2 2 5 0 82 
3 353 22 
4 5 25 3011 240 
5 28 186 1950 214 
6 124 803 4730 499 
7 154 936 11540 1455 
8 131 483 6536 810 
9 114 445 5746 568 

10 51 126 290 237 
11 77 301 6259 73 
12 30 37 32692 600 
13 30 80 80 191 

Pit B 
Level 	Pottery cnt. 	Pottery wt. 	Shell wt. 

 

Bone wt. 
1 	 20 

  

2 
3 
	

3 
4 

Pit C 
Level 	Pottery cnt. 	Pottery wt. Shell wt. Bone wt. 

1 0 0 
2 10 0 
3 44 2 
4 22 54 
5 205 44 

Pit D 
Level Pottery cnt. Pottery wt. Shell wt. Bone wt.  

1 0 1 
2 34 0 
3 0 0 
4 7 7 
5 7 75 128 32 
6 7 29 22 11 

Pit E 
Level Pottery cnt. Pottery wt. Shell wt. Bone wt. 

1 
2 

1098 
222 

1 
15 

3 2 12 252 22 

4 9 64 343 56 

5 29 257 1620 154 
6 87 491 2414 569 

7 39 370 1364 791 

8 156 240 694 551 

9 26 111 187 124 
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• Keep associated 	1 
pottery sherds in 
separate bags to aid 
in reconstruction. 

In lab: dry brush 
carefully to remove 

dirt 

• Detailed notes of sherd 
Basocistions diming excavation 
would enhance ceramic analysis 

Label each sherd with 	 
a specimen number 

Attempt preliminary 
reconstruction of pots by level 

and assign assemblage is 
to "fitters"  

• Use Liquid paper on dark 
interior or clear nail-polish on light, 
and a black, permanent, ink pen. 
Norobenng convention is site- pit - 
tevel-specirnen(e g ,4I CH1161A-9.4) 

• Use Duco cement 

            

           

• Note: sherd attributes can be 
timed to enhance DUCCC&I of finding 
'fits'. Skier& from a mingle pot 
may be distributed neer many 
excavation levels. 

5 Mix levels and attempt 
reconstruction of pots 

by pit 	_/  

   

   

   

           

            

Describe and draw sherd 
and pottery attributes using 
standard forms and codes 

   

   

            

            

7 	Transfer data from forms 
Lto digital database (EXCEL) 

8 	Analyze data for 
stratigraphic and 

geographic patterns 

Integrate interpretations 
of ceramic artifacts with 
other artifacts from site 

10 
 1

-Document data and 
conclusions i n 

report 

Figure 1. Ceramic analysis procedure 
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Houston Archeological Society-TX Ceramic Attributes Form-711993 
By: 	 Date: 	  

Site: 	  Pit: 	Level# 	Level Depth 	 to 	 
Artifact# 	 Bag#____of____ 	 Page _ __of ___ 
Class:____ Fit to: 	  of Assemblage # 	  
Drawing:(Ext., Int., Rt or Lft profile, lip curve+ decor and other decoration 
or direction of burnish etc.)Use back if needed. Record measurements on 
drawing if applicable. 

Manufacture: Diameter:__ Size:_ Length: 	Height: 
Thick:_ 	CrownThick: 	Shape: 	Mph's: 

Base:____ Wall: 	Neck: 	Handle: 	Attach: 
Rim Profile:_ _ Degree/Angle: 0(>110)____ F(100+) 	E(>96) 
SO(96- 110 )____ V(85-95)____ SI(70-84) 	 11/(<85) 	 
I(<70) 	_ H(around 180)_____ 
LipTreat:___ 	ThickLip: 	 ThinLip:____ Place: ___ 

DesignMethod____/__ /____ DesignFamily 	 DecorLip___/_ /___ 
PatternSpace:FP(<5mm):____ CP:(>5<lOmm): 	VCP:(>1cm): 
FinTechExt:___/_ 	LioDecor: 	 FinTechint:___/___/____ 
Paste: 	Temper:____ VFS: 	% FS: 	% MS: 	% CS: 	 
ColExt: 	/ Collnt: 	/ ColEdg: 	/ ColCor:_ __/__ 

FiredCore: 	 Post-Fir: 	Charred:EXT:____ INT: 	BOTH: 
Utility: 	 Cond: 	  Tests: 	  

AtenType: 	  A 81t4 Type: 	  
Comments: 	  

Figure 3. Analysis form for all other classes of ceramic artifacts 

7 



5Sitelf Pit, Level # MinLevel(cm) MaxLevekcin) Artifact# Class: Fit To: Assemblage, Manuf. Dia.(cm) Sherrisize(cm) , 

4ICH161 A 2 5 10 A-2.I W C 30 T 

4ICH161 A 4 15 20 A-4.1 W A-4.4 C 45 S 

41CH161 A 4 15 20 A.42 W C 35 T 

41CH161 A 4 15 20 A-4.3 W C 35 S 

41C1116 I A 4 15 20 A-4.4 W A-4. I C 45 S 

41CH161 A 4 15 20 A-4.5 W C 40 S 

41CH161 A 5 20 25 A-5.1 W A-5.4 C 25 S  

Length(cm) Heigligcm) Thick(cm) CrownThick. Shape MolisH. Base Wall Neck Handle Attach. Rim 

2.1 2.3 6.75 0 4 C 
3,45 3.2 6.2 0 4 C 

1.9 23 5.4 U 4 U 

2.8 3 5 + 4 S 

3.45 3.2 6.2 0 4 C 

3.3 3.8 5.2 + S S 

6.3 3.1 4.8 

RimProfile Angle LipTreat ThickLip ThinLip Place: Des.Method Des.Family  DecorLip  PettemSpace Fin.-Ent. 

F 

Liq.Decor. 

W 

B 
B.W 

W 

- W 
W,D 

Fin.-Ina- Paste Temper vfs% fs% ins% cs% Col. - Ext. Col.-lot Col.-Edge Col.-Core FiredCore 

F. B 1 S 5 7.5YR5/4 7.5YR311 7.5YR614 7.5YR411 11 

W 1 S 5 1 10YR5/2 7.5YR515 7.5YR5/2 7.5YR512 E 

B 1 S 5 1 3 7.5YR4/3 U 5YR41 I GLEY 231 H 
W 1 SIG 3 5YR5/5 7.5YR4)3 5YR412 5YR2.511 H 

W 1 S 5 l 10YR5/2 7.5YR515 7.5YR512 7.5YR512 E 

B.W.A? 2 S 3 10YR3/1 5YR2.5/1 GLEY2.9 GLEY2.5/ E 

W. D. A? 1 SIG 10 I 5YR4/2 GLEY3/0 5YR.311 GLEY2.5 E 

Post-Hr. Cher (E. I. B) Utility Condition Tests Men-Type A&M-Type Comments 

I U o Fairly clumpy paste, interim may be asphalt coated 

U o Globby, but smooth to touch. 

U o 
0 

._.. 
U o Globby. but smooth to touch. 

I U 0 Interior either charted or asphalt. Unidentified white irclusions in paste. 

CHECK U 0 

Figure 4. Example hardcopy from electronic database 
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Figure 5. Abundance of shell, pottery, and bone by weight for each 5-cm 
level excavated in Pit A at site 41CH161 
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Figure 6. Relative abundance of paste types for sherds analyzed to date 
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Figure 7. Distribution of average sand sizes for sherds with sandy paste 
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A. From site 41CH161 

0 
	

5 cm 

e 

B. From the Ghost Site, 16TE18, in northeastern Louisiana 

Figure 8. Partial flat bases 
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Figure 10. Examples of incised ceramic design patterns from site 41C11161 
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The Boundary Between Inland and Coastal Margin Settlement 
Patterns in Southeast Texas 

Leland W. Patterson 

Introduction 

Southeast Texas can be divided on an environmental basis into two major subregions, inland 
and coastal margin. Settlement-subsistence patterns of prehistoric Indians in this region appear 
to have distinctive inland and coastal margin manifestations. While Indians of both subregions of 
Southeast Texas had a nomadic hunter-gatherer lifeway, there are differences in artifact types and 
settlement-subsistence patterns for the two subregions. 

The coastal margin environmental area can be roughly defined by the maximum inland extent 
of Rangia cuneata shellfish. In the Galveston Bay area, Rangia occur in tidally affected streams 
up to about 12 miles from the coastline. Rangia cuneata is a brackish water shellfish that is not 
found in freshwater environments. The coastal margin includes both brackish water and marine 
environments, including lakes, streams, wetlands, and coastlines. There are wooded and prairie 
areas mixed with wetlands on the coastal margin, and local areas of the coastal margin can be 
quite varied environmentally. The mixture of environments provided a variety of terrestrial and 
aquatic food resources. 

The inland settlement-subsistence pattern for prehistoric Indians of Southeast Texas has a time 
interval of about 11,000 years, from the Paleo-Indian through the Late Prehistoric time periods, 
continuing for a short period into protohistoric time. The coastal margin settlement-subsistence 
pattern has a much shorter time interval than the inland pattern, because of rising sea level until the 
start of the Late Archaic period about 1500 B.C. As Aten (1983:158) has noted, few shell midden 
archeological sites were present on the coastal margin for a period of about 1000 years after coastline 
stabilization (1500-500 B.C.). Some shell midden sites were in use during the later part of the Late 
Archaic period (500 B.C.-A.D. 100), and then there was a dramatic increase in the number of shell 
midden sites during the Early Ceramic period (A.D. 100-600). Most coastal margin archeological 
sites in this region are shell middens with occupations in the Early Ceramic and/or Late Prehistoric 
(A.D. 600-1500) periods, with a few sites having historic components. Some sites on the coastal 
margin have an inland settlement pattern in pre-ceramic levels, with a freshwater environment, and 
then change to the coastal margin settlement pattern with Rangia middens at later levels, after 
rising sea level created a brackish water environment at the site locations (Patterson and Marshall 
1989). 

I have proposed (Patterson 1990c:15) that Indians of the coastal margin, mainly after 500 B.C., 
had a settlement-subsistence pattern that utilized a zone about 15 to 20 miles wide parallel to the 
coastline, with occasional incursions farther inland. In this article, identification of the geographic 
boundary between inland and coastal margin settlement-subsistence patterns is discussed, based 
on currently available data. Data from a few archeological sites support the concept of a boundary 
between inland and coastal margin patterns about 15-20 miles from the coastline. 

Inland and coastal margin patterns 

Interactions between Indians of the inland and coastal margin subregions of Southeast Texas 
are not well defined. However, it is possible to distinguish between different settlement-subsistence 
patterns for the two subregions from archeological data, although study of this subject is still in a 
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inland 
sites 

coastal 
margin 
sites 

39 38 
37 11 

9 8 
8 8 

11 6 
17 8 
15 11 
11 4 
3 3 
5 3 
6 6 

10 6 
2 0 
4 0 
3 3 
5 0 
1 2 
1 0 
0 3 

Table 1. Summary of Terrestrial 	 Table 2. 
Faunal Remains 

type 

deer 
land turtle 
snake 
rat 
land bird 
bison 
rabbit 
gopher 
skunk 
mouse 
raccoon 
opossum 
badger 
antelope 
squirrel 
beaver 
bear 
mink 
muskrat 

type 

mussel 
alligator 
water bird 
water turtle 
gar 
misc. fish 
frog 
catfish 
drum 
bass 
bowfin 
sunfish 
Rangia 
oyster 
shark 
redfish 
sea trout 
sheepshead 

Summary of Aquatic 
Faunal Remains 

coastal 
inland 	margin 
sites 	sites 

25 0 
10 11 

5 8 
9 23 

15 26 
11 22 
8 3 
9 16 
9 15 
4 0 
7 5 
4 0 
0 200+ 
0 23 
0 I 
0 1 
0 4 
0 5 

preliminary stage, with need for additional data. Various types of data for identifying inland and 
coastal margin patterns are as follows: 

Faunal subsistence patterns 

Most coastal margin archeological sites are Rangia shell middens, with some oyster shell mid-
dens, and some mixed Rangia-oyster shell middens. Preservation of faunal remains is good at shell 
middens. Rangia cuneata shellfish colonies are found up to about 12 miles inland from the coastline 
on streams with tidal flow, which causes increased salinity. As discussed below, the coastal margin 
type of settlement pattern does not appear to occur much farther inland than the extent of Rangia 
occurrence. 

As shown in Table 1, there are similar terrestrial fauna utilization patterns for inland and coastal 
margin sites. As shown in Table 2, however, utilization patterns for aquatic fauna are different for 
coastal margin and inland subregions, reflecting the availability of marine and brackish water fauna 
on the coastal margin, and freshwater fish and shellfish in the inland subregion. Data for Tables 1 
and 2 are from the 1992 contents of computerized data bases for this region (Patterson 1989a,b). 

Lithic artifacts 

Inland sites generally have significant amounts of lithic artifacts, including stone tools, projectile 
points, and by-product flakes. In contrast, coastal margin sites usually have few lithic flakes, and 
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only a modest number of stone projectile points and tools. Only small amounts of lithic raw 
materials seem to have been imported to the lithic-poor coastal margin subregion, judged by the 
small number of flakes on most sites (Aten 1983:257). Bone and shell tools were often used instead 
of stone tools on the coastal margin. 

In the Late Prehistoric period, use of the spear and spearthrower (atlatl) was largely abandoned 
on the coastal margin (Aten 1983:306), so that Late Prehistoric and protohistoric coastal margin 
sites typically have arrow points but no dart points. Concurrent use of the spear and bow and 
arrow occurred, however, in the inland subregion (Aten 1983:306). It is common to find dart points 
and arrow points in Late Prehistoric context at inland sites in this region. 

Ceramic artifacts 

The most common pottery type in Southeast Texas is Goose Creek sandy paste ware. This 
pottery type was used in the Early Ceramic and Late Prehistoric periods in both inland and coastal 
margin subregions, and cannot be used to identify subregional settlement patterns. Tchefuncte 
and Mandeville contorted paste pottery types occurred mainly in the coastal margin subregion in 
the Early Ceramic period (Aten 1983: Figures 14.1,16.1). These two pottery types have limited 
analytical value, however, because these types are not common. 

In the Late Prehistoric period, San Jacinto grog-tempered pottery was used in only limited 
quantity at inland sites, but in significant quantity at coastal margin sites (Patterson 1990c). 
Further, Baytown Plain, variety Phoenix Lake, ceramics containing abundant sherd (grog) temper 
appear to occur only on the coastal margin. Types and amounts of grog-tempered pottery seem 
to have some value for identifying sites of the coastal margin settlement pattern. At least some 
of the grog-tempered pottery found at inland sites may be due to acquisition of women from the 
coastal margin by inland bands. The presence of the San Jacinto variety of grog-tempered pottery 
at inland sites does not necessarily imply visits by Indians from the coastal margin. 

Shell and bone tools 

Marine shell tools are common at sites on the coastal margin of Southeast Texas, but do not 
occur at inland sites (Aten 1983:Figure 16.1). Oyster shell was the preferred material for tools. 
Oyster shell tools can be found at Rangia shell middens where oyster does not occur. Oyster shells 
used as tools can be identified by flake scars and worn edges. There is not much evidence for use 
of Rangia shell for tools. Shell tools were used mainly as knives and scrapers, as an alternate to 
use of stone tools. 

Bone tools are common at sites on the coastal margin, but bone tools can also be found in small 
quantities at inland sites. The most common forms of bone tools are awls and projectile points. 
Use of bone arrow points seems to have been largely confined to the coastal margin. Bone dart 
points are more common at coastal margin sites than at inland sites. There is better preservation 
of bone tools at coastal margin shell midden sites than at inland sandy midden sites. However, even 
where good bone preservation occurs at inland sites, such as at freshwater shell middens, relatively 
few bone tools occur compared to coastal margin sites. 

Fired clayballs 

Fired clayballs occur only at inland sites in this region. Only a minor proportion of inland sites 
have fired clayballs (Patterson 1989c). The presence of fired clayballs is an indication that a site is 
in the inland type settlement pattern. 
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Boundary site examples 

The land area immediately inland from where Rangia shellfish occur has not been surveyed 
well for archeological sites. There are a few sites, however, that indicate that this area is the 
approximate boundary between inland and coastal margin settlement patterns. This generally 
agrees with Aten's (1983: Chapter 16) data on the geographic distributions of artifact types. 

Site 41HR639 (Patterson 1990a) is a small Rangia midden on Cedar Bayou about 12 miles from 
the coastline of Galveston Bay, near the maximum inland extent of Rangia occurrence. This site 
represents the inland edge of the coastal margin settlement pattern during the Early Ceramic and 
Late Prehistoric periods. Data from this site that indicate the coastal margin settlement pattern 
include grog-tempered pottery, Tchefuncte pottery, few lithic flakes, oyster shell tools, few stone 
tools, no dart points in Late Prehistoric strata, and some bone tools. The grid motif on an incised 
sherd (Patterson 1990a: Figure 2G) is characteristic of the Galveston Bay area of the coastal margin 
(Aten 1983:234,242). 

There are several inland sites near the coastal margin that indicate that there is a boundary 
between inland and coastal margin settlement patterns. Sites 41L1354 and 41LB55 (Weinstein et al. 
1988; Nash and Rogers 1992) are Early Ceramic/Late Prehistoric sites on the Trinity River, 16 and 
19 miles, respectively, from the coastline of Trinity Bay. Data that indicate the inland settlement 
pattern for these two sites include significant amounts of lithic flakes and projectile points, no 
Rangia present, concurrent use of the spear and bow and arrow, and no shell tools. Site 41LB55 
has no grog-tempered pottery, and site 41LB54 has only a small proportion of grog-tempered 
pottery. 

Site 41LB2 (Aten 1967) is about 25 miles from the coastline in the Trinity River floodplain. 
Traits of the inland settlement pattern found at this site include significant amounts of lithic 
artifacts, including projectile points, tools, and utilized flakes; concurrent use of the spear and bow 
and arrow; fired clayballs; no shell tools; and no Rangia. Only a small proportion (7.7%) of the 
pottery is grog tempered. 

Sites 41HR641 and 41HR642 (Patterson 1990b) are located on Cedar Bayou about 25 and 
21 miles, respectively, from the coastline of Galveston Bay. Both sites have Early Ceramic and 
Late Prehistoric components. Traits of the inland settlement pattern found at these sites include 
numerous lithic artifacts, including projectile points, tools, and flakes; no shell tools; and no Rangia. 
Neither site has grog-tempered pottery, but site 4111R641 does have one Tchefuncte sherd, possibly 
indicating some contact with Indians of the coastal margin. 

Conclusions and summary 

Data from a few sites support the proposal (Patterson 1990c) that Indians of the coastal margin 
of Southeast Texas had a settlement pattern that generally utilized a zone about 15 to 20 miles wide 
from the coastline, and that there may be a fairly sharp boundary between settlement patterns of 
the inland and coastal margin subregions. This boundary only defines the general geographic limits 
between these two types of settlement pattern. There were probably some incursions of Indians 
from one subregion into the other subregion, but perhaps not frequently. Story (1990:269) warns 
against models of subsistence-settlement patterns that are too rigid, because much of the success 
of hunter-gatherers rested on their ability to implement a number of different economic responses, 
to be able to adjust to the good as well as the bad times. 

More archeological survey work is needed to better define the inland edge of the settlement-
subsistence pattern of coastal margin Indians. The apparently restricted area of the coastal margin 
settlement pattern may reflect social differences as well, between inland and coastal margin Indians. 
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Aten (1983: Chapter 16) discusses evidence for limited area group territories of the coastal margin. 
If some migration to the Texas coast by Indians of the coastal margin of Louisiana occurred, as 
may be indicated by the introduction of pottery to Southeast Texas, ethnic differences may have 
been established that reinforced claims to a group territory consisting of the coastal margin zone. 

Indians from Louisiana would have already had a tradition of utilizing a coastal margin zone. The 
establishment of territorial claims may have caused hostility between adjacent inland and coastal 

margin groups, as noted by Cabeza de Vaca (Covey 1961:66) for historic Indians, that restricted 
settlement patterns of this region. In this general discussion, all Indians of the coastal margin are 

being considered as a group, because individual small bands of hunter-gatherers cannot be identified 
in the archeological record. 
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Trinidad de Salcedo: A Lost Texas Town 

Jean L. Epperson 

(continued from 105:11) 

In January 1810 an auction was held of the property of Martin Despallier, who had been expelled 
from Texas. It was noted that his house was still not sold as of June 1812.42  

A donation solicited in February by the Spanish government for funds to be used by the army 
for defense was responded to by twenty-eight men of Trinidad, and 326 pesos was collected. The 
largest contributions, of 20 pesos each, were given by Father Francisco Maynes, Pedro Lartigue, 
and John Magee. Magee made his donation while in jail in Nacogdoches.43  

Governor Manuel Salcedo left Bexar in March to inspect the eastern frontier. His coach, drawn 
by twenty-four mules and a mare, arrived in Trinidad on March 24. He remained in the town until 
April 8 and then departed for Nacogdoches, leaving his coach and team behind.44  Salcedo had 
instructed Father Maynes to make a written report to him about the inhabitants of Trinidad. 

The communal lands of Trinidad were surveyed on April 16, 1810, measuring two leagues in 
each cardinal direction from the center of the town plaza. Hugo Coyle, the official surveyor, was 
aided by Pedro Lopez Prieto, Manuel Casanova, Jose Manuel Prieto y Garza, and Juan Manuel 
Maldonado. The center of the town was placed at two and one-half miles from a sharp southward 
bend in the Trinity River' (see Figure 346  ). This placement conforms to two locations in Houston 
County, one just above Highway 7 and the other a few miles below Highway 21. 

Father Maynes' reply on May 30 to the Governor's inquiry about the people within his parish 
was very positive and optimistic, while Father Sosa's from Nacogdoches was just the opposite. 
Father Maynes was young and had only been in Texas two years, so perhaps he had not had time 
to become disillusioned. 

Maynes characterized the Spanish inhabitants of Trinidad as loyal subjects of their King and 
country, devout Apostolic Roman Catholics, breeders of horses, mules, cattle, and hogs, and planters 
of corn, beans, pumpkins, watermelons, and other crops. The foreign inhabitants he stated were 
more prone to live in the country than the town and preferred hunting, breeding horses, mules, 
cattle, and hogs. They cultivated corn, beans, watermelons, pumpkins, greens, and some cotton. 
Some were devoted to drinking when they came to the settlement, but they were generally peaceful 
and respectful of the country and the Catholic religion. 

Maynes also wrote eloquently about the prospects of the land. Native trees, fruits, nuts, and 
medicinal plants were described, maritime prospects outlined, and a silk-worm industry suggested. 
He also said the surrounding Indian tribes were peaceful and industrious.47  

Father Sosa, replying to Governor Salcedo's inquiry about his parish, described Nacogdoches as 
a village without order, morality, or Christianity. He deplored the lack of education, poverty (due 
in his estimation to restrictions of trade with their nearest Louisiana markets), and the quartering 
of the soldiers in private homes, which he said led to moral dissolution.' 

Jose Agabo Ayala, the former commandant of La Bahia, took command of Trinidad on June 
13, 1810, from Pedro Lopez Prieto.49  

In June and July, inventories were made and possession was taken of the properties of John 
Magee and Michael Quinn, the prisoners charged with illegal trade. Their holdings were extensive: 
log ranch houses (Magee's had two porches and was floored within), and numerous horses, cattle, 
mules, oxen, and jackasses. Tools, household items, and clothing were enumerated.69  Quinn had 
escaped the country by July, and Magee was conducted to Bexar in shackles to stand trial in 
September." 
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Figure 3. Puelles Map, 1807. Shows the San Antonio and LaBahia Roads 
converging at the Trinity River and Salcedo (Trinidad). 
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News reached Nacogdoches in September of the death in Natchitoches of William Barr, one of 
the founders of the Commission House of Barr and Davenport.52  Barr had been instrumental in 
sending tools and supplies for the founding of Trinidad. 

On October 29 Governor Salcedo relieved Ayala, who was prostrate with illness, and appointed 
Felipe de la Garza as commandant of Trinidad. Ayala transferred command to Garza on November 
20.53  

Seven civilian inhabitants of Trinidad appeared before the town tribunal on November 1 to 
complain about their losses of horses to friendly Indians, primarily the Guichas. A few horses were 
recovered from the Indians, who had gone hunting buffalo on them." 

In December the mail service arrived and departed. A sergeant and nine men went out to open 
the roads and paths to the Coshatta Indian village. Civilian travelers passed through the town; 
their horses and other animals were carefully noted in the commandant's monthly report.' 

At the end of the year there were sixty soldiers in the company of Don Felipe de la Garza.56  
The year 1811 produced very little official correspondence, primarily because the government 

in Bexar was in a continuous state of upheaval. 
On January 11, 1811, Nicopi, the Orcoquisa Indian leader, petitioned for a trading post at 

Trinidad.57  There were a number of traders who operated out of Trinidad, but apparently there 
was no official trading post in the town. 

Juan Bautista de la Casas led a successful coup d'etat in Bexar, and was appointed the revolu-
tionary Governor of the Province of Texas in January. Lieutenant Antonio Saenz and others were 
dispatched east with the news, and when they reached Trinidad the settlers declared themselves in 
favor of Casas. A provisional government was established to rule Nacogdoches in the name of the 
people, and six days later Lieutenant Saenz started his return journey to Bexar with six prisoners. 
Father Francisco Maynes was one of the prisoners because of his friendship with Governor Salcedo. 
The property of the priest had been seized, but he was treated with respect both en route and after 
his arrival in San Antonio.' Father Maynes was soon to switch his loyalties to the revolutionaries 
and would escape east to live and head the church at Natchitoches. 

Ruling without tact or foresight, Casas was soon toppled from power. He was taken prisoner 
March 2nd by the Royalists. Don Nemesio Salcedo sent Simon Herrera in July to assume the 
duties of governor ad interim of Texas. Then in late July or early August Nemesio ordered his 
nephew, Manuel Salcedo, to take over the government of Texas. Manuel Salcedo declined to assume 
command since he felt he had been treated unjustly by his uncle. No longer able to postpone obeying 
orders, Manuel formally assumed control of the government of Texas on December 15, 1811.59  

Felipe de la Garza apparently remained in command at Trinidad during 1811, even though he 
had requested a transfer in March. In September Garza was still working on settling the accounts 
of Bernardo Despallier in Trinidad.69  

The dawning of the year 1812 was the beginning of the end of Spanish Texas. 
In January, on the orders of Governor Salcedo, Bernardino Montero transferred fifty cavalrymen 

from the Nacogdoches garrison to Trinidad. Montero failed to tell the Governor that these men 
lacked horses. Garza at Trinidad complained to Governor Salcedo and added that he needed flour 
and money.61  

The settler Frederick Stockman was expelled and left with his family, going through Nacogdoches 
toward Louisiana. Members of this family returned to Texas during the Mexican Republic period 
and settled once again.62  

Luis Grande, who had been admitted to Trinidad in 1809, arrived in the town with his family 
in early 1812. Grande was arrested in the fall along with Ancelmo Vergara and went to trial for 
distributing proclamations and pamphlets for Jose Bernardo Gutierrez.63  
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The Post of Atascosito was abandoned in April 1812. In order to meet the threat of the 
advancing Magee-Gutierrez Filibustering Expedition, Commandant Andres de Saldanas, aided by 
the military commander of Texas, Bernardino Benavides, and the troops of Atascosito, marched 
for Trinidad.64  

Eighty-three men and officers of the Militias of New Santander were reported as of May 1, 1812, 
to be in the town of Trinidad.65  

A severe wind and rain storm destroyed the military quarters and guardhouse in early May. 
Captain Felipe de la Garza assigned a corporal equipped with an ax to erect a defensive wal1.66  

The corporal was assisted by the civilians of Trinidad and it was reported on June 1 that a 
stockade was completed which enclosed the "royal houses," all one square around. One sentry-box 
was placed in the square fronting to the west, in the north corner, with loop-holes for firing through, 
and another sentry-box placed in the south corner. One gate was to the south for the herd of horses 
and cattle to enter. Figure 4 is a conceptualized schematic drawing of the stockade from a sketchy 
verbal description and from models of other Spanish fortifications. No scale was given unless the 
Spanish assign certain dimensions to "one square around."67  

Isidro de la Garza assumed command of Trinidad on July 7.68  
By August 1 at least 105 soldiers were in the town, and on August 11 the Nacogdoches troops 

began their retreat to Trinidad.69  The Spanish garrison at Trinidad, outnumbered and disheartened 
by desertions, marched out of the town on August 21, retreating to the Navasoto River.79  

Nacogdoches fell on August 12 to the advancing Republican Army of the North. After celebrat-
ing the capture of that town, Gutierrez sent a detachment of mounted troops to take the outpost 
of Trinidad. The little garrison offered no resistance and the thirty-seven men who remained threw 
down their arms.71  

Trinidad was to be retaken and destroyed by the Spanish Royalists the following year. 

N 

(no scale given) 

Trinity River 

Figure 4. Plan of stockade at Trinidad — 1812 
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Late Prehistoric Site 41HR.745, Harris Co., Texas 

Leland W. Patterson 

Introduction 

This article describes a surface collection from site 41HR745 in inland Harris County, Texas. 
Artifact types indicate that this is a single-component site of the Late Prehistoric time period 
(A.D. 600-1500). The characteristics of this site are typical of many small inland sites of the Late 
Prehistoric period in Southeast Texas. 

Site 41HR745 is located on the high bank of a small stream in western Harris County. The size 
of this site has not been determined accurately, but artifacts were found in a narrow eroded area 
about 20 feet long. The location is a wooded area of mixed deciduous and coniferous trees. Five 
other prehistoric sites have been found in this general area, all of which appear to be of the Late 
Prehistoric period, including published site 41HR293 (Patterson 1977, 1986). It is not possible to 
determine if any of these sites were used concurrently. It is likely that nomadic Indians repeatedly 
used this general area for short-time campsites during seasonal rounds. Data from sites in Southeast 
Texas indicate that Indians of this region became more mobile during the Late Prehistoric period 
(Patterson 1976). 

It is important to publish data for small sites as well as large ones to contribute to the regional 
archeological data base. if time-diagnostic artifact types are found, data from small sites can be 
important for the study of regional population dynamics and mobility-settlement patterns. 

Lithic artifacts 

A nearly completed Perdiz arrow point, which represents the Late Prehistoric period, was 
found at site 41HR745. This specimen (Figure 1A) lacks only a small amount of edge retouch and 
completion of the contracting stem to be a finished form. Bifacial flaking workmanship is good. 
Dimensions of the specimen are: length 26.7 mm, width 18.5 mm, and thickness 4.2 mm. It is 
made of heat-treated tan chert. 

A small prismatic blade (Figure 1B) was found that appears to have been used as a tool. The 
edge wear pattern is somewhat ambiguous, but use of this specimen for both cutting and scraping 
is possibly indicated. No formal unifacial stone tool types were found. 

A total of 106 chert flakes were recovered, with flake size distribution shown in Table 1. Only 
10.3% of the flakes were of sizes over 16 mm square. A high proportion of small-size flakes is typical 
of flake assemblages from the Late Prehistoric period (Patterson 1980: Figure 19; Patterson et al. 
1987: Figure 20), where the main lithic manufacturing activity was making arrow points. Several 
flakes show evidence of heat treating, with waxy luster or reddish coloration. A plot of flake size 
distribution (Fugure 2) with a logarithmic scale for percent of flakes and a linear scale for flake size 
approximates a straight line, which is the typical curve form for bifacial reduction with this type of 
plot (Patterson 1990). At this site, bifacial reduction was being done by pressure flaking to make 
arrow points, starting with small flake blanks. 

For flakes over 12 mm square, there were no primary flakes (completely covered with cortex), 
27.8% secondary flakes (partially covered with cortex), and 72.2% interior flakes (no remaining 
cortex). It appears that flakes with remaining cortex were brought to the site, but that no primary 
reduction of chert cobbles was done at this location. Flakes could have been obtained at source 
locations of small chert cobbles, such as the Brazos River, or scavenged from collections of bifacial 
thinning flakes at older sites in the general area, where dart point manufacturing had been done. 

24 



Ceramic artifacts 

Two Goose Creek Plain sandy paste potsherds were found at site 41HR745. It is typical of Late 
Prehistoric sites that only small amounts of pottery are present (Patterson 1976: Figure 3). Many 
sites of the inland portion of this region have more pottery in the Early Ceramic period (A.D. 
100-600) than in the Late Prehistoric period (A.D. 600-1500). 

Shell remains 

Four small pieces of shell were found, which might be from snail or freshwater mussel. There is 
no evidence of significant use of freshwater shellfish as a food resource at this site. 

Mobility-settlement patterns 

It has previously been noted that Indians of the Late Prehistoric period of inland Southeast 
Texas were apparently more mobile than Indians of preceding time periods (Patterson 1976). A 
higher degree of mobility of Late Prehistoric Indians is indicated by small-size sites, low amounts 
of lithic artifacts, and low amounts of pottery. Evidence suggests that sites in the Late Prehistoric 
period were used mainly for short time intervals. A higher degree of mobility in the Late Prehistoric 
period may have been caused by high population level and/or climatic change. 

1 	 Summary 

Site 41HR745 is a single-component site of the Late Prehistoric time period. This location 
was a short-time campsite for nomadic Indians with a hunter-gatherer lifeway. A limited amount 
of pottery was used by mobile Indians of this time period, as indicated at this site by only two 
potsherds. Pottery is heavy and bulky, not easily transported by people on foot. The chert flake 
collection at 41HR745 indicates that arrow points were manufactured at this site. The small surface 
collection from site 41HR745 is typical of Late Prehistoric sites of inland Southeast Texas. 
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Table 1. 4111R745 Flake Size Distribution 

flake size, 
mm square 	number 	percent 

under 12 	70 	66.0 
12-16 	25 	23.7 
16-20 	 8 	 7.5 
20-25 	 3 	 2.8 
total 	106 	100.0 
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Figure 1. Site 4IHR745 Ethic artifacts 
A — nearly completed Perdiz point, B — utilized prismatic blade 
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