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ABSTRACT

This thesis explores the extent to which the early 17t-century English "particular
plantation" layout at Flowerdew Hundred (1618-32), located in Prince George
County, Virginia, was influenced by patterned cognition recorded in earlier
Chesapeake public corporations and contemporary town-planning models.

Historical archaeology, middle-range theory, competence, site-structure analogs, and
the comparative method are used to analyze the database, which then is favorably
compared with the basic site structure of archaeological sites at Jordans Journey,
Wolstenholme Town, James Fort, the Nansemond Fort, and Clifts.

This study determines that, through the influence of George Yeardley, who owned
the plantation from 1619 through 1624, Flowerdew Hundred shares important
attributes with previous public corporations in Virginia at Bermuda Hundred,
Charles City, and Henrico. The presence of immense wealth and social power, a fort
with publicly owned artillery, a resident corporation minister, public tobacco and
storehouses, railed-in corporate cattle herds, and a complete military command
system indicate that Flowerdew Hundred became the key public corporation center
for Charles City and the main James River defensive center for the entire Virginia
colony during the Second Anglo-Powhatan War (1622-32).

The fort and town center at Flowerdew Hundred were fully integrated through
Roman, Renaissance, and Dutch influences. Within it, Yeardley took the structure
of the west English longhouse and cleverly adjusted it to make an architectural
statement of "humanitas," a noncommemorative reference to classical antiquity.

The plan features a headquarters building and chapel in a hierarchal position over a
subordinate quarter and public store. The result is a Palladian-influenced Vitruvian
tripartite plan that summarizes the "civility" of a town as a defended villa.

The tripartite plan at Flowerdew is spatially and functionally comparable to the
architectural core of numerous Ulster sites; Jamestown Fort, Jordan's Journey, Site
C at Martin's Hundred, the Nansemond Fort at Harbor View, and Clifts plantation
in the 17th-century Chesapeake; and 18th-century Virginia plantations such as
Shirley and Nomini Hall. The common classical deep structure of all these units
suggests that 17th-century, loosely symmetrical ordinal villa plans with staggered
subordinate buildings—permissible in Renaissance conceptions of Vitruvian order—
yielded to more metaphoric and rigidly symmetrical Palladian villa plans in the 18th
century, allowing us to account for change in the Structuralist cognitive model of
Deetz (1977).
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FORTS OF THE CHIEFTAINS:

A STUDY OF VERNACULAR, CLASSICAL, AND RENAISSANCE INFLUENCE ON
DEFENSIBLE TOWN AND VILLA PLANS
IN 17"-CENTURY VIRGINIA



CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

FORWARD

Writing of the events of 1675 to 1676 associated with Bacon's Rebellion
in which rude English diplomacy resulted in retaliatory raids from the

Susquehannock Indians, one William Maxwell (1850:63) wrote:

"In these frightful times the most exposed small families withdrew into our
houses of better numbers, which we fortified with pallisadoes and redoubts,
neighbors in bodys joined their labors from each plantation to others
alternately, taking their arms into the ffields, and setting centinels; no man
stirred out of door unarm'd, Indians were (ever and anon) espied, three 4, 5,
or 6, in a party lurking throughout the whole land,..."

The title of this thesis is taken from John Smith's complaint that, "few
but the Cheiftanes," such as his arch-rival military commander George
Yeardley, were bettered by summer relief ships sent to Virginia after the
"Massacre" of spring 1622 (Arber 1910 I1:595). This of course is during
similar "frightful times" times Maxwell described immediately above. This
thesis focuses on archaeological remains of the same or similar fortified
settlements or "redoubts" found among indigenous English "chieftains" who
were defending themselves from the Powhatan Chiefdom and, in one case,

potential European



rivals during the second and third Anglo-Powhatan wars of 1622-32 and
1644—46 respectively, and those associated with Bacon's Rebellion involving
Doeg and Susquehannock raids. Accordingly in this discourse, these study
units are considered in light of vernacular influences on the organization of

the settlements and their military shells as closed cultural systems.

What kinds of questions are we asking about the seats of defense of
these indigenous "chieftains?" In the past at least, many scholars have
compared Virginia and New England to sister settlements in Ulster, Ireland
(Garvan 1951, Reps 1972, Noel Hume 1991). What intellectual allegiance do
these early Virginia settlements really owe to the Ulster model? Are there
indications of English civility in these works or are they just sordid
fortifications? What cultural behavior lies beneath the surface

manifestations of these archaeological sites?

HYPOTHESIS

The original thesis hypothesis that we test at the beginning of the

study follows:

Some 17th-century Virginia social elites never gave up on
planning ideals defined by Garvan (1951) and Reps
(1972); when they had sufficient labor to express them
through praxeological constraints, these elites were often
compelled to reduce this plan to a simple asymmetrical
tripartite—that is, classically inspired in a peculiarly
English fashion. This plan origination in Roman villas,
principia, and burgi, defended medieval granges and
bhyrs, and Renaissance country houses and fortifications



is the basis of the typical Georgian (Palladian) 18th-
century plantation complex because of common needs to
architecturally define an insecure small-scale social
hierarchy.

Stated in a slightly different way, which is more reflective of actual

study results, our adjusted hypothesis can be read to say:

Had the English never settled in Ulster, not one single
thing in Virginia would have changed. Both settlements
were animated by larger classically and Renaissance-
inspired models for both scaled downtown planning and
fortification. Those in turn were deeply affected by
ordinal Vitruvian plans compromised by the chain of
being and enclosed in a viable and dynamic international
military defensive tradition attenuated up by interceding
16th-century warfare.

Each hypothesis has a common theme; that is, Renaissance
fortification and intellectual interest in classicism cut across both Ulster and
Virginia and is the much larger parent model. In the course of our study, we
will demonstrate that tripartite plans have a common origin in the Vitruvian
and Renaissance notion that the symmetry of man himself with a ordinal
head over pairs of subordinate limbs and organs is the perceived ultimate
architectural expression of and model for the civility of the English
leadership. Consequently, manors—or the "head" or each building complex
configuration—were sited in an architecturally sensitive central or ordinal

position over secondary structures. Quarters occupied by servants and

militia were placed in a precise subordinate position below manors or

headquarter buildings, while buildings such as barns or storehouses



containing objects spatially submit to both quarters and manor. This layout
reflects a ranking of the Elizabethan and early colonial cosmos in an identical

ordinal pattern.

Militarily speaking, profound constraints forced the colonists to employ
simple flankered or unflankered redoubts borrowed from both the battlefields
of Europe and the last gasps of a once-viable castle-building tradition. While
the Italian and Dutch works were the recognized principle models for English
soldiery, it will be demonstrated that even these works, revetted with timber
and braced by earth or turves, have Roman and therefore classical
underpinnings. Moreover, because the European Renaissance was
international in nature and expanded to the New World, the most basic
model of fortification ideals is reflected among English, French, and Spanish
colonial efforts. This infinitely enlarges the universe of comparisons that can

be made.

Although our study group is necessarily small—because we now have
actual archaeological examples for comparison purposes, rather than seeing
direct parallels with Ulster models in this study—we can begin to tease apart
Vernacular trends between Chesapeake and Ulster examples. This is both in
terms of fortification and as regional examples of reductive town planning
models. At present our archaeological finds indicate that no one really

wanted to build towns because of expense and the complications of social and



political interactions; instead, small organized villages or villas modeled after
British military winter encampments in the Low Countries (Holland and
Flanders) were preferred as inexpensive administrative centers that were
subordinate to the necessary evil of a single town. We also introduce the
notion that there is no significant tension between town planning and
fortification planning in either the classical or Renaissance world. Moreover,
we hope to demonstrate that, unlike the modern world, the regional military

and political leadership were not significantly different in early Virginia.

OVERVIEW: PRIOR RESEARCH

A brief overview of the present state of anthropological and historical
theory is requisite as prologue to this research. This body of material is
immense; thus, focus here is on a brief sketch of what specific theoretical
contributions have been made for the 17tk century and the 17th-century
Chesapeake that might aid research on community planning and
fortification. A number of useful studies provide some background for the
current study. These studies emerge from broadly based generalizing
approaches by historic archaeologists and colonial historians as well as more
specifically regional research initiatives provided through multi-disciplinary

studies.



Town Planning Studies and their Appropriate Models
For Early Virginia

The most pertinent studies that examine planning activities are those
of Garvan (1951) and Reps (1972). The author has added St. George's models

to these models for argument’s sake.

Garvan's Town Planning Model: Classical Underpinnings

To explain the relationship between domestic architecture, national
origins, and demography in colonial Connecticut, Anthony Garvan (1951)
observed a complimentary relationship between early town planning and
defensive fortification in Medieval England and France based on the bastide.
In brief, a bastide is a defensively walled and frequently bastioned perimeter
surrounding an urban community organized within a grid-plan street system.

See Figure 1. Garvan observed that the late medieval bastide was ultimately

based on earlier Roman models

(Garvan 1951:27-29; Reps TR

1972:2-3)). These Roman

models included military wimeen

encampments or towns that ot

were surrounded by protective

| CHOTEmms
walls and featured a central R it

Figure 1
The principal features of a Roman auxiliary fort
(Johnson 1983:35).




market place called an oppdidum.

Although much can be added to Garvan's (1951:46) seminal study, one
very important contribution cannot be overestimated; that is, he observed the
classical influence underpinning 17th-century town design. Roman architect
and town planner Vitruvius suggested that a Roman town should be
healthfully sighted and, as a matter of course, strongly walled with periodic
supporting flanking towers and divided by streets that took advantage of

winds (Morgan 1926:17-31).

Garvan used the masonry Flint Castle of 1604, built in Wales to
illustrate themes of multiple bilinear street organization below a central

castle. At Flint, a Roman-style bastide enclosing a town is situated directly

below a Norman castle (Reps 1972:3—4)
(see Figure 2). However, the actual
context of the arrangement is more

complex than he allows.

The castle was originally built in

timber between 1277 and 1280 with

earthen rampart walks. After 1300 it

was turned into a rot- and fireproof

‘

A SCALE OF PASES N - . M
Figure 2

Plan of Flint, Wales: 1610 (Reps 1972:4), a

good example of the Romano-Medieval

plan with exclusive castle sited
hierarchically over dependent community,

masonry work with a supporting




church, market place, square, and bilinear streets. Only then was it possible
to lure indigenous Welsh and civil English to this increasingly urban and
commercial place of security. Before this, the castle itself had its own
appended courtyard or "bailey," which grew to include an inner and outer
bailey. The inner bailey functioned as the original town center until later
when the outer bailey became the focal point. Both of the baileys probably
continued as service units to the castle rather than to the town as the bastide
grew. Both defensive units initially served as an ethnically restricted infant
town centers and administrative seats (Thompson 1975:181, 182, 249; Toy

1955:155,170).

Garvan noted that many of these Roman and Anglo-Norman town-
planning ideals continued to provide legitimate models to early 17th-century
town planning in Ulster, Irish settlements made by the English and
Protestant Scottish. Larger settlements like Londonderry, for instance, were
fortified using the more pretentious Renaissance system with large arrow-
shaped bastions along the city walls. However, in the Ulster plantation, the
less pretentious, more poorly financed settlements appeared to follow a much
simpler plan that preserved some aspects of the basic frontier pattern as in
the Flint Wales example. Instead of a castle with high medieval walls, a
"bawn"—typically a flanked fortified courtyard for minor elites, a defensible
courtyard for smaller planters, and primarily a communal cattle pound for

others—was often hierarchically sighted above bilinear groups of tenant and
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servant quarters along but a single street. Examples of these systems have
been recorded at Magherafelt and Macosquin during the 1622 period (Garvan

1951:28, 38, Figure 31). (See Figure 2a.)
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Figure 2a
(Top left) Magherafet, (Top right) Salterstown, (Bottom) Moneymore, all 1622, Ulster,
Ireland¢(Camblin 1951:12-13). These are cheaper versions of the Romano-Medieval Plan with
exclusive forfified manor sited over subordinate community.
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Notably, Garvan suggested that the commercial interests of several notable
investors focused attention on the Irish plantation experiment as a potential
model for frontier communities in Virginia and New England. For instance,
he observed that the completed version of Jamestown—with the bilinear
street of New Town added opposite the fort—"closely resembled an Ulster
bawn erected a short distance from the town." Moreover, he noted that
James Fort's first leader was Maister Wingfield, "a soldier who had seen

service in Ireland" (Garvan 1951:38-39).

Reps' Models: Renaissance Citadels and Small-Scale Plans
In his study, Tidewater Towns, Reps (1972:21-45) produced similar

studies to Garvan's New England-based work for but for coastal Virginia and
Maryland. Reps focused more on the Renaissance ideal city than had
Garvan, although, like Garvan (1951:33-35, 47), he observed important
examples of how simplification of Renaissance ideals occurred. (See Figures
3 and 4.) The new ideal Renaissance city, which was influenced by Vitruvian
town orientation, was however based on rational principles influenced by
Italian military engineers who sought to defend their towns based on new
scientific principles of fortification (Garvan 1969:47-48). These citadels

typically consisted of massive essentially circular units broken into polygons,



5. Plan of an ideal city, Sforzinda, by Filarete, 1464,

6. Plan of city on a plain, by Francesco di Giorgio Martini, 1451—
1464.

7. Plan of a city on a hill, by Francesco di Giorgio Martini, 1451~
1464.
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8. Plan of a fortified ideal city, crossed by a river, from the Codice
Magliabecchiano, by Francesco di Giorgio Martini, 1451-1464.
9. Plan of ‘an ideal city, by Francesco di Giorgio Martini, 1451—-1464.
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Figure 3
A page from Argan’s 1969 study of the Renaissance city. Note huge Z Plan
lower left,
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Figure 4
(Top) Philippevilte, (Bottom) Marienbourg, both Belgium 1581,
Note how each street leads to a bastion (outward) and into a
town square and market (inward) (Reps 1972:28). Typical inclusive
Romano/Renaissance Plan.
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surrounded by large, arrow-shaped bastions at every angle of the exterior
walls to flank attackers with crossfire between bastions. Each street
radiated outward from the town center, which was occupied by a church and
market place, and led to a bastion in the fashion of a wheel hub (Argan 1969:

De La Croix 1972:39-55).

In some ways this spatial dynamic compliments the Norman model is
seen at Flint and Magherafelt, except the fortress and the town were one in
the same and the population dispersed to the surrounding defensive bastions
rather than to a single point of strength such as a castle or bawn. This
defense shift toward the exterior of the community is essentially a return to

the Roman ideal with new adjustments for gunpowder weapons.

Reps (1972:27-31) observed that the French, Dutch, and English alike
were often forced to reduce the huge Renaissance radial citadel to the more
practicable pentagonal, quadrilaterals, and triangular forms. This
modificatioﬁ reasonably satisfied Renaissance ideals, yet was less costly to
construct and maintain. Reps referenced Virginia’s examples of James Fort
(1607-11+) and Henricus (1611-13+) (both buiit by ideals that superceded
Ulster). As reduced to a simple bawn within smaller Ulster plantations, Reps
noted they "exhibited considerable variations in their plans," with some
having "linear plans" of only a single street such as Magherafelt. Regarding

James Fort, he noted that, during the second phase of settlement when the
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town outgrew the fort at ca. 1614, "that community must have closely
resembled these linear Ulster villages" which Ralph Hamor described as "two
faire rows of houses." These meager improvements later grew into "New

Town" Jamestown laid out by William Clayborne in 1621.

Although Garvan does not make the similarity between Ulster bawns
and medieval castles sited above rows of domiciles totally explicit, Reps
(1972:2-3) observed that these settlement organizations follow the same
practical rules as the late 13th-century Norman model at Flint. The main
difference is that the smaller Ulster villages omit protective walls to the
dependent communities along the streets as the former bastide once did.
Markets were apparently planned at the terminus of each street. This
system, which was more village than town-like, places most of the settlement
community in a state of total dependence on the fortified manor or bawn. In
all three cases at Flint, Magherafelt, and Macosquin, during times of serious
threat, the outside community and livestock could be rapidly moved down the
central street to gain defensive succor within the bawns at Magherafelt and
Macosquin—rather than massive castle walls as at Flint Castle. Noel Hume
(1983:34), who noted Macosquin as a model for Site C at Martins Hundred,

calls this "the mother hen and baby chick" plan of defense.
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St. George's Bawn Models: Rational and Commercial Courtyarding
In 1990, Robert St. George suggested that these bawn courtyards need

not be considered as solely defensive units within frontier expansion; nor do
they need to occur within the frontier. Instead, he argued that bawns—that
is, the curtains or courtyard walls defining an enclosed aggregation of rural
outbuildings and domestic improvements—primarily represented an efficient
new way of organizing commercially based farmyards based on carefully

arranged fully courtyarded planning models.

St. George used "utterances" or "reported architecture" (a
contemporary verbally sketched plan) of the courtyarded Bray Rossiter
farmstead of ca. 1652—60 in Guilford, Connecticut (see Figure 5), as a point of
departure for his study (1990:244-256). The concepts of rationally
agglomerated farmsteads affected by Roman villas models were, in modern
application, first offered by Charles Estienne (an Italian born in Paris) and

John Liebault's book of 1567 entitled Maison Rustique. These works were

later translated into German and English, the latter through Richard

Surflet's The Countrey Farme, published in 1606 at the eve of English
colonial expansion. They were updated for the realities of the northern
English farmstead by Gervase Markham in 1616 to avoid confusion with

warm-weather crops and building orientations originally recommended by

Estienne (St. George 1990:283-287).



In sum, St. George saw bawns as material expressions of new
capitalist ideals, which pulled together the notions of defended farmsteads,

‘walled towns or farmsteads, Roman villas, Renaissance ideals, and
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Figure 5
The Bray Rossiter farm of ca. 1652-60. (Top) Conjectural interpretation,
(Bottom) Plan view based on description.
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convenient commercial farming into a single complex architectural and

ultimately ideological entity, hence the article title, "Bawns and Beliefs."

PERTINENT ANTHROPOLOGICAL AND MULTIDISCIPLINARY THEORY

So far we have briefly outlined what has been said regarding town-
and bawn-planning ideals both regionally and internationally. It is now
appropriate to shift toward what has been said regarding regional cultural
behavior during the 17th century from a more generalized anthropological
context. Unfortunately, the superabundance of descriptive and interpretive
work on the Chesapeake pertaining to the 17th century has not been matched
by major generalizing theoretical contributions emerging from regional
studies. Consequently, we must turn to the more generalizing studies of

James Deetz.

Deetz's Structuralist Generalizing Model

Deetz (1977) worked from a cognitive Structuralist perspective using a
New England database to characterize the early 17th-century construction to
about 1660 as primarily that of a conservative folk culture attempting to
replicate yeoman folkways in the new world. He believed communal living
and eating, closeness to nature, and an asymmetrical and organic building
regimen characterized this culture. Deetz noted that at about 1660 this
essentially late medieval tradition began to gradually shift toward a regional

vernacular living regimen. By about 1760 this tradition shifted toward
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"Georgian" based on individualism, a conscious separation from nature, and a
building regimen including symmetrical housing with private and public
space (Deetz 1993:70-71). The latter notions are strongly influenced by the
work of Glassie (1975) who probably jumbled middle-class housing with
genuine "folk" housing, as the majority of the latter dwellings in Louisa

County, Virginia, were probably no longer standing.

In general, Deetz's characterizations of the early 17th century suggest
the florescence of the Elizabethan and Jacobean Renaissance was but a thin
or absent veneer on an essentially late Medieval "mindset" in the American

colonies (Deetz 1977:39-40).

Leone and the Ciritical School

Another popular school based in Maryland and which has made
contributions to anthropological theory in historic archaeology emerges from
the Critical School. This school has tended to focus on the 18tk century
frequently through research initiatives associated with Annapolis. A late
incarnation or outgrowth of neo-Marxism, the school generally characterizes
material culture in inevitable struggles between dominant social groups and
subordinate members of society while simultaneously seeking to point out

cultural biases that scholars project into their work.

Admittedly Leone has offered little wisdom on the 17th century, but he

has made two important studies that appear to shed light on the current
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study. In a later study of the Paca Garden in 18th-century Annapolis, Leone
(1988) noted that an elite townsman manipulated garden and landscape
geometry to underscore his own social status over peers while simultaneously
dominating and manipulating nature. He, however, makes no significant

attempt to explain where this behavior came from in the past.

Architectural Studies with Social Sensitivity

Regional studies based on sensitivity to architecture and social
conditions are probably Virginia's most significant contribution to theory. To
understand a remarkably vigorous earthfast building tradition in the
Chesapeake, which was essentially unknown before the 1970s, Carson (et al.
1981) suggested that Chesapeake planters generally placed more emphasis
on manipulating land and labor than on constructing architecture, the result
of which was an impermanent building tradition ideally suited to the tobacco
monoculture. Carson and colleges further noted that by about 1650+ regional
pressures resulted in a shift toward a relatively mature vernacular house
that evolved directly from the West English pattern. Unlike Deetz, Carson
(1969) noted that the parent forms of West English houses were not truly in
full balance "medieval" despite strong medieval prototypes (Carson 1969;
Beresford and Hurst 1971). This was the loosely framed but "sufficient" hole-
set "Virginia House." Although the Virginia house appeared slightly earlier
than anticipated changes in the Deetz New England model, it is essentially

temporally complimentary to it.
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The Chesapeake farmstead during roughly the same post-1650 period
has also received some attention. Neiman (1978) has suggested that social
conditions resulting from the emergence of slavery and continuous servant
pressures encouraged planters to eject servants and slaves from initially
communal manorial housing. This ejection resulted in a plantation complex
consisting of numerous outbuildings with separate servant and slave housing
as well as numerous service units. In a very brief synthetic study, Carson
(1985) describes this emerging regional plantation farmstead arrangement
noted by Neiman,, as characteristically amounting to a small loosely
organized village in scale (Deetz 1993:77). Villages, he suggested,
increasingly favored a generalized relatively open "West English"
organization as opposed to the more concentrated New England regional
plan. Carson eloquently described the little Virginia plantation complexes as
“architectural "perpetual frontiers" based on their continuing impermanence
due to primary reliance on wooden earthfast building techniques (Carson

1985:55-59).

Pertinent Historical Studies
Morgan's Deterministic Model of Class and Racial Exploitation

Leone's notion of class exploitation was seemingly independently
underscored by historian Edmund Morgan's landmark study of 17th-century

Virginia society in American Slavery American Freedom (1975). Morgan

characterized the development of that Virginia society as strongly affected by
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its emerging labor-intensive tobacco economy. In a somewhat deterministic
vein, he felt such pre-conditions quickly led by about 1619—and increasingly
by 1660—-1700—to the inevitable exploitation of laboring classes by a
relatively small number of elites. That exploitation ultimately led to slavery

for African-Americans so that, in effect, whites could be free.

Other Historical Studies and Military Planning Models

Roman soldier Vegetius, whose works were first translated into
English in the 15tk century, recommended orderly walled encampments,
essentially portable walled towns, created by strongly disciplined soldiers
who had to be fort- and town-building engineers as well as military fighters.
He suggested that any proper town should also be fortified by either natural
or man-made defenses, or, if possible, by both (Milner 1993). In fact, much
that we call "Roman" ideals here were really Hellenistic and Etruscan, except
as those ideals are applied to a colonial military model in the
characteristically Imperial Roman approach (De la Croix 1972:21-31). Below

we will not linger on any town plan pre-dating the Roman model.

A Roman "burgi" (from which Burgundy, northern France gets its
name because of the proliferation of burgi there) was a small-scale fortified
community typically used by the Romans to defend a spring between a city

and water source along their frontiers. It appears to have first been used in
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Germania, and perhaps there is Native European (Celtic and Germanic)

influence in the design as well as Roman influence.

For the English at least, the medieval bastide noted by Garvan above
is probably a masonry version of the less permanent Anglo-Saxon byhr which
bears a striking similarity to Roman fortified camps and seems to be related
to the Roman word burgi. Byhrs were fortified towns or encampments
originally defended with trenches and banks surmounted with stockades and
ramparts often built of turves based on a variation of the Roman model
essentially described by Vegetius. It is this parent form of defense seemingly
derived from the Roman fortified camp that has survived in our English
language. For instance, the name Williamsburg means essentially William's
fortified stronghold or fort through the German spelling of "burh" as "burg"
(Thompson 1975:24—-32). The first English "burgesses" who met at
Jamestown in 1619 are so named based on the common root word "burg."
These were the leaders of the towns/forts from which we also get the English

word borough (OED 1978:1:1184, 1185).

In our modern society, military activities are seen as separate and
often vulgar entities that are separate from human civility or mainstream
architectural traditions. Those perceived tensions by modern scholars are
late Renaissance and early modern in origin, for about 1560 is when

professional military engineers and soldiers emerged as an entity with
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responsibilities that did not include fort design and construction. These
modern biases are not really in keeping with early Renaissance thinking of
the nature of a well-rounded man—a nature that included the ability to
perform as a professional engineer. For instance, the generation of
archaeologists who were reared on the notion that the oxymoron of the
century was the term "military intelligence" may have forgotten that the
greatest artists and thinkers Europe has arguably ever produced (including
the German Albrect Durer and Italian Renaissance geniuses Michelangelo
and Leonardo Da Vinci) were actively cranking out fortification designs in a
Europe thrown into the turmoil by the new siege cannon that could flatten
virtually any medieval castle or fortified town in Europe (Argan 1969:Figs.
16, 17; Hogg 1981:101, Duffy 1979:Figs. 2, 3) (see Figure 6). These were
artists whose patronage depended on being able to defend the city centers
which sponsored them from the same increasingly mobile artillery and
increasingly state-affiliated nationalistic armies that destroyed

Constantinople and cost England all her French holdings (Duffy 1979:8-58).

Broadbeck's (1942) study of 17th-century Virginia fortifications offers
little evidence that Virginia's publicly financed fortifications were anything
less than "perpetual frontiers" that soon subsided back into the landscape.
These military contractors’ post-1650 experiments with brick revetments
appear to have had little impact on the final results of forts standing for 1-3

years before falling to ruin or needing serious repairs. Fithian (1991) and
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especially Hodges (1992b) attribute this phenomenon to reliance on Dutch

field works models built primarily of earth and turves revetted with often

green timber as a relatively poor
colony attempted to solve military

emergencies as they appeared.

The Elizabethan approach to
war was practiced typically in
Holland, where the focus was the
cheapest, roughest fortifications the
soldiers could erect and was meant
to serve for temporary protection
only. The English typically then
recycled its veterans from Holland
to Ulster and Virginia (Corelli 1970;
Oman 1937:372—389). This rotation

automatically provided Virginia

Figure 6
Michelangelo’s 1529 study for fortifications
protecting Florence, Italy
(Argan 1969:Figs. 17, 18).

with soldiers incapable of building a permanent fortress—the province of a

well-financed military engineer—but who were adept at throwing together a

cheap, impermanent fieldwork. This factor apparently was not remedied by

later militia contractors who seemingly retained the cheap Elizabethan

colonial model with the aid of various military textbooks (Hodges 1992b:2—3,

49, 51, 53—54; Kelso 1996:9-11).
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Military historiography is increasingly admitting to the

anthropological notion that societies tend to make wars as an extension of
their cultural systems. If the myth of New England has been pérpetuated as
pilgrims entering America to gain religious and political freedom, Virginia
can be said to be more accurately portrayed as a rather successful military
entrepreneurial outpost. Rutman (1951) and to some extent Shea (1986)
therefore characterized Virginia colonial leadership as militant, both by the
very nature of their social backgrounds (often including Anglo-Dutch
veterans of the 80 Years’ War) and initial political structure in what amounts
to a fairly sophisticated "military regime" (1609-18). Active wars with
Native Americans whose lands and corn were variously appropriated and
real or anticipated conflicts with European rivals sustained this militant
frontier ideology. Shea also noted that social elites and the militia leadership
were typically one in the same throughout the century, a fact seemingly

independently confirmed by Fausz (1977, 1988, 1990).

Fausz's (1988:98) charts of the Virginia Council of State are bristling
with military titles that were not necessarily honorific, while numerous
governors and council men were actively involved in actual combat supported
by an essentially Machiavellian indigenous militia system whose chauvinistic
ethnic identity became a basis for both territorial conquest and Native
American divestiture. More than either of the previous writers, Fausz

attempts to show fundamental Native American culture, trade, warfare, and
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politics in relation to the evolution and direction of the rising elites of 17th-
century Virginia society. Also, like Rountree (1990), he simultaneously
attempts to restore Native Americans to "the central stage they occupied in

the 17th century.”

The development of public works such as forts and roads cannot be
separated from the economy of early Virginia. As anthropologist Chang
(1977:24—4) notes, "there is a tendency for human activities to agglomerate to
take advantage of scale economies" (those where the savings in costs of
operation were made possible by concentrating activities at a common
location). Thus, in a modern late-Renaissance frontier context, the most
efficient concentration of human activities that are useful to both town
planning and defense are fortifications based on town-planning ideals.
Chang's assertion inadvertently argues that such notions should therefore
cut across European national boundaries under the Romano/Renaissance
model described below. Indeed, the early evolution of the Spanish colony of
Manila in the modern Philippines from 1576 to 1650 closely parallels the
evolution of James Fort (Parker 1986:124-125) (see Figure 7). In doing so,
this plan simultaneously indicates just how scaled down the English "scale
economy" was due to the vagaries of the tobacco monoculture. The point here
is that by frequently restricting ourselves to the exaggerated importance of
the "Ulster Model," we lose a host of equally appealing or more appealing

international parallels to English behavior in early Virginia.



It might be useful to
provide some brief examples of
military leadership and
classicism and their influence
in the civil town planning of
Virginia. Using a familiar
example, the theoretical
concept of the initial stages of
James Fort and New Town
development was simply an
extension of a Vitruvian plan
that was based on a single
building (in this case the fort
spatially acted as such) with
logical extensions into an

organized cluster similar to the
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1 Cathedral

2 Plaza Mayor

3 Forp Sanui .
(3} wooden (4] stcorw.

4 Wooden palisades

5 Moat

6 Stone tower

7 Stone fortress

8 Stone breastworks

9 Stone wall

10 Ditch

Figure 7
The growth of Manila, Philippines ca. 1576-1680.
Jamestown barely made it to the ca. 1576 stage
(Parker 1988:Fig. 5).

road extension from Flint Castle to the appended settlement (Argan 1969:21).

Both of the earliest street improvements related to the planning of "New

Town" (as noted above under the Reps section) were made under the

leadership of Sir Thomas Gates and Sir George Yeardley, both of whom were

active or former members of the military regime that controlled Virginia from

1609 to 1618 (Reps 1972:27—1; Shea 1985:14-24). Roman genius fully
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integrated military and civil improvements to maximize the commercial
exploitation of captured provinces (De La Croix 1972:27,30-31). Again, the
parent of model of all this is Roman, as roads such as the one bisecting New
Town moved troops and commerce just as easily (Hodder and Hassall

1971:392-391). (See Figure 8.)

Notably most Roman

colonial provinces were

underpinned with retired or

active military veterans who

were given the spoils of victory,

TYemple
]

along with civilian counterparts

and who in turn frequently

.- Town wali

. - -
=TT . . .
‘e . . . .
Sl s h ~
e . | - 8 .
o sl <. .
< Basilica J
- .
3 A .
v .. .* -

= Town ditch
- Fortress ditch
® Public building

~_tooont « Mosaic&
o 300 m tessellated pavements

i
.\
i
i
h
i

dominated Roman political

structure. Our modern English
Figure 8

word "colony" is derived from the The Roman Fort at Colchester (at top).
Roman Fort Ad 43; grid of fort reabsorbed by

town growth (Scullard 1986:52).

Roman word "coloniae," a

captured territorial settlement occupied by military veterans in a

commingled incentive, spoil, and retirement system (Salway 1993:395-397).

This notion of defining an intrusive settlement working toward a
territorial identity by having a fighting citizenry define its own national

identity is complimentary to some of the key aspects of Machiavellian theory
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(Begin 1947:38-41). Machiavelli, for instance, argued that an indigenous
national army fighting for a noble political cause such as freedom was more
trustworthy than was a mercenary army. This notion quickly got wrapped

up in modern nationalist armies.

As we have seen, intrusive military and civil planning policies cannot
be clearly separated by models developed by Garvan's (1951) or Reps' (1972)
research—based on the classical model. Are not Roman soldiers equally
famous for their roads as for fortifications? Seemingly, there were no
contradictions between high-level civil and defensive frontier planning, as the

author hopes has been conveyed above.

The Problems with Planning Theory, A Lack of Concrete Material Examples

What has been lacking in all of this research? The studies of Garvan
(1951:125-126) Rep (1972:33—-43), and St. George's (1990:244—-256) were
constrained by lack of physical material evidence of early American town or
bawn design on a defensive footing as might be indicated by bastions or
flankers at the angles of the courtyards. All three were compelled to
variously employ contemporary drawings of courtyards devoid of military
improvements or conjectural reconstructions of fortifications based on
contemporary descriptions. Thus, they had no material evidence of the

martial spirit behind many frontier outposts and, perhaps more importantly,
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how this aspect might be reconciled with other, more domestic cultural

subsystems.

Research Design

As well as being animated by the above authors, this research effort
considers inferences and hypotheses developed directly from the preliminary
study of "Private Fortification in 17tr-Century Virginia: A Study of Six
Representative Works" (Hodges 1993). The hope is that the concrete material
remains discussed in that work can lead us in other fruitful directions here.
In this document our prime hypothetical concern is with fortification
planning in relation to site structure and how can they illustrate vernacular
trends in settlement planning and practical applications of fortification that
are sensitive to real regional needs. Accordingly, the overview has stressed

that the grouping of common needs to organize defenses and frontier towns or

plantations is at the very core of the Roman, Medieval, Renaissance, and
Ulster frontier town-planning models. Their ideals we suspect—but cannot
know—should appear in some systematic way in some or many Virginia
frontier plantations and act as a complete functional unit that both defends

and organizes a community in some reasonable fashion.

Terminology Used in This Study

Following is a brief discussion of the terminology used in this study.
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Vernacular
Some variations in the use of the term "vernacular " warrant a
clarification of how we will specifically use the term. Webster's Dictionary
(1975:1300) notes three fairly closely related definitions to the adjective term
vernacular, which is derived from the Latin term for native. Our primary
interest is in the third definition; that is "of, relating to, or being the common

building style of a period or place."

Fort verses Fortified or Palisaded

The terms that the colonists used to describe their fortifications are

also useful for decoding function and meaning in contemporary use.

In as much as the selection process of isolating sites for this brief study
revolves around the identification of forts and defensive palisades, it is
profitable to also clarify how these terms are applied in the text. In modern

usage the term is a somewhat imprecise noun. The Oxford English

Dictionary, (1978 4:472) notes the word fort is derived from the Middle
English and Middle French term "forte or fort" meaning "strong." In
architectural or military usage, it denotes "a fortified place; a position
fortified for protective purposes, usually surrounded with a ditch, rampart,
and parapet, and garrisoned with troops: a fortress.” However, those
lexicographers admit that usage can include in a trading post in the United

States or British Canada.
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Robinson's (1977:203) definition gets to the heart of the problem: "A
work established for the defense of a land or maritime frontier, of an
approach to a town, or of a pass or river. Although the term originally

denoted a small fortification garrisoned by troops, in North America it was

used to designate virtually any establishment—civil or military—associated

with protection from adversaries, regardless of whether any actual

fortifications were included." Robinson's meanings are guaranteed to cause

constant nomenclature problems for archaeologists, as it is a statement of

fact and a problem rolled into one.

To decode the meaning of the word fort in contemporary 17th-century
English usage, the English Royal Commission of Historic Monuments (Ramm
et al. 1964:101) provide the following succinct definition: a "detached
stronghold with provision for flank defense." The term "flank" is defined as a
"length of defense facing toward adjacent defenses, from which to provide
covering fire, e.g. flank of a bastion—the side linking (g.v.) face and curtain.”
And since the term face is closely related to the term flank, it must also be
described. Face means "length of defense facing toward the field, e.g. face of
a bastion—one of two sides that together form the forward angle." Thus, the
term fort appears to be a word defined by fairly precise import in
contemporary military usage. This is a definition that denies Robinson's

loose American use of the term.
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From the above, it is critically important to observe that the term
"fortification," a noun describing the action of strengthening typically
structurally or "fortified," is not always synonymous with the term fort
despite the common root word pertaining to strength (OED 1978 4:4760477).
Whereas a fort is surely a most desirable type of a fortification—provided
that it can be adequately manned—a fortification is not always technically a
fort. In sum, therefore, to add flank defenses and thereby create a technical
fort is but one of many means of fortification, despite the common root word

associated in both cases with strengthening a selected position.

Thus, for fortifications that are not flanked, we use the term
"palisaded," a particular method of defensive strengthening employed in the
Chesapeake and falling short of the technical definition of the word fort and
perhaps related to a redoubt, which means a "retreat." Potential points of
confusion may occur with the realization that a technical fort might also be
palisaded and that St. George has already shown us that courtyarding can be
fully civil in overall conception. "Impaled"” household garden "plotts" and
"penned" cattle enclosures only add to potential points of confusion to the

hapless Chesapeake scholar (Crisp 1924; Keeler 1979).

Should we be concerned with pfecise military usage in this study if few
professional military soldiers were present in the 17th-century Chesapeake?

Although it is not necessarily useful to fixate on technical terms, some



35

rational and therefore objective standards must be inherent in a disciplined
approach to the Chesapeake works. It is, alas, the only way we are able to
judge 17th-century performance in relation to some definable standards of
contemporary defensive usage. The presence (or absence) of flank defenses is
used in this work as a measure of basic utility and sophistication in defensive
design. Patterned compromises of this concept are also useful points of

departure in understanding the performance of defensible works.

Professional Soldier verses Militia

As suggested above, "professional” seasoned soldiers such as Gates,
Dale, and Yeardley and their companies were only in the 17th-century
Chesapeake during the initial period and briefly after Bacon's Rebellion
(Carson 1976:10-11). More characteristically after 1622, "militia" groups
were present and led by a tiny handful of veterans; this remained essentially
our national policy until 1941 despite a tiny national army after 1781.
Boynton (1967) notes that in England the term militia dates only from the
16th century, although he uses it in his study of Elizabethan militia (1558—
1638) to denote "unprofessional citizen forces as opposed to professional
soldiers." We are reasonably certain than in every context discussed here,
women, children, agricultural laborers, and simple homesteaders—along with
and often identical to male militia and soldiers pressed from among the
homesteaders—were present on the sites we are examining. Moreover, the

professional soldier, in a modern military sense with full regular pay in an
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institutional system, would only come into existence from 1645 on in England

and in America from 1791 on.

In Virginia from 1622 on, militiamen were employed to defend private
plantations and public forts and to attack Indians (Shea 1985). This was an
exponent of Machiavelli's theory as, he suggested in 1513: that is, "no state is
safe unless it has its own arms," a notion that appears to define a key factor
in the American Revolution of 177681 (Begin 1947:41-43). In general, this
militia system could potentially affect nearly every able-bodied man on a
plantation during 1622—-32 and, to a lesser extent as the century wore on. So
for the colonial Chesapeake during the 17tk century, the word professional did

not yet fit the modern sense of the term.

Town verses Village verses Villa

Especially in earlier times, the words town, village, or villa differed
little in meaning. Therefore, in this document, we must tune the meanings

we are using for the benefit of the reader.

Town

Five pages of various often contradictory uses of the word "town" can
be found in the Oxford Dictionary (OED 1978 X1:201-205)). In brief, modern
usage typically means a municipality with some political authority that is
larger than a village but smaller than a city (OED 1978:201). The English

word town comes from old English "tun,"” the land forming a manor or
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otherwise associated with it (ibid. 204). Thus, herein we view the term town
planning as analogous to manorial planning because of this essentially older

usage, which was surely current in the 17tk century.

In older usage a town can be an enclosed place or simply a house or
group of houses or buildings within such an enclosure (ibid. 201). This
definition is frustratingly nearly identical to that of a village or villa.
Because a town cannot easily be teased apart from either village or villa, we
will use it to designate a special village or villa that has a minimal degree of
corporate or regional political authority. This can be through borough
administration or at least representation in the Virginia Assembly through
burgesses. Each must be autonomous in terms of how the settlement is
planned within the vagaries of multi-corporate legal restrictions. For
instance, using Flowerdew examples, tenant sites along the southern road
system cannot be towns because their local political authority emanates from
the macro-complex at 44PG64 (Piersey's manor) and especially 44PG65—
Yeardley and Piersey's Fort—but also Charles City's Borough's Fort and

parish headquarters (see Hodges 1993).

As a second example, the settlers at Jordan's Journey were indeed
largely autonomous during the post-Massacre period (Spring 1622), and they
were represented in the Virginia Assembly. Thus, we can say they have a

town. However, they may not have wanted to paliSade their town, but multi-
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borough legislation obliged them to do so both early and fast, apparently
without authority as to how this was accomplished (Kingsbury 1906 2:381—
385; Mcllwaine 1924:120). So, in some ways, our defined use of the word
town revolves around identification of where the actual manors were along
with a commensurate identification of a burgess or higher public official

residing in such special domiciles.

Village

In the Oxford Dictionary, village is a word used to signify "a collection
of dwelling-houses and other buildings, forming a center of habitation in a
country district; an inhabited place larger than a hamlet and smaller than a
town, or having a simpler organization and administration than the latter"
(OED 1978 X11:204). Because the definition of town, village, and villa can
overlap, in this particular work, a village is delineated as a rural farmstead
that has no clear relationship to local or regional authority either through the
location of a key manorial holding or a burgess who resides inside it. So,
although we can say a rural farmstead with a manor and quarter together
with different outbuildings resembles a small village, for lack of a better

word, it is neither a town nor a villa.

Villa

The Oxford Dictionary defines the term villa as "a country mansion or

residence, together with a farm, farm buildings, or other houses attached,
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built or occupied by a person of some position and wealth; a country seat or
estate (OED 1978 XII:204). Only later did we begin to associate the word
villa solely with an estate of demonstrative "architectural elegance” and
cohesion. Villa will be used in this text to describe a single manorial seat or
estate occupied by at least a burgess or other governmental figure and
animated in some way by classical wisdom or Renaissance classicism. Here
we are referring to classicism in basic spatial form and spirit and definitely
not necessarily in elegant architectural substance such as Greek- or Roman-
inspired columns or pediments. In our definition of villa, a manorial
residence must be the single high-status structure present, and it must be in
an ordinal or hierarchal relationship with respect to other structures. In our
definition, a villa can act as a town with a certain degree of political position

and autonomy.

METHODOLOGY

Now that we have defined our terms, we now focus on what specific

research methods will be employed in the study.

Site-Selection Process

From the above discussion, it is rather obvious that to make such
comparative analysis possible, the selection process for the study sites needs
to be taken with some care. Therefore, that process is considered an

important part of the research design.
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Because Deetz (1993:31) suggests that only two structures represent a
"compound" if the sites are also enclosed, and only one is clearly domestic in
origin, evidence of at least three substantial structures—two of which are
determined to be potentially domestic—appears to entitle us to use the term
"settlement." These are factors present at James Fort (Forman 1938, Reps
1972). That term is embedded in the site identification of the Flowerdew site
"Enclosed Settlement" to include Structure 3, along with Structures 1 and 2
(Barka 1975; 1993; Hodges 1993:188-190, Keeler 1978:174). The factor is
present at Jordans Journey (Mouer et al. 1992, Mclearen and Mouer 1993) at
the Harbor View Fort (Hodges 1993:200-202). Moreover, because Murdock
(1949:79) defines a community as the "maximal group of persons who
normally reside together in face-to-face association, we can see these sites as
sealed "face-to-face settlement communities." Therefore, this regional suite of
sites is chosen, as these sites offer material evidence that they contain at
least two structures that have hearths or root cellars in addition to various

catchment, subsistence, and service-related structures.

During the frontier period, Virginia experienced adjustments to the
tobacco monoculture, which led to insular development within a plantation
system. It appears likely that, in these smaller settlements, evidence of
vernacular adjustments to the simplification of fortification and town
planning ideals will be revealed. Further, the research of Garvan (1951) and

Reps (1972) both suggest the presence of some organization in these less
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pretentious settlements that amounted to a “village.” Carson's (1985)
characterization of the "West English plan" as amounting to a small village
will suffice here for the study of small-scale variants in plantation planning.
If these are legitimate correlations with base models shown above in the
Virginia frontier, then our database should be more "testable" through model
development and we should be able to push our evidence beyond the level of

"decorative opinion."

Another key rationale for selecting these sites is more straightforward,
although of no less compelling utility to this short study. Fortifications are
indications of emic choices made by frontier elites during the period 1607 to
1646. So these fortifications are emic choices, at least to the elites, of places
they considered important enough to defend. Therefore, in this study we
need not be overly concerned with how these sites were perceived by the
illiterate majority of the occupants. These are not folk fortifications, nor were
their site commanders illiterate. Next, we can ask how the cultural systems
of the elites worked to embrace the less pretentious elements of society. This
is not an elitist point of view, but rather the constraints of a very short study.
During the period 1675 to 1676 as Maxwell (1850:63) suggests, even smaller

settlers willingly "withdrew to places of better numbers" to defend

communities even if within only single fortified dwellings (cf. Hodges 1993).
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Finally, the ultimate appeal in the study sites is that palisades,
earthworks, or partitions provide a sort of metaphoric picture frame for
discrete analysis that emphatically defines the unit of study in ways that
"open sites"—that is, those with undefined boundaries or site limits—do not.
Courtyarded sites appear to have a deterministic quality that forces their
own dynamics and constraints on interior improvements; how these forces
are manipulated into order (and possibly disorder) is likely to reveal
important cultural traits, thereby potentially revealing a carefully digested

cultural configuration of Chesapeake society in microcosm.

Site Treatment

To make this study work, we must define the mechanism of site
treatment. Each study site is treated as an artifact. Is it fair to describe a
plantation, town, village, or fort as an artifact? Babitts (1980:1), who is well
aware that a fortification cannot be understood without analysis of its
supporting interior community and activities zones, states explicitly that we
should treat fortifications and their contents just like an artifact. An artifact,
like any element, requires a cultural explanation. For instance, using
theoretical insights provided by Binford (1962), Leone (1977:194) in his
analogous study of Mormon towns and fences noted that, "since an artifact is
the product of a total cultural system, it is likely to present evidence about

the perishable parts of the system that created it."
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Model Development
From the previous overview, very specific predictive models of what an
English fortified town or bawn may look like can be formulated primarily
from work by Garvan (1951) and Reps (1972). They are also possibly affected
by St. George’s generalized courtyarded farmstead models (1990) in that,
with the exception of James Fort, most settlements in our study group

apparently were also working plantations during fortification.

A three-part summary model for the Romano/Medieval (Garvan 1951,
Reps 1972), Renaissance (Reps 1972), and Civil Courtyard model (St. George
1990) with small-scale variants is listed below (see Table 1). As the two larger
base models are more closely related to town rather than village levels of
planning activity, each column of the table has been amended to include
several "small-scale variants." These are derived directly from the base
models, but are almost certainly closer to the raw edge of what could

realistically be done in early frontier conditions.

Our research design anticipates that there should be some attributes
or variables shared by our study group that will fall into one or more of the
categories shown in Table 1. Table 1 therefore serves as a key component in
our "descriptive grid" in a useful application of mid-range theory (Leone and
Potter (1988:14). In this work we will follow the advice of Watson (et al.

1984:192) to call a variable "a type of phenomenon being measured" and an
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attribute to mean "a particular state." By analogy from artifact studies, the
variables herein are our basic complete models of Romano/Norman,
Renaissance, or Civil Courtyard origin, whereas our attributes are modifiers
such as location of streets, types of bastions, organization of building
groupings, etc. Thus, the isolation of vernacular shifts from the ideal
variables or areas of ambiguity will be found in the types of clustering we get
out of the attributes of the study sites. Although Table 1 does not provide all

the possible options, it is a manageable tool and road map for a brief study.
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TABLE 1.
BASIC PREDICTIVE MODELS FOR FORTIFIED/COURTYARDED SETTLEMENTS
1607-1650
ROMANO/MEDIEVAL ROMANO/RENAISSANCE CIVIL COURTYARD
MODEL MODEL (ROMAN VILLA MODEL?)
IDEAL MODELS

Dependant Community
Below fortification in multiple
bi-linear relationship; walled
bastide of unwalled.

Dependant Community
Is organized parallel to radial
streets on either side.

Dependant Community
Farmer's (servant's) lodge is to
left of gate (which is center
west) and westward within
courtyard. Unit must have
kitchen.

To right are stables for horses.
Sheep-coates and swine sties
are set to south with no
opening except to courtyard.
Barn to south near sheep and
pig units

Carts and ploughs near barn
entrance between pig and
sheep units.

Main Fortification

Centered above community
in triangular hierarchical
relationship; bastions rounded
or angled.

Main Fortification

Is integral to town walls
(Roman). Angled arrow-
shaped bastions designed 1o
eliminate dead ground.

Market Place
Centered in dependant
community

Market Place
Centered in hub of radiating
streefts.

Church
In center of market, center
street.

Streets

Span from outer town limits--
to market place and church--
to main fortification.

Church
Centered in central market
place, hub of fown center.

Streefts
Radiate out from church and
market to bastions.

Courtyard/Manor

Walled security is against
theft, social movement.
Manor is opposite courtyard
entrance in center east
position.




TABLE 1 cont’d.
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ROMANO/MEDIEVAL
MODEL

ROMANO/
RENAISSANCE MODEL

CIVIL COURTYARD
(ROMAN VILLA MODEL?)

SMALL-SCALE VARIANTS

Flint,

Manorial residence is in keep,
community is bailey
(courtyard); church is chapel
in keep or bailey.

Macosquin, Ulster Plan
Bastioned bawn with manor is
at top of street; dependent
community along one street
which ends at church.
Magherafelt, Ulster Reality
Same as Macosquin without
church, thus chapel in
manor?

English Military Camp
Commanding Officer af
center of gridded camp;
each street leads to bastion
or fort wall.

James Fort, 1610-11

Church is dominant
hierarchical unit over solder's
quarters and storehouse;
outer streets lead to bastions;
central street leads to market
and main river entrance;
outer triangular dependent
community determined by
shape of fort (Forman 1938).

Regional Models, Housing?
Predictions of post-medieval
west English house as
architectural/spatial model
(Carson 1969); Medieval,
"folk," see below (Deetz 1977).
Regional Models, Farmstead?
Crganic, commundadl,
asymmetry (Deetz 1977).
antecedent expansive west
English "plan" (Carson 1986)7?
Exploded west English long
house (Hodges 1987, 1993).

Sources: Romano/Medieval Model from Garvan 1951 and Reps 1972;
Romano/Renaissance Model from Pepper and Adams 1986 and Reps 1972;
Civil Courtyard Model from St. George 1990.
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Mental Template and Competence

Following from the above discussion, we therefore think that some or
all of the variables noted by Garvan, Reps, and St. George were to some
extent part of the anticipated "mental templates" of Virginia’s elite planters
and military veterans. To Deetz (1967:45), "the idea of the proper form of an
object exists in the mind of the maker, and when this idea is expressed in raw
material, an artifact exists." This mental template can be described as more
or less identical to what material culture scholars call "competence." Glassie
(1975) uses this term to refer to the artifact maker’s ability to compose. The
simple implication is that the designer of artifacts or fortified plantation
complexes knows what is desired. This is referred to as "the minimum
synchronic statement of the internalized ideals of external objects," providing
structure to activities. A correlate is that if a design model can be isolated
within our study sites, then compromises in the design become just as
important—if not more so—than the model itself or the meaning of the ideal
behind the design. By the same token, systematic compromises in design can

potentially yield evidence of vernacular influences.

Anthropologically based Frazier Neiman (1982; 1993) warns
researchers to apply rigorous scientific thinking by employing models derived
from evolutionary biology to "avoid fallacious or soft-headed conclusions
about complicated subjects" such as house plans when regarding their

cultural significance and use (as cited in Wells 1986:3). An evolutionary
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perspective may not have use in our discussion, so we will avoid an intuitive
approach by looking for elements of order and disorder reflected in
architectural dynamics that affect space, volume, and movement, and

potential geometrical relationships (Arnheim 1977).

Because our own modern cultural or theoretical mental template may
creep into our work, the best way that archaeological material remains can be
said to demonstrate a mental template is by isolating specific material
evidence of planning within two or more sites. Evidence of site planning can
be formal or informal. Formal planning is often geometric, that is, based on
precise surveying tools or clever use of similar objects based on mathematical
principles. As such, formal plans should be capable of yielding identifiable
spatial patterns. Formal spatial patterns within archaeological sites are
available to modern identification through the tools of plane geometry,
symmetry, or asymmetry, which may be demonstrated through a process of
replication. Therefore, if the site plan is treated as a two-dimensional picture
puzzle, geometry should be able to re-establish precise mathematically
verifiable relationships between buildings and curtains or both. This should
then yield objective information about what the planners were trying to do
from their own mental template, although such patterns will not necessarily
disclose the source of inspiration of such things in an unambiguous manner.

Again, this is especially true if vernacular trends are at work that shift away

from the Garvan, Reps, and St. George core models.
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The Comparative Method

Informal planning, that is, planning that is not precisely laid out and
therefore not mathematically verifiable, is more difficult to isolate objectively.
Such planning, taken in isolation, must be inferred and can only yield
patterns that are potentially more apparent than real. Therefore, the
research design must include some type of application of the comparative
method to propel potentially ambiguous information into meaningful
identifications. For instance, an informal site structure can be compared
with a formal site structure to search for commonality; from this comparison,
inferences may be possible about what may have animated common planning
activities. The comparative method—borrowed originally from the physical
sciences—was used extensively by 19th-century anthropologists and, in some
broader applications, has become one of the most fundamental aspects of
modern anthropology. Potentially, however, it is charged with problems. For
example, at its worst the comparative approach led to Boas’ general
questioning of 19th-century evolutionism. At its best was Morgan's analysis
of language. By comparing kinship systems on a worldwide scale, he inferred
the great antiquity of a few kinship systems by noting how similar the
patterns were, thus identifying but a few parent systems that have not

changed significantly to this day (Honigman 1976:116, 196).

In this work the comparative method is used primarily in two ways:

(1) to help identify military and civil improvements by simple visual analogy
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and therefore inferred similar functional and technological purpose, and

(2) to contrast the Chesapeake fortifications with the high-style quadrangular
fort, the military field work known as the "flankered redoubt,” and the Ulster
Irish Z-plan bawn. Whereas the first purpose is functional, the second helps
us get at vernacular fort-building style through shifts away from the ideal to
the regional plastic reality of the rough-and-tumble Virginia frontier. Thus,
dependence on fairly numerous comparative illustrations is an almost
unavoidable process to propel this discourse toward some fruitful results. A
second benefit of this supplemental visual gazetteer of material precedents is
the potential it affords the reader the opportunity to make critical judgments

in a pioneering and therefore potentially fragile study.

Analogy

Much use of analogy will be employed in this study, and it is surely
entangled with the comparative method described above. Analogy is a fairly
frequent method of analysis employed by archaeologists (Ascher 1961).
Binford (1967) argues that analogy is most useful when it is not employed in
simple interpretation but rather in offering "a postulate as to the relationship
between archaeological forms and their behavioral context in the part." In
this study we are seeking both, for the use of analogy among fortified
settlements helps in simple identification (an interpretation), and patterns
among sites allow postulation about individual settlement forms and their

“behavioral contexts on a broader scale.
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Mid-Range Theory

The only way the comparative method can lead to accurate study
results is if properly contextualized through historical research (Hodder
1986). Properly placed within historic and cultural context, the site plan may
be seen as a coded text cautiously read in relation to the specific events and
the society at each site. Mid-range theory should therefore be useful in this
study not only to evaluate in relation to our descriptive grid, but also to put
this study into context. Mid-range theory was originally developed by
prehistoric archaeologists to develop a more effective way of bridging a gap
between mute archaeological data and its meaning by use of the ethnographic
record (Binford 1962). Accordingly, it somewhat similar to the direct historic
approach (Willey and Sabloff 1993:125-127). Thus, the middle range is really
the bridge between these two separate avenues of inquiry to make both more

productive; hence the term "historic archaeology."

Historic archaeologists have exploited this mid-range theory of
prehistorians through simple analogy by substituting the documentary record
for the ethnographic record to exploit their own archaeological data more
effectively. Hypothetically, the purpose is to get closer to the enriched real
meaning behind the both realms of evidence (Leone and Potter 1988:13—-21).
Deetz's (1993) "Conjunctive method" is in some ways simply mid-range theory
cautioned with the proviso that it comes into play only when neither source of

data (documentary or archaeological) can solve the research question alone.
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Combined with planning activity and contemporary drawings, mid-range

theory can be a powerful tool of analysis.

Ideology

The determination of potential ideology within our suite of study sites
is closely related to the site-selection process described above. Although
ideology will be treated with caution in this short work, we surely can
anticipate such things from our three predictive models that categorically
include hierarchal building arrangements. Chang (1972:24—2) notes that the
"organization of human activity is essentially hierarchal in character." From
this inference one can conclude that the more organized human activity, the
greater the hierarchal character. We will not find such ranked or ordinal
architectural patterns unless two or more domiciles are present in an

informative architectural statement that at least addresses a such hierarchal

system.

In addressing the implications of such arrangements beyond simple
hierarchal rankings, we have to rely heavily on model development to go
further. Why?—because all sites might have socio-technic or technomic
aspects, but only a few site types can potentially contain ideo-technic
behavior (Binford 1962). Stated more bluntly, these represent a special type

of ideological behavior that can be objectively demonstrated as present.
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Leone (1977) argues that Mormon fencing and town planning will have
technology present and is "embedded in the subsistence, social, and
ideological systems of culture.” In his study he suggested that such
seemingly simple endeavors appeared deeply invested with the particular
ideology of ethnic groups as sorts of "cultural teething rings." His article
implies that this embedded ideology is particularly the case within frontier
contexts when immigrants are most conscious of their unique identity as it
intrudes into an alien setting and defines itself through reified material
culture. In a similar vein, Leone (1977:194, 199) suggested that the Mormon

frontier fencing and town planning are made up of subsystems.

Only a small step away is a switch to fortifications and towns. If so,
boundaries, and community-level planning would be present only within
certain types of fortifications—that is, those with more than one habitation.
Minimally, it would be useful to couch each site’s core structural components
1n cautious relation to social hierarchy, ideo-technic, socio-technic, or

technomic functions (Binford 1962:217-26). -

Praxiology

Other basic study techniques or concepts must be mentioned here for
expedience. Briefly stated, praxiology is the science of efficient action for
maximum results from the lowest acceptable level of effort (Kotarbinski 1913,

'1955; Skolimowski 1965). In as much as efficiency requires rational
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behavioral selections, this theoretical approach seems particularly useful for
analyzing the practical constraints of colonial military studies and small-
scale variant modifications of planning ideals for towns within the

increasingly insular Chesapeake frontier.

The Direct Historical Method

Additionally, the direct historic approach, normally used for prehistoric
archaeology, will be applied with great caution to show how later defensive
works reflexively support 17th-century interpretations based on common
functional needs and frontier contexts (Binford 1991:147-149; Willey and
Sabloff 1993:125-127). Conversely, later examples will also show how earlier
archaeological excavated works apparently governed many later frontier
examples. The appeal in this approach is the basic conservatism in military
architecture through time simply because relatively few methods are
necessary to defend a settlement expediently after discounting variances with
the more complex trends within the high style of military architecture. Thus,
in addition to more recent fortifications, we can provide a time depth that

reflects classical times to identify fortifications.

The Summary Methodology Made Practical by One Exemplar

The overall mechanism of our research design is now fairly complex,
but the approaches must be packaged into this short document. The greatest

burden on this study outline is that of mid-range theory. That approach
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requires creation of a fairly rich historical texture that normally can be
created only on a site-by-site basis. Anthropological approaches risk
generalization about past behavior based on sites that are often more
complex than such approaches allow. Therefore, this process will be more or
less impossible to apply equally with our entire suite of study sites. Yet
without cross-comparisons of two or more sites, we gain little (Watson et al.

1984:188). What should be done?

The most expedient solution would be to choose one study site as an
exemplar based on a legitimate application of mid-range theory that serves
for more spatially streamlined comparison of the larger suite of study units.
Accordingly, 44PG65 at Flowerdew Hundred has been chosen based on its
potential for development of an exemplar model that may propel all
subsequent study units in some meaningful direction (Barka 1993; Deetz
1993; Hodges 1993). Owned successively by the two wealthiest men in
Virginia during a period of active warfare with Native Americans (1622—-32),
the 44PG65 study unit is most likely to yield up secular and ideo-technic
planning ideals that bridge the gap between public corporation ventures such
as at James Fort and private corn- and tobacco-producing plantations such as

at the remainder of the Virginia study units (Morgan 1975).
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Therefore, armed with this research design, we can develop the
following hypothesis repeated from the beginning of this discussion but

perhaps more meaningful now:

Had the English never settled in Ulster, not one single
thing in Virginia would have changed. Both settlements
were animated by larger classically and Renaissance-
inspired models for both scaled down town planning and
fortification. Those in turn were deeply affected by
ordinal Vitruvian plans compromised by the chain of
being and enclosed in a viable and dynamic international
military defensive tradition attenuated up by interceding
16th-century warfare.

Limitations of the Database

In many cases no formal site report was available on some key sites we
discuss. What is available is baseline information that will allow this
discourse to proceed based on overall interpretive inferences by many

scholars. The base materials are as follow:

1. A site plan with most or all information present.

2. A site evolution or means to understand the relationship
between the site development and fort development.

3. Sample detail drawings of pertinent features.

4. Temporal controls for overall site structure and/or temporal site
structure shifts.

The published and unpublished material available to the author is

listed in the bibliography and cited in the text.
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Thesis Chapter Organization
So this document functions in a reasonably expedient manner, the

chapters avoid unnecessary repetition in building from particular to
comparative interpretive arguments. Therefore, in Chapter 2 is the historic
context for Flowerdew and 44PG65, Yeardley's Fort, along with a detailed
interpretation of evidence of town and fort planning. The exemplary analysis
of the Flowerdew material is then used to illuminate all subsequent
comparative study sites. Accordingly, in Chapter 3 is a comparison of
Flowerdew and James Fort, Jordan's Journey, Magherafelt, Martin's
Hundred, the Harbor View Fort, and Clifts. This information is then

summarized and discussed in terms of the goals of the hypothesis.



CHAPTER 2
YEARDLEY'S FORT (44PG65)

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter the fort and administrative center of Flowerdew at
44PG65 are examined in relation to town and fortification planning and the
cultural behavior so displayed (Barka 1975, Brain et al. 1976, Carson et al.
1981; Barka 1993; Hodges 1987, 1992a, 1992b, 1993; Deetz 1993). To develop
this information, we present the historical data pertaining to town
development and documented fortification initiatives as a key part of an
overall descriptive grid to exploit the ambiguity of the site phenomena and
the historic record. We are not just using historic documents to perform a
validation of archaeological hypotheses; rather, we are trying to understand
how small-scale variant planning models evolved regionally in a trajectory
away from mainstream planning ideals (Beaudry 1988:1). This helps refine
our perceptions of this site. The analysis then turns to close examination of
design components at the archaeological site that might reveal evidence of
competence or "mental template." These are then also factored into a more

balanced and meaningful cultural interpretation of the site.

58
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The site is used to develop baseline explanatory models that are
considered in a broader, multi-site context in Chapter 3. Therefore, this
section will detail more robust working interpretations that help lay the
foundations for the direction of the entire study. In short, learning more
about this site as a representative example of an Anglo-Dutch fort/English
farmstead teaches us more about many sites struggling with the same
practical constraints and planning ideals that Garvan (1951) and Reps (1972)

defined.

44PG65, at Flowerdew Hundred, is the ideal study site for several
reasons, not the least of which is its ambiguity. The titles this site has had
and the authors to these titles dramatize that ambiguity: (1) the "Fort,"
Leverette Gregory 1972-73 (Flowerdew Hundred Foundation Archives);
(2) the "Fortified Area," 1974-75 (Gregory and Norman Barka, Flowerdew
Hundred Foundation Archives); (3) the "Enclosed Settlement," 1976-92
(Flowerdew Hundred Archives; Norman Barka 1993); (4) the "Yeardley-
Piersey Bawn" (Hodges 1993); and (4) the "Enclosed Compound" (Deetz
1993). Most of these identifications exemplify anthropological generalization
‘because they provide shades of meaning in which the ambiguity of the site
and of its historic context variously affects the different and often
contradictory perspectives of various researchers. Although ambiguity is
normally seen as bad, Leone (_1988) explains that just the opposite is true;

ambiguous sites have the most to teach us about the past.
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The author's own previous title "Yeardley/Piersey Bawn"
unfortunately sets up an inherently uninformative nomenclature. This is
because the word “bawn” can describe anything from a Renaissance fort to a
cattle fold. Accordingly, it conveys little textural meaning other than that a
curtain, courtyard, or enclosure of some variant sort is present (OED 1978

1:712).

Therefore, of all these terms, the least ambiguous is that of Gregory—
that is, the "Fort." This is the term the field crews always used when
excavating the site, both during Gregory's tenure at Flowerdew (1971-75)
and after (1976-78) (Andrew Edwards, pers. comm. 1996). Based on analysis
outlined in a previous study sponsored by COVA, this is this term that we
will use, but prefaced by the word Yeardley (hence, "Yeardley's Fort"). This
term personalizes the fort’s origins and shortens the longer denomination,
Yeardley/Piersey Fort (Hodges 1993). The author will also refer to

Weyanoke, Flowerdew, and Piersey's Hundred as "Flowerdew."

If early 17th-century Flowerdew is couched in the broadest patterns of
17th-century Virginia history, its hypothetical chief importance is the
information it can reveal about shifts from public corporation organization
during the second stage of English settlement to a more agriculturally based
and privately run economy. In some ways this particular frontier period is
the most crucial and creative in Virginia history in that it elevated the

Virginia enterprise beyond the stage of a military outpost and carefully
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pointed it in the direction it would largely follow until 1865. The initial
period of transition dates from 1610 to 1619 when the colony was under the
direction of Anglo-Dutch-trained military veterans Sir Thomas West (Lord
DelaWarre), Sir Thomas Gates, and Sir Thomas Dale. Shifts to a privately
run plantation and tobacco economy date from ca. 1617—-19+ (Turner and
Opperman 1993:79). This therefore is clearly the maximal period of cultural
adjustment in the seminal Virginia frontier model (Green and Perlman 1985).
Deetz (1977:17) has defined change as the most important building block of
all subsequent analysis, so we may have isolated the most important

research topic Virginia can offer.

Flowerdew's indirect link with understanding the 1610 to 1619 period
emerges from the unique events of 1622 to 1632, created by the Second
Anglo-Powhatan War. This abrupt turn of events—only in combination with
successive ownership by the two wealthiest planters in Virginia, Sir George
Yeardley (owner 1619-24) and Abraham Piersey (owner 1624—27/8)—appears
to have forced circumstances that imposed, or re-instituted, a plantation
organization that reflected military and paramilitary settlement models and
plantation organization typical of the First Anglo-Powhatan War of 1610-14
(Hodges 1993:198, Hodges 1995). So it is possible to also argue that
Flowerdew can help researchers understand some aspects of prior public
corporation activity, particularly through the activities of Captain George

Yeardley who was a senior assistant to Gates and Dale during the formative
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frontier period of 1610—17 observed above. However, this requires
clarification of some serious points of ambiguity in both the historic and
archaeological records. Consequently, we will develop the history section
first in relation to a settlement landscape and re-factor this into the material

remains provided by archaeology at Yeardley's Fort in the second section.

Introduction to Flowerdew's History: Stanley Flowerdew and
George Yeardley

Both the Yeardley (1619-24) and Piersey holdings (1624-27) stretched
across both sides of the James River between Flowerdew Hundred and
Weyanoc, where the James River takes a dramatic double bend about
halfway between Jamestown and modern Richmond, or roughly a few miles
due south-southwest of modern Charles City Courthouse in Charles City
County (Hodges 1993, Luccketti 1977). The original Flowerdew plantation of
1,00 acres was established sometime between 1617-19 and was owned by the
Stanley Flowerdew family (Alan Kulikoff, pers. comm. 1993, Flowerdew
Hundred Foundation Archives). The Flowerdew's were gentry families from
Norfolk, heirs of the John Stanley fortune, and connected by kinship to
Robert Dudley the Earl of Leicester (Bemiss 1964:44). Thomas Flowerdew,
brother to Stanley, had begun his Ulster, Irish settlement with a timber
framed house in Fermanagh, but by 1613 had wisely built an Irish-styled

stone tower (Ryan et al. 1993:202). Although we know little about the
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Flowerdew-Ulster connection, we can say that, as a younger brother, Thomas

Flowerdew probably had less money behind him than did Stanley.

Weyanoke, a peninsula directly opposite Flowerdew and consisting of a
2,200-acre tract, was given to Yeardley by Opechancanough in 1617 as a
token of good will and by the Virginia Company for his prior public service to
the colony in 1618 (Kingsbury 1933:103). (See Figure 9.) Yeardley, a
military veteran since the age of 14 with service in both the Low Countries
and Virginia, was unanimously voted to knighthood by entire Virginia
Company on both sides of the Atlantic in 1618 (Kingsbury 1933:217). When
he married Temperance Flowerdew that same year, an approximately 3,200-
acre macro-plantation was created that spanned the James River between
Flowerdew and Weyanoke (Jester and Hiden 1956:377). By 1619 Yeardley
was appointed Governor of Virginia, a term that ended in 1621 when he
declined a second term, "in reguard he had soe longe in time togeather (nowe
allmost three years) attended wholly vpon the publique service" (Kingsbury
1906 1:435-436). Yeardley's term as Governor was a popular one, what with
the great freedoms given to Virginia by the Third Charter, including
representative assembly in concert with perhaps the very peak of the
legendary tobacco boom and outwardly friendly relations with the Powhatan

Chiefdom until 1621 (Morgan 1975:108-119).

Yeardley was the son of a London tailor and, according to John Pory,

arrived in Virginia in 1610 with "nothing more valuable than a sword;" thus,
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Yeardley's presence in the office of governor of Virginia and as a titled knight
epitomizes the increasing emphasis of on individual ability over blood lines,
which contributed to increasing social mobility and urbanity during the late
Renaissance in England (Carson 1994:521-528; Morgan 1975:122; Rice

1970:76—-79; Simpson 1959:10-12).

Flowerdew History: Piersey

Abraham Piersey purchased Flowerdew in October 1624 (Morgan
1975:120, 168), so Deetz (1993:51) brackets Piersey's career by two
statements: he arrived in Virginia in 1616, "a verie poore man," yet by his
death in 1628 he left "the best Estate that was ever yett knowe in Virginia,"
becoming the "richest man in Virginia." In fact, this Virginia promotional
propaganda aside, Piersey was likely never a truly poor man, given that he
was well connected to the Earl of Northumberland. Through his marriage to
the daughter of Sir Thomas West (governor of Virginia 1610-18), he became
associated with Queen Elizabeth's family (Deetz 1993:50; Morgan 1975:120).

Piersey was the Virginia Company Cape Merchant (1616—19), operating the

floating store, the Susan and the George (Jester and Hiden 1956:263—265;
Mecllwaine 1915:33). By 1624 he was a member of Virginia's elite Council
and by 1625 he was a militia captain of sorts (Jester and Hiden 1956:263—

265; Kingsbury 1935:110-111).
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Morgan's Assessments of Yeardley and Piersey
Morgan's research (1975:98,122—-123) describes Yeardley as a prime

example of the violent "robber barons" who used "gun barrel" diplomacy with
Indians. Moreover, he noted that he was a key example of the exploitive
minority in Virginia who used government office for private benefit—typically
by grabbing up labor—as a "right worthie Statesman for his own profit."
Morgan (1975:95, 120, 125) questioned Piersey's honest business dealing; the
magazine ships of which he was Cape Merchant showed a loss despite selling
goods at three times their cost. Piersey also was accused of selling rare food
commodities at inflated prices during the post massacre period and he
personally distinguished himself as one of two people who "deale uppon
nothing but extortion" (Fausz 1977; Mclllwaine 1979; Morgan 1975:125).
Together, Yeardley and Piersey were the two top users of indentured
servants and apparently shamelessly exploited the labor-intensive tobacco

economy (Morgan 1975:119).

Did Yeardley and Piersey fall victim to criticism? Again, we must
properly put things in perspective in concert with their political or financial

ascendancy in the Virginia frontier.

Town-Founding Evidence at Flowerdew

Instead of moralizing, let’s try to view Morgan's criticisms in our
archeological context. A key factor in the real wealth of Yeardley and Piersey

was their control of labor pools that were very large by the standards of most
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plantations except for that of George Sandys, the Virginia Company
treasurer. So, although Flowerdew is tied for 5th place in overall population
and other quantifiable indices throughout the colony and only the second
largest in Charles City based on the Muster of 1624-5 as noted by Barka
(1993, in terms of real power to accomplish personal goals under a single
household head, Flowerdew was probably in the very first rank within the
Virginia Company and early Royal colonial periods. This assertion requires

that public corporations such as James City and Elizabeth City be discounted

in comparisons with Flowerdew, as it is simply a particular plantation (on
paper at present). Nonetheless, the plantation's hypothetical intersection
with the local Charles City corporation administrative infrastructure during
the Second Anglo-Powhatan War (1622—32) will be looked at in more detail
below. This intersection may have been arbitrated or modulated by those
factors of immense private power to make Flowerdew a de facto public
corporation administrative center within a nearly bankrupt Charles City

borough public economy.

Evidence that Yeardley was trying to found a town at Flowerdew
before and immediately after the 1622 massacre appears in seven ways,
although few are stated as such by surface information surviving in the
historic record or through mere archaeological data. With critical analysis we

must sift through this information very carefully to grasp that raw ambition:
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1. Windmill: The presence of a windmill built before 1621-22 by "the
good Example of Sr: Geo Yardley" indicates that retired governor
Yeardley was trying to establish Flowerdew as a local food crop
processing area in exchange for a portion of the resulting corn meal
(Kingsbury 1933:586). Yeardley's recognition that over-planted
Indian maize was a key commodity as a follow-on to spring crops of
English wheat was probably attributable to the importance of
maize in the First Anglo-Powhatan War 1610-14 (Kingsbury
1933:220).

2. Tobacco Taster: Either Yeardley or the Council established one of
the two Flowerdew burgesses, one "Mr. [John] Jefferson" (possibly
related to Thomas Jefferson) who is described as a "gentleman" and
as a Virginia Company "tobacco taster." Perhaps Yeardley was
hoping to establish Flowerdew as a regional tobacco inspection
station and potential regional dock, especially for up-river planters
(Kingsbury 1933:153—154, 229).

3. Legal Dutch Port and Illegal Dutch Black Market: Yeardley had a
resident plantation "factor" (formalized business representative),
the second burgess from Flowerdew in 1619, one Ensign or Captain
Edward or Edmund Rossingham (an Anglo-Dutch military veteran),
who, from 1621 to 1623+, annually traveled to Holland as
Yeardley's personal agent in Dutch tobacco sales (Kingsbury
1933:153—-154; Powell 1977:123-124). Thus, Flowerdew was a
specific Dutch trade port destination based on international
business contract ties with the Free Estates General of Holland.
Notably, and perhaps not without reason, Windmill Point was
already known as "Tobacco Point" as early as 1617, perhaps
because of Stanley Flowerdew's Anglo\Dutch trade connections as
indicated by the Atlas of the Dutch West India Company made that
year (Kelso 1996:20). In fact, one of Yeardley's servants or tenants,
one Theodor Bersiston or Theophilus Beriston, may even have been
of Dutch extraction and acted as a translator if either Yeardley or
Rossingham—who were almost certainly fluent in Dutch—was
absent from day-to-day social intercourse (Briggs n.d.; Hotten
1981).

Such Dutch trade drove a wedge between the Dutch traders on one
hand, who paid better prices for tobacco and thus were regionally popular in

Virginia, and the English crown policy that increasingly sought sole control of
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tobacco sales. This caveat was a major factor and clearly lay underneath the
royal colonial takeover of the Virginia Company in 1624. Indeed,
Rossingham's international business transactions with the Dutch between
1621 and 1623 (and probably 1619—-21) preserve handsomely something of
Yeardley’s economic arrogance. For both Yeardley and Rossingham were, at
l_east on paper, literally running an illegal black market at Flowerdew, selling
"contraband" tobacco. Not only did the English end free importation of
tobacco in 1619 to English ports, but between 1621 and 1623, when we know
Rossingham was specifically most active in Dutch trade, the English side of
the Virginia Company Council had difficulty enforcing "its requirements that

all exports from Virginia should be shipped directly to England" [author's

emphasis] (Craven 1932:261-264). Notably, this particular "Dutch
connection" may help explain the unrelenting personal hatred Sir Thomas
Smith and his faction had toward Yeardley, nor should we forget the title of

the Dutch Map of 1617, "New Netherland.”

Should we be surprised by this Anglo-Dutch black market? When
Catholic James I signed a treaty in 1604 to extricate England from the Dutch
Protestant-Catholic conflict with the Spanish—and thereby leaving the
Dutch patriots alone—the British troops in the Low Countries remained loyal
to Holland until 1609. Interestingly, this is the very year Sir Thomas Gates
and Captain George Yeardley were sent to Virginia (Fortesque 1910:139). As

right-hand man to Sir Thomas Gates and Sir Thomas Dale during the first
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Anglo-Powhatan War 1610-14, Yeardley was almost certainly paid directly
out of back pay funds dispersed to his commanding officers from the Dutch
Republic by at least 1616; this assumption helps us understand that open
arrogance (Jester and Hiden 1956:375—379; Shea 1983:14—24; Wilcoxen
1987:19-21; 73—-80). These troublesome Protestant soldiers, in combination
with Machiavellian theory, exacerbated Catholic King James I, who already
despised the Protestant military leadership, war, and tobacco—in short, all
fundamental aspects of early Virginia society (Willson 1967:372-373; Brown

1901:21-29; Rutman 1959).

For now, we must simply assume from this that Yeardley’s business
associations with Holland were not only more profitable, but were also part of
what he saw as a Anglo-Dutch allied colonial effort in Virginia (although it is
highly doubtful that his ultimate loyalties to the English ever wavered). We
suspect it was directly associated with a logical extension of the political
ambiance of the fundamentally Anglo-Dutch military regime. If we then put
this information together with the numerous storage facilities (examined in
more detail below) solely at Flowerdew after 1622 in Charles City

. Corporation, we can speculate with some certainty that Flowerdew was quite
possibly the very last key center of an up river illegal Dutch "black market"
within Charles City Corporation, which together with Henricus public
corporation, was clearly the major Anglo-Dutch territorial enclave in

Virginia.
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One reason James I greatly distrusted the military was not only fears
of Machiavellian theory and its association with patriotic nation-state armies,
but also its literal modeling on that of the Roman Legion system—one that
had toppled more than one Emperor. In fact, the Dutch were actively doing
just that to the Spanish monarchy during the 80 Years’ War (1566—-1648),
and Charles I of England also would lose his crown during the British Civil
War (1641-45) (Fausz and Kukla 1977:107,110,122; Fortesque 1910:31).
When we realize that this Dutch black market got wrapped up in and
defended by a formidable fortification in 1622 and 1623 at Flowerdew, we
begin to appreciate the symbolism of Yeardley's Fort as a fundamentally
American icon in spirit; that is, the fort stood for free international trade and
republican representative assembly. These ideals were the very views also
supported by George Washington and Thomas Jefferson 150 years later in

their attempt to realize a Renaissance vision.

Material evidence of the Dutch connection appears through marked
Dutch trade pipes and Ming porcelain and other luxury goods recovered at
44PG65 of undisputedly Dutch origin (Barka 1992:331; Flowerdew Hundred
Foundation Archives; Taft Kaiser, pers. comm. 1993; Anthony Opperman,
pers. comm. 1978). The former characteristic has almost certainly skewed
the creative use of pipe-stem dating by Deetz (1993:7-9) through uncritical
use of Harrington histograms and invalid statistical premises nonetheless

worth further hypothetical investigation (Frazier Neiman, pers. comm.,
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1994). According to Duco (1981), Dutch pipe stem diameters do not strictly
follow the English system. Thus, the similarity between Group 1 sites at
Flowerdew and Group 2 sites at Martin's Hundred is superficial, as will
become even more clear from dated population studies below (Brown and
Edwards 1993; Deetz 1993:161-163). In the meantime, ecological factors
such as the hurricane of 1667 (which inundated and scoured the flood plain at
Flowerdew) probably dramatically affected the motivation for terminating
Group 1 stem dates at Flowerdew, all of which were on a devastated flood

plain (Morgan 1975:242).

4. Signal Cannon: Flowerdew was the only private plantation to have
a cannon (or two) before the massacre (Hatch 1957:73; Kingsbury
1906 2:383). Such a meager arsenal would hardly suffice against a
foreign warship. Instead, perhaps the cannon’s primary function at
Flowerdew was as a signal gun announcing the arrival of
international trade ships to the entire local community. Until
March 1622, a sharp loud bark from the cannon, followed by only
one bark, was possibly a call to the entire audible river community
to gather at a bustling international Dutch market during the peak
of the tobacco boom.

To underscore this hypothesis, two documented examples of this
system follow here. First, John Smith built a blockhouse at Hog Island in
1609 to "give us notice of any shipping" in a fashion that was clearly not
necessarily belligerent (Barbour 1969 1:263). Second, when Gates sailed into
the mouth of the Chesapeake in 1610 he notes, "wee came up within two
miles of Point Comfort, when the Captaine of the Fort [Fort Algernoone]

discharged a warning Peece at us, whereupon we came to Anchor, and sent
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off our long Boat to the Fort, to certifie who we were" (Purchas 1926 19:43—
44). Such a system was an acknowledged international symbolic ritual also
e_mployed in the Spanish Caravel incident of 1611. Thus, in saluting one
another by firing an uncharged cannon (powder charge without ball), the
trade vessel reimbursed powder to the trade port or entry port and often
picked up a river pilot who knew the vagaries of the local waterways (at Point
Comfort often a trade license had to be obtained) (Broadbeck 1942:8; Brown

1890:515).

5. Indian Trade Goods: Yeardley's Fort (44PG65) has produced
evidence of trade beads, a Jew’s harp, a crucible, and associated
copper scrap seemingly intended for Native American trade (Barka
1975, 1992:331). The Virginia Company specially licensed these
items and "private trucking" was illegal although difficult to control
(Flaherty 1969:16—17; Kingsbury 1933:93; Purchas 1926 19:51).
Thus, before 1622, 44PG65 was part of an Indian trade network in
which furs and corn were probably exchanged for copper and glass
trade beads and Dutch gin. The copper scraps are almost identical
to those only recently found at Jamestown and documented to have
been traded to Pasbahegh Indians before 1610 (Hodges and Hodges
1994, Kelso 1995). English war diplomacy that Yeardley and Wyatt
developed during 1622—-32 required "boote" (looted) corn from
English Native American enemies and "trade" corn with non-
Powhatan Chiefdom Indian allies to feed starving colonists
(Kingsbury 1933:93;656—-657; 1935:6—8; 9—-10, 580-585; Powell
1977:91). From another perspective, some of the glass beads found
at 44PG65 may have been traded to the Weyanoc Indians from
1607 to 1614 during their suspected occupation on the same site
(see palisade discussion below).

6. Minister and Charles City Borough Minister: By agreement with
the Virginia Company, a "particular plantation town" settlement
was encouraged to have a minister present within its population
(Reps 1972:47). Piersey's Muster of 1624—25 lists a minister named
Grivell Pooley (Jester and Hiden 1956:19), yet Pooley also appears




74

on Yeardley's 1624 "List of the Living and Dead" for Flowerdew
(Hotten 1980:172). The Muster entry for 1624—5 notes that Pooley
arrived in Virginia on a ship called the James in 1622, a date
further confirming his association with Yeardley's efforts at "town
founding.” Yeardley's patronage here seems assured, for only a
year later public taxes were used to support borough ministers
approved. That point will be described in more detail later
(Kingsbury 1935:400—401; 523). For now the important issue is
that Pooley, who was resident at Flowerdew, became the parish
minister for all of Charles City borough in 1623, the same year the
fort was completed.

7. Settlement Model Parallels with Public Corporations: The bold
layout of Flowerdew matches those of prior public corporations,
especially at Bermuda Hundred and also superficially at Henrico,
both having the same or close personal origin through George
Yeardley. But even more importantly, the political resemblance to
corporation towns may not be superficial by 1622-26. At a
minimum this means Yeardley was openly copying a system he
considered efficient both in Virginia and quite possibly in the Low
Countries. The fort at 44PG65 follows the exact basic settlement
model of Henricus and Bermuda City in that all three forts were at
the tip of a peninsula. Only the Flowerdew work was on a flood
plain more typical of the Dutch military landscape (Hodges 1993:
Figure 1, 188, 192). Thus, the fort was the administrative center in
the "city" in Charles "City," just as the "town" center in Henricus
City was the fort. This arrangement is attributed to similar
warfare contexts and Anglo-Dutch veteran patronage that included
fears of both Indians and European rivals during the First Anglo-
Powhatan War (1610-14) (Hatch 1957, Fausz 1990; Reps 1972).
The main administrative center of each cluster of settlements was
not just a military fort; rather, the defenses contained a religious
center with a minister, a court center, and secure market place.

In an agriculturally based society, a fort cannot stand on its own as an
economic entity, which was a serious problem at Jamestown until Gates and
Dale arrived (1610-11). For instance, both Charles City and the fort at
Flowerdew were supplied with "victuals" (food) by the satellite settlements,

which often clustered linearly around them, for no infrastructure in Virginia
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society could exist without a food surplus, some of which came from Native
American tribute corn. Profits from tobacco or the Indian trade were also
important. The supply arrangements were well defined. For example,
Coxendale, Rochdale, Mount Malady, Elizabeth Fort, Fort Patience, Charity
Fort, Hope in Faith, etc. supplied Henricus (Purchas 1926 19:100-101). Also,
Bermuda Hundred (opposite flood plain peninsula), West and Shirley
Hundred, Digges Hundred, and Rochdale Hundred (Hatch 1957; Purchas
1926 19:101; Wertenbaker 1958:19-25) supported Bermuda City or Charles
Cittie (at modern City Point, Hopewell). The Flowerdew Fort was obviously
supplied by the string of sites stretching south at Flowerdew and across the

river to Weyanoke.

What other function did this linear, dispersed pattern have? To
understand other functions of these satellite sites at Flowerdew and
Weyanoke, we really need only to consult the documentation of Bermuda
Hundred, which Captain George Yeardley ran on a daily basis (Hatch
1957:62—-63). At Bermuda Hundred, John Rolfe (1951:38) noted one reason
the plan was not random was that, "The houses and dwellings of the people
are sett round about the river, and all along the pale so farr distant one from
the other, that vpon anie [Indian threat] All-arme [put on arms and armor, so
that] they can second and succor one the other" [author's inserts].
Flowerdew's impaled peninsula recorded in Piersey's 1626 court deposition

(probably a Yeardley improvement) was intended to demark a strong ethnic
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boundary in relation to the Native Americans; but in day-to day-use, it was
likely to keep "Cattle from ranging and perserueth the corn safe from their
[Native American or cattle's] spoile” (Rolfe 1951:1951:31; Mcllwaine

1924:120).

This is a sort of poor man's defensive and commercial rationalization of
a "latter day" Hadrian's Wall or the Great Wall of the Dutch Republic
(hypothetically, the European addition to the Native American riverine
pattern) (Parker 1986:12, 39; Hodder and Hassall:392-293). The Dutch
Great Wall is similar evidence of classicism in Holland through direct
imitation of Roman military frontier "limes" (limits) (De La Croix 1972:31).
The Dutch Wall was possibly occupied by Gates and Yeardley from 1601 to
1609, or at least was well known to them. The Dutch retained strings of
fortified garrison houses in Holland from which they incessantly raided
Spanish garrisons (Jester and Hiden 1956: Parker 1986:40—41). Henricus
and Bermuda and numerous up-river military regime sites placed settlers in
"bordering houses," literally along the pale (Hodges 1995). (See Figure 10.)
Hatch (1957) recorded this system, but its classical underpinnings through
direct Dutch imitation of Roman tactics was not fully understood at the time,

and we need to know more to strengthen this parallel.



What other parallels did Flowerdew
have with Bermuda Hundred through
George Yeardley? In describing Bermuda,
Ralph Hamor (1957:32) wrote that the
linear defensive layout described above
contained periodic houses, "built vpon the

verge of the River, half a mile distant from
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each other, [where there] are very faire
houses, already builded [authors
emphasis]," a landscape illustrated
partially in the Dutch West Indies map

(Kelso 1996:20).

The archaeological survey evidence
precisely generated by Michael Barber at
Flowerdew demonstrates that the

analogous extractive road for

Figure 10
A bordering house from a railed-in
peninsula in West Africa 1665. Note
musketeer (sharp angle in wall)
(Lawrence 1964.)

transportation of men and bulk products such as corn and tobacco at

Flowerdew is on 2,700-foot centers (almost exactly half mile centers) and

precisely follow distinct elevated river levees (12 to 13 feet above sea level)

(Sites PG64, PG79, and PG86) (Hodges 1993: FigurelB; see also Neiman

1993:256). From there they descended to lower elevations at 44PG65 that

are inland of a probable dock area about 371 feet to the north-northwest (7 to
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8 feet above sea level) (Byne and Anderson 1977). University of Virginia
archaeologists have located the original windmill footing between 44PG64
and 44PG65, further confirming this area as the heart of the administrative
and commercial district at Flowerdew, specifically under Yeardley (James
Deetz, pers. comm. 1994). The combination of fort and windmill, together
with its later "railed-in" peninsula—probably built by Yeardley following the
"Bermuda Model"—must have made Flowerdew like an early version of
Dutch-founded New Amsterdam, the foundations of modern New York City

(see Figure 11) (Bushman 1993:128; Hodges 1995; Reps 1965:189).

Both at New Amsterdam and Flowerdew the railed-in penisulas were
closely associated with streets; a perfect example in New York is the well-
known "Wall Street." However, by comparing very military landscapes with
defensive walls such as the ideal of Henrico and New Amsterdam, we can see

that the hypothetical Flowerdew neck land rail is a rationalization of pre-

existent riverine settlements trending north to south more parallel to the

river. In contrast, a strictly military plan from the very beginning would cut
off Windmill Point right across the neck from a more northwest to southeast
orientation. The same problems occur at Weyanoke; there, a more military-
type pattern also influenced by swamps does occur. The pattern is evident
only at the southernmost sites where hogs may have been impaled to the
swamp side, but the entire settlement is riverine based on the east cluster of

sites Luccketti discovered in 1977 (VDHR Archives).
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Figure 11
New Netherland (New York) 1660. Note similar setflement model 1o Flowerdew railed-in
peninsula, fort, and windmill at tip. Also note campagna, gardens (Bushman 1993:128).

It is interesting that the two Native American palisades at 44PG65
indicate that these areas also were the most important socio/politico and
potentially defensive zones of the Late Woodland and Contact Native
American occupation. The overall structure of both the Weyanoke peninsula
and Flowerdew peninsula English settlements was patterned loosely after
prior Weyanoc Indian hamlets and planting fields; apparently, Yeardley
strung the English settlements so that they cut across Native American
hamlets and villages (since not every early English site has a clear late
Native American component) (Luccketti 1977, Hodges 1995; Anthony
Opperman, pers. comm. 1996). In other words, the core riverine structure of

English Flowerdew and Weyanoke was largely in the broadest outline form
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predicated on Weyanoke Native American settlement models. This efficient
energy system, which does not include all pre-1650 sites at Flowerdew,
matches nearly identical layouts for commerce and defense at Bermuda
Hundred and Bermuda City of 1611-15, which were strung across
Appomattuck Native American settlements. Thus, those sites laid out in
non-random placement are probably Yeardley's through the Bermuda
connection where he was in residence as Deputy Governor (Hatch 1957:62—

63).

The dispersed hamlets noted above at Bermuda Hundred and
Flowerdew, operating in concert with administrative centers, are extremely
important because we are trying to isolate vernacular influence in town
founding in Virginia using Flowerdew as a model. It is generally accepted
that (1) tobacco and corn cultivation, along with (2) the headrights system
creating outward-bound servants every seven years, and (3) dispersed Native
American settlements with previously cleared lands that "jump started" land
clearing were the major influences in settlement models (see Brown and
Edwards 1993). What is therefore also needed here is some explanation of
the Renaissance credo of individualism versus communalism that is
operating here.

This credo ties into to what Upton (1979) calls the "atomistic" desires

of the immigrants to Virginia who strongly resisted communal "nucleation.'

Danish scholar Ramussen (1979:68) touches on this:
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A modern person thinks of moving out into the country as an

escape from cosmopolitan life of the city to a more primitive

existence. But in Palladio's day [16tk century] just the opposite

was true. Life in a little town like Vicenza was the primitive

one, cramped and dirty with a small opportunity for magnificent

display. To be able to realize what was then considered a

civilized life, it was absolutely necessary to live in the country

[author's insert].

For unseasoned servants and soldiers who often arrived quite ill, life in
corporate towns/forts like early Jamestown and Henrico was nearly
analogous to a death sentence in slave-like conditions (Fausz 1990;
Mcllwaine 1915: 21, 28, 29, 31, 33; Morgan 1975:101-102; 115). In their
dreams they might have wanted to create magnificent villas, these typically
lower- and middle-class servants longed for their own land or at least a
tenant relationship where they could be partially rewarded for individual
efforts by a share of profits. After several mutinies and other failings in

corporate towns and forts, Dale and Yeardley at Bermuda Hundred

recognized this great psychological need and they concluded by 1614—16 that:

“the sooner reslove [resolve] upon the [need for] a division of the
country by lot, and so lesson the General [public and communal]
charge, by leaving each several tribe or family to husband and
manure his own” [land] [author's inserts] (Brown 1990:762).

To great delight, three acres of land was given to everyone but those in
Bermuda Hundred (the Capital of Virginia); and by 1617 the qualifying
Ancient Planters were released from servitude even at Bermuda Hundred
(Kingsbury 1906 1:77-78; Mcllwaine 1915:31, 33). Thus, when we consider

Ulster settlements like Macoscin or Magerafelt with their bilinear streets
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occupied by servants and tenants and compare them with Virginia
settlements, the strong vernacular influences and a Renaissance credo of
individualism will reveal these same people out in corn and tobacco fields on
someone else's property or their own. Importantly, the little nucleation that
did occur was to cache crop surpluses and create minimal but efficient

_plantation administrative complexes that took on the nature of small

fortifications, villas, or both—not towns—except at Jamestown.

In sum, this is a very simple "mongrel Baroque landscape;" that is, a
spatial organizational scheme that architecturally embraces an entire
landscape forged into a single entity that invites movement in and around
key nodes. The linearly dispersed settlement model forms a sort of "riverine
rationalized military Baroque" landscape system that acknowledged that
tenants were more at ease and therefore more productive on their own, and
this was meshed with the most efficient way to maintain planting fields and
livestock by simply being out there with them. For this baroque system, the
Yeardley Piersey Complex (PG64 and PG65) is its main point in space as an
organizing node with the James River itself as the second node (see Bacon

1967:111-124).

Bermuda Hundred, with which Flowerdew has strong personal,
spatial, and even empirical links, was an extractive agricultural satellite site
of a disarticulated fortification across the river (Charles Cittie). Warfare at

Flowerdew caused further rationalizations and resulted in direct articulation
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of satellite sites and a redoubt and fort within a single, walled, articulated
landscape. Therefore, the mongrel baroque landscape at Flowerdew is
neither entirely commercial nor entirely military; nor is it entirely Native
American-derived. By the same token, nor is it entirely English or Dutch
influenced. Overall, this landscape seems a very good paradigm for what was

going on in Virginia during this period of maximal cultural adjustment.

THE "BOROUGH LAND" AT WEYANOKE: YEARDLEY'S GIFT HORSE AND ITS
RELATIONSHIP TO LOCAL TOWN GOVERNMENT

When in 1617 the Ancient Planters were released from servitude as we
noted above, the practical infrastructure of Charles City borough was surely
weakened because the surpluses needed to support government were harder
to come by. During the shamelessly greedy tobacco boom, what if anything
did they do for Charles City borough? We can be reasonably certain that
Flowerdew was a private or "particular" plantation, permitting considerable
freedom for Yeardley's business activities; the same cannot be clearly said
about Weyanoke (Rob’inson 1957:19-20). What was the ambiance of
Weyanoke as a land holding? Above we noted that Weyanoke was bestowed
as a present to Yeardley from the Native American Opechancanough in 1617
and then given to him by the Virginia Company in 1618. In fact, receipt of
these favors from each party presented a problem to Yeardley in terms of
what he personally could do with the land (Hatch 1957:42; Kingsbury

1933:103).
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According to the research of Alexander Brown (1898:321-322), who
strip-mined many original English documents stored in London, the 2,200-
acre Weyanoke parcel was Charles City Corporation land set aside to help
relieve tax and other public burdens within the larger Charles City
Corporation political entity known as a "Borough Land." (See Figure 12).
However, this information seems at odds with the fact that the hypothetical
Weyanoke borough land could be sold privately by Yeardley to Abraham
Piersey in October 1624 (Hatch 1957:42). The fact that Weyanoke supposedly
was given to Yeardley in the spirit of a personal reward for prior public
service would also appear at odds with the notion of Weyanoke as public
borough land. If Weyanoke was yet another public responsibility for

Yeardley, he certainly might have had cause to question this "gift horse."
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assume that a similar arrangement was in place on "borough lands," also to

support the government.

We have already briefly alluded to the best clue that Weyanoke's
contemporary use as borough land. It probably represents compensation to
the Charles City public corporation. This is directly associated with the
relinquishment of some public lands at Bermuda Hundred to tenant farms
and then private allotments of 100 acres between 1614 and 1616 and
probably 1618 by Dale, Yeardley, and perhaps Argall (Hamor 1957:32;
Mcllwaine 1915:33; Reps 1972:47; Robinson 1957:15-16). Weyanoke
therefore helped provide a second subsidy for Charles City borough at the
very moment that Bermuda's contribution was being weakened and partially

dismantled.

The second best clue in the documentary record that Weyanoke was
public corporation land is seen in its use as a public "cure" or "rest" area for
non-indigenous patients, cared for at public expense in a charitable manner.
Public corporation lands, such as Coxendale, were used as rest areas during
the administrations of Dale and Gates (1611-15), and borough land was used
again for rest areas in 1620 (Hamor 1957:31). However, Reps (1972:47) notes

that by 1620 both borough lands and some particular plantations as well

were supposed to have guest houses built on them analogous to rest areas for
the typically ill servants delivered in boatloads to the colony. Hypothetically,

initially abandoned after the Massacre, Weyanoke plantation was quickly
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reoccupied by 1622—-3 by Yeardley. By 1623, Captain Nicholas Martieau
brought to Weyanoke patients who were sick with the "droopsie" (presumably
dysentery or chronic diarrhea) to "perfect a cure," where notably not one

"miscarried" (Mclllwaine 1979:11).

The other duties at borough lands included the "beginning of a stocke
of Cattell" as a sort of public commons. Weyanoke's beginnings in this
capacity may have occurred through the gift of two heifers from the Virginia
Company (Reps 1972:47). In terms of hard evidence from Weyanoke, the
public stock of cattle, presumably used to feed public servants in residence at
Weyanoke, may have also occurred through "common usage" of the former
Governor Argall's (1617-19) eight theoretically "impounded” cattle. Argall's
cattle were in limbo as public property, presumably pending Virginia
Company suits against Argall's estate in Virginia (Hatch 1957:19-21; Powell
1977:76-79). Notably, the Muster of 1624-5 recorded that Piersey's personal
household contained not only the plantation's cattle herd but also "8 neat
cattle young and old" that are specifically listed separately as "MR. SAMUEL
ARGALLS CATTLE" (Jester and Hiden 1956:22). In other words, the
livestock at Piersey's Hundred constituted a public or corporate cattle herd
impounded along with his own. When Argall ran afoul of the Virginia
Company in 1618, these publicly appropriated cattle may have wound up at

Weyanoke for the same reasons that mischievous, privately owned hogs at



88
James City were forfeited to be ringed at public holdings at Bermuda

Hundred (Kingsbury 1933:93).

Because Argall's governorship technically ended in 1619, the transfer
of these cattle in 1624—25 from the Governor's Land or Governor's estate in
James City Corporation to Piersey's Muster cannot be explained adequately
as emergency behavior resulting from the 1622 Indian Uprising. Jamestown
Island in James City was considered the safest place for cattle in 1622, not
Flowerdew (Kingsbury 1933:612). Therefore, although Argall's cattle may
have been originally sent to Bermuda Hundred, we can explain how the
cattle got to Flowerdew only through Yeardley's use of borough lands at
Weyanoke much earlier. Given the Yeardley borough land connection,
Piersey had to legally account for Argall's cattle in 1625, suggesting that the
livestock were inadvertently acquired as part and parcel of his "largesse"
purchase of Flowerdew and Weyanoke borough lands in 1624 (MclIllwaine

1979:55).

A fourth suggestion that Weyanoke was a borough land is offered
through post-massacre documentation and modern archaeology. In
November 1623, the same years as Martieau's use of Weyanoke as a rest
area, there was public court discussion of setting aside 2,000-acre plantations
to create secure "fortified Towns" for all willing to settle there. This
discussion, as well as the size of the plantation/rest area (2,200 acres), would

be fully appropriate to Weyanoke as an apparent Charles City public
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corporation, "borough land" holding (Kingsbury 1906: 482—483, see also 488—
489). In reality, all Weyanoke did was support the emergency fort across the
river, but borough land association would surely help in rationalizations of

where fortified towns were.

The evidence supporting the notion that Weyanoke was a public
corporation land is provided largely through historic archaeology, which has
revealed what appears to be the ultimate fate of the privately held
Flowerdew side of the macro-plantation. Flowerdew became a borough
district fort and administrative center to Charles City Corporation during the
period 1623-32. The change at Flowerdew may have occurred by default,
since it was initiated following the sacking of Weyanoke during the 1622
Indian Uprising (Tyler 1946:369). It may have originally been intended that
the public fort be established at Weyanoke, or at least be supported by tax
revenues from Weyanoke. The effort may have been shifted to Flowerdew, or
at least recombined with Flowerdew, since Flowerdew had experienced minor
losses during the Uprising as compared to Weyanoke. By at least 1622-23,
Flowerdew had also erected its own significant defenses (Kingsbury 1906
I1:363; Tyler 1946:369). In these emergency activities, the through sacking
and abandonment of both Bermuda Hundred and Charles City, the original
fountainhead of Charles City corporation government in the immediate post-

massacre period only serves to strengthen our hypothesis about the fate of
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Flowerdew as the seat of a privately and publicly financed Charles City

borough fort (Kingsbury 1933 3:612, 670).

Two other documentary notes will conclude our discussion of
Weyanoke as a hypothetical borough land. If we examine Morgan's
(1975:122—-123) somewhat venomous account of Yeardley's refusal to
surrender about 54 tenants when he retired as governor in 1621 and look at
the date of the original agreement of 1618-19, part of the wrangling may be
due to at least 20 or so tenants who were financed by Yeardley and wound up
as part of the Yeardley borough land "gift horse." This is because either
Governor Argall (1617-18) or Sir Thomas Smythe tried to attach Weyanoke
to Smyth's Hundred. This Hundred was directly analogous to Martin's
Hundred in size at 80,000 acres. It is described as having an eastern
boundary in the western side of the Chickahominy River area and bounding
on the west by "Weyanoke territory." This hypothetically makes Weyanoke
Marsh Point the western boundary of James City borough. It certainly helps
us understand how Argall's cattle got to Weyanoke and how Virginia
Company officials attempted to undermine Yeardley’s trans-river estate

(Hatch 1957:39, 42).

Close analysis of Piersey's will helps confirm our hypothesis that
public and private affairs had become entangled at Flowerdew and
Weyanoke. Piersey's will was made in 1626, the very same year we find that

half the "grete ordnance" in Virginia is at Flowerdew (Mcllwaine 1924:120).
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In it Piersey included a special provision that "the Governor [then Yeardley]
and counsell [should have] a true Inventorie in upon her oath [executrix, wife
Frances Piersey] of all my estate soe left as aforesaid" [author's inserts] (Neill
1886:405). This highly unusual provision anticipates public and private
complications in his estate resulting from his association with borough lands
and with his co-sponsorship of what had become a royal colonial artillery fort.
As a result of the special provision of the will, government officials were
allowed to peruse the estate inventory for public property such as artillery,
powder stores, and a public granary to ensure that these items were not
recorded as Piersey's personal property (as was the case with Argall's cattle).
This would also include separating "men at the castle" paid for by borough
taxes from his servant household. So when Piersey as a capitalist magnate
purchases Flowerdew and Weyanoke, what he is really doing is purchasing
the rights to patronize a local government concession as well as large tracts of

personally owned private property.

THE CONTEXTUAL CIRCUMSTANCES LEADING TO THE BUILDING OF
YEARDLEY'S FORT

Now we must focus on the particular historic context that would cause
this private or particular tobacco plantation to rapidly eclipse Jamestown,
Henricus, Bermuda City, Point Comfort, and Warrascoyack in military

improvements during the desperate period of 1622—-32. In order to do this we
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must again get underneath the surface impressions of the scattered historical

records and pull this together with the otherwise mute archaeological record.

Based on insights outlined by Garvan (1951) and Reps (1972), it is
suspected that the inferred fortification introduced below will mesh closely
with the modest urbanization attempts noted above, which would make both

less not more ambiguous.

The Flowerdew Fort was built in the 1622—-23 period, a time of bitter
warfare with the Powhatan Chiefdom and the dissolution of the Virginia
Company. What was going on at this time? The Virginia Company—
including especially the liberal Wyatt, Yeardley, Sandys, Southampton, and
Ferrar "patriot" faction—saw the post-massacre reconsolidation of the
formerly scattered 40 to 50 tobacco plantations along the James River into
only seven or eight strongholds primarily as accomplishing three very specific
goals. First and foremost, they saw this as an opportunity "to unite more
neerly together in fewer places the better for to Strengthen and Defende
ourselves" (Kingsbury 1933:612). This provided settlers with the labor to
build plantation fortifications that would be defended by pooled manorially
and privately held swords, powder, and muskets employed against Native
Americans (Kingsbury 1935:73—75). Due to famine in 1622, initially
Yeardley could locate only a maximum of 180 able—bodied men to go on
Indian raids, of which 80 were only fit to carry stolen Indian corn. These of

course are roughly the same amount of healthy men who were also the real
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substance behind seven plantation defenses during a period of increasing

famine (Fausz 1977; Kingsbury 1935:12, 67).

Second, without these bases of strength they could not leave each
stronghold to also attack the Powhatan Chiefdom with great amounts of men
and arms lest the core sedentary plantation strongholds and their livestock
left behind would be poorly defended both within and without of their
palisades. The agricultural base of the English meant that protection from
Indians was a common need during normal outdoor farming practices, much
less within defenses (Kingsbury 1906 2:509; 1933:613—616, 1935:9-10, 12, 67,
236—-237). Indeed, reliance on sedentary agriculture or horticulture meant
that both the English and Native American were very vulnerable to one

another during this period.

The overall tactics of the Virginia Company in building the seven
strongholds of 1622—23 before mounting offensive Indian raids in June of
1622 are sound Renaissance military ideals. They are evidence that the
English were subscribing to modern military practices that encourage a
reasonably secure defensive base before any offensive attacks (Parker
1986:28-32). Planned attack and defense were seen as tactically one in the
same in the modern crisis of European warfare or emphatic controls of
territorial claims (Parker 1986:6—8, 28—32; Vauban 1969). Yeardley's
offensives against the Weyanocs, Nansamounds, and Pamunkeys in the

summer and fall of 1622 therefore argue that these raids were launched from
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an analogous secure position due to Yeardley's training in that "greate
vniversity of warre the lowe Countres” (from 1601-09 under Sir Thomas
Gates), and indeed this popularized citation from John Pory refers
specifically to Yeardley (Fausz 1977; Kelso 1996:10; Kingsbury 1933 3:220,

1935 4:9-10).

Third and most importantly for our present study, the Virginia
Company saw the consolidated eight plantation strongholds as public
relations opportunities to build badly needed towns due to mounting
criticisms attenuated by Nathaniel Butler in the post-massacre period
(Kingsbury 1906:381-385). As Reps (1972) has demonstrated, this was an
effort which did not begin or end during this crisis period, but one that got
everyone's attention as directly spurred by Native American warfare and
mounting London Company and Royal political criticism. This population
concentration provided an opportunity to minimally urbanize the seven

strongholds the Virginia Company decided to hold.

These included reading up-river to down river: West and Shirley
Hundred (once part of the greater Bermuda Hundred and Bermuda City
Corporation and that James River community agglomeration), Jordan's
Journey, Flowerdew, and Newport News (all private holdings). In the
meantime, James City and Pasbahegh (Governor's Land) were parts of the
James City Corporation administrative complex. Elizabeth City (formerly

Kecoughtan) was another public Corporation center (Kingsbury 1833 3:612).
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From this list alone Charles City stands out as a borough devoid of public
lands and funds—unless you count Weyanoke, which according to Fausz

(1977), was also sacked.

In August 1622, George Sandys wrote, "wee think it fitt, that the
houses and buildings be so contrived together, as may make if not handsome
Townes, yet compact and orderly villages; that this is the most proper, and
successful manner of proceeding in new plantations" (Kingsbury 1933:669).
When the London Company arrogantly asked the Virginia Council to re-
occupy abandoned plantations such as Martin's Hundred and Weyanoke in
late 1623, Sandys wrote, "by your Comaunding vs to dispearse wee are like
quicksilver throwne into the fire and hardlie to be found in so vast a
distance...," along the lower James River basin (Kingsbury 1935:66, 70-72,
73-75). How grim were things during this period? George Sandys, the
secretary of the colony, was humbled by having to pull palisade guard duty
during this period and might have died of famine. He lost 23 servants to
famine by March 30, 1623 (Kingsbury 1935:70-72). We suspect that
Yeardley "rolled up his sleeves" and made similar contributions beyond guard

duty in order to survive. What did he do and what was his role?
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CONTEMPORARY DOCUMENTATION OF FORTIFICATIONS AT FLOWERDEW
AND THE ORTHOLOGICAL AND FUNCTIONAL CORRELATION OF ARTILLERY,
PALISADES, AND "TRENCHES"

In the winter of 1622, Nathaniel Butler, the ousted governor of
Bermuda Island and anxious to tap into handsome tobacco profits, sought a
political alliance with the critics of the indigenous liberal Virginia Company.
Butler wrote a scathing assessment of frontier Virginia civility and its
defenses, called the "Unmasking of Virginia." In this document, Butler made
the following statement about Virginia's defenses, which although

exaggerated, probably had some basis in reality (Kingsbury 1906 2:374—-375):

“I found not the least peec of ffortifications: Three peeces of
Ordnance onely mounted att James Citty and one att fflowerdue
hundred butt never a one of them serviceable; Soe yt [it] is most
certaine that a Small Barke of 100 Tunn may make itts time to
pass vpp the River in spite of them; & cominge to an Anchor
before ye Towne may beat all their houses downe aboute their
ears and soe forceinge them to retreat into the woods may Land
vnder ye fauor of their Ordnance and rifle the Towne att
pleasure.”

Butler saw Jamestown, and this is surely the "Towne" to which he
refers, although he never traveled in Virginia north of the vicinity of the
Chickahominy River. Thus, his comments about Flowerdew probably were
based on hearsay (Fausz 1977; Kingsbury 1935:450-451; Mclllwaine
1915:24). His statements suggest, however, that it was commonly known
that Flowerdew had at least one cannon and that Flowerdew was one of only

two poorly defended settlements in Virginia worth mentioning at all, which

were intended to guard against foreign incursions by ship.
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Commenting in their 1625 "Discourse of the Old Company" on the

immediate post-massacre period, the Ancient Planters (settlers who arrived
in Virginia by 1616) recorded information that largely supports some of
Butler's basic contentibns (Jester and Hiden 1956:xxi). The Ancient Planters
noted that, "As for Fortifications agaynst the forraigne enimy, there was none
at all, onely foure peeces mounted but althogether unserviceable." The four
cannon the Ancient Planters enumerated are certainly the same as those
mentioned by Butler (three at Jamestown and one at Flowerdew). The
Ancient Planters continued: "There was onely eight Plantacions, all which
were but poorly housed, and as ill fortifed agaynst the Sauages" (Kingsbury
1935:520-521). If contextualized, these comments appear to pertain to the
period early during the efforts to organize the eight strongholds, when very
little had been accomplished in the way of fortification. In contrast to
Butler's statement, however, the Ancient Planters’ use of the term "ill
fortifed" does suggest that by late winter some palisade fortifications had
been installed against the Indians. Later in their "Discourse," the Ancient
Planters note how planters suffered under martial law. These last comments
clearly suggest that the more serious fortifications were erected after the fall
harvest was secured and processed when martial law forced them to build

some forts.
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Not ironically, time wise, sometime during the winter of 1622—23, the
Virginia Council and the Assembly issued a sharp reply to the criticisms of

Butler and the London-based Virginia Company:

“We have as yet, no Fortifications against a foreign Enemy,
altho' it hath been endeavored by the Company, with a Success
unanswerable to the Care and Expence: as also ourselves. But
the Work, being interrupted by the Scarcity [of food] of last
Summer, shall, proceed again, God willing, with all convenient
Expedition; and almost all our Houses are sufficiently fortified
against the Indians with strong Palisadoes. His [Butler's] Envy
would not let him number truly the Ordnance at James City:
four Demi-Culverins being there mounted, and all serviceable.
At Flower-de-Hundred, he makes but one of six; either was he
ever there, but according to his Custom, reporteth the unseen as
seen. The same Envy would not let him see the three Pieces at
Newport's News, and those two at Elizabeth-City. Two great
Pieces there are at Charles Hundred, and seven at Henrico.
Besides which, several private Planters have since furnished
themselves with [anti-personel] Ordnance [murderors and
fowlers]. So that it were [would be] a desperate Enterprise [to
sail up the channel and attack the colony], and unlikely to be
attempted by a Man of his Spirit, to beat downe our Houses
about our Ears, with a Bark of that Burthen” {author's
underlining] (Maclllwaine 1926:24).

For our purposes, the key aspects of this document are the great
number of cannon at Flowerdew above all others (one-and-a-half times the
capital at Jamestown), and the fact that defenses in the seven strongholds
had, so far, been made by strong "pallisadoe" against the Indians (although
not all strongholds were palisaded by then). The efforts mentioned in the
document are surely a result of a shameless scramble of the liberal Virginia

Company patriots to improve the defensive and political situations in
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Virginia in response to Butler's criticisms, although the limitations to what

had been accomplished by this date appear to be honestly reported.

The type of cannon ball which predominates in the archaeological
collections from Flowerdew represent long-range demi-culverns, weighing
3,400 pounds each, which were normally employed as "ship-killing" cannon
by pointing them toward a river (Stone 1961:162). It might be incorrect,
however, to assume that all the large cannon in Virginia were employed in
defense against foreign ships, although this is the emphasis in the reply to
Butler. At Newport News in 1622, for instance, what were clearly large
cannon were mounted against the Indians when this need was the most
pressing (Purchas 1926 19:169). In ca. 1614, the Ancient Planters noted that
only four large ordnances were mounted, and these were employed "against

the natives," probably by using them to flank palisaded defensive works.

The historical record also suggests, however, that cannon alone, by
implication without earthworks and perhaps even without palisade
fortifications, could constitute Virginia's defenses against foreign ships. In
the 1622-23 passage cited immediately above it is admitted that "We have as
yet, no Fortifications against a foreign Enemy," yet, by winter, the cannon
were mounted and serviceable, and now pointed toward the river (Mclllwaine
1915:33). Still, although it would be difficult to underestimate the
shabbiness at times of Virginia's international defenses, the ideal defensive

format during this period would nonetheless have had cannon inside a fort
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comprised of palisades and earthworks (Duffy 1979). By spring 1623 this

also was done in but only in a few places due to great costs in labor.

On April 30, 1623, a document made by "divers Planters" and mariners
was read in London in further reply to appraisals of Butler and other critics

of the Virginia Company:

“Itt is true ther is as yett no other artificiall ffortificacons then
Pallisadoes wherof allmoste everie Plantacon hath one, & divers
of them hath Trenches, And this last yeare Capt Each was sent
for ye purpose [.] As for great Ordnance there are fower peeces
mounted att James Citty and all serviceable, ther are six
Mounted att fflowerdue all of them likewise serviceable, And
three mounted att Kicoutan and all of them serviceable, ther are
likewise att Newporte Newes three all of them serviceable ther
are likewise at Henrico seaven peeces and att Charles hundred
two, and in other places, besides ffowlers and Murders att divers
places” [author's underlining of key words] (Kingsbury 1906:
I1:383).

This document appears to support the general accuracy of the Council
and Assembly's earlier response to Butler, prepared in the fall or early winter
of 1622. However, the later document notes that, in addition to palisades
against the Indians, "trenches," or earthworks had been added to some
("divers") of the seven strongholds. What is going on here? The colonial
authorities recognized two basic types of fortification and the orthography of
fortification citations noted above shows this simple division. Those with
"trenches" are the ones "for enduringe of assualts and Battery" (from
potential "foreignne" enemy cannon), built by high-status patronage and the

other made of, "Pallysadoes [without earthworks] wch wee conceiveth the
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fittest" for protection against Native Americans or the "domestic enemie" for
better than average status plantations or building wooden blockhouses
especially within the seven or eight strongholds originally held (Kingsbury

1906 1:317; 2:381-385).

"Trenches"—that is, earthworks made from trenches—are normally a
defense against the European threat and accordingly associated with more
tactical river controlling "greate ordnance" (Kingsbury 1906 2:363; OED 1978
11:321). Those forts at Henricus (1611+) and Charles Cittie 1612+) were by "
Trench and Pallizado and diuerse [divers] blockhouses made of great Tymber
built vppon passages [built near entrances, and these were] for scouring the
Pallizadoes," often supported with "Sodds" (turves as part of earthworks)
(Kingsbury 1935 4:238). The references are useful, as they are reflections of
the same closely correlated wording which is only slightly differently used in
the Virginia Assembly's reply to Butler's Dismasking cited above, and indeed
the wording may be Yeardley's own in both cases. Thus, since we know that
on the most important early works (James Fort, Henrico, and Charles City
Fort) there were "blockhouses" made of "greate Tymber" since otherwise
there could be no "scouring" (flanking fire) of the curtain walls with
projectiles, this clearly sets up a predictive model for the Flowerdew work
which is documented by archaeology at 44PG65 (see Brown 1890:481, 515,
634, 660; Hodges 1993; Kingsbury 1935:259-262; OED 1978 11:321;

Kingsbury 1935:109). Spanish spies such as Don Diego of the 1611-13 period
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and other sources describe English curtain walls (walls connecting bastions
or blockhouses) as "stockades and posts" or "encompaffed with small young
trees.” This clarifies the English use of closely set "ditch-set” palisades, which
are synonyms for stockades in coordination with these earthworks, facts
defined archaeologically at 44PG65 as early as 1973 (Barret 1969:250; Brown

1890:519; Brown 1898:108; OED 1978: 7:395, 10:996).

The above inferences about two basic types of fortifications are
considerably strengthened by additional analysis of the orthography of the
statement of 1623 in the colonies rebuttal of Butlers' "Dismasking of
Virginia." This document records thét, "s1x [cannon were] Mounted att
fflowerdue hundred," and therefore in effect states specifically that cannon
were placed on a mount (hence "mounted") or "platform" or terreplein of some
sort, which we know is true from the archaeological evidence at 44PG65
(Barret 1969:253; Hodges 1993; Kingsbury 1906 2:383; Norton 1973:84, OED
1978 6:769; Purchas 1926:205). For instance, John Smith noted that the
ordnance at James Fort was mostly, "well mounted upon convenient
platformes" [authors emphasis] (Tyler 1946:397). "Riches Mount" a
freestanding terreplein for a shore battery at Bermuda Island, illustrated by
John Smith, is a good example of this word usage backed by contemporary
graphic illustration and a written label. Smith's Fort and Pagent's Fort, also
at Bermuda Island, show similar examples of cannon supports (Arber 1910

2:624). (See Figure 13.)
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Not only did "mounts" provide space for recoil and reloading as well as
physical support to the massive guns—they were critical to the gunner who
was expected to mathematically adjust the sighting of each gun from the
same point of "zero" or origin based on previous results of cannon fire. This
was done for exactly the same reason archaeologists level transits or plane

tables before making calculations (Norton 1628:Tract 2, Dialogue 20).

L

2

rINAN.

l.lill’l-l-l.lnlll

A Scale of 8 Miles

Sl

2y
<=3

ot

Togee

oo
_—

dges
ne.D.E.

t ;ﬁ:ﬂ;mn.an
the’s brif
the Mou;

Figure 13
Bermuda Island works built at Coral Block. Artillery towers and blockhouses: E. G. F,
K. N, M. Forts: O. Redoubts with shore batteries: H, I, L.
Cannon mounts: G (botftom), P (left), H (boftom) (Arber 1910:623-4).
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In other words, mounted large ordnance is normally culturally
associated with fortifications intended to endure an artillery duel with
foreign vessels. Presumably, the earthworks ("trenches") were built by late
winter or early spring of 1622—23 only at settlements holding large cannon
"mounted" to contend with foreign threats that the documents say specifically
is only the case at Jamestown and Flowerdew. The earthworks protected this

artillery from "battery" (bombardment from ship's cannon).

In summary, orthographic analysis of the triangulation of (1) "great
ordnance" (large artillery publicly owned) as opposed to "ffowlers and
Murders" (privately purchased), (2) "trenches" (earthworks), "pallisadoes"
equaling "trench and pallisado" and (3) "mounted and servicable artillery" (on
terrepleins or other platforms) is (again) actually a remarkably informative
statement about precisely what was done at Flowerdew by Spring 1623 as
documented by archaeology (Hodges 1993). In addition to transporting the
sick to Weyanoke, Nicolas Martiau during his three-week stay beginning in
March 8, 1623, probably brought salvaged iron from Falling Creek to
Flowerdew at the same time to repair cannon mounts and even more likely
enhance fortifications with long spikes. Notably Martiau, a French Hugenot
was as close as Virginia had to a "singular good" military engineer in building
palisades and blockhouses (Kingsbury 1:317; Maclllwaine 1979:10-11;
Rutman 1959:296). In Sandys’ letter of April 11, 1623, this is the exact same

period in which Yeardley was "taken vp with his private and attende but the
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other [by implication public works]," while he was in full residence at
Flowerdew (Kingsbury 1935 4:110). So sometime between the winter of 1623
and March or April of 1623 is exactly when the partially entrenched artillery

fort was completed.

Because Virginia Company officials were being discredited at the time,
the second reply to Butler was intended backup to the Virginia Council and
Assembly's potentially biased, earlier reply. Accordingly, the second reply is
followed by the signed depositions of various people, including colonists and
mariners who happened to be at Jamestown at the time the correspondence
was drafted (Craven 1959; Kingsbury 1906 11:385-387). Some colonists were
more insular than others and noted that they had not traveled from
Jamestown and, thus, had not seen the other settlements. Others noted that
not every plantation was palisaded and that they had not seen all the
ordnance (because of the dispersals orders from the seven strongholds); and
still others, such as some mariners, who presumably had traveled extensively
on the James River, readily confirmed the entire statement. For instance
one Gregory Pearle, "hauing been Maistermate and lived in Virginia 16
monneths doe affirme all the answers wthin written save I have not seen the
Ordinnce att Henrico and Charles Citty" as both sites were abandoned and
were stripped of their artillery. So we also have signed depositions

witnessing Yeardley's artillery fort by spring 1623.
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YEARDLEY'S KEY ROLE AS ACTING COMMANDER IN CHIEF OF VIRGINIA
MILITIA 1622-23

So far we have located cryptic but useful references to the fort at
Flowerdew. What role did Yeardley play in Virginia society when the fort
was built? Machiavelli wrote, "Nothing brings a prince into greater respect
than the undertaking of great enterprises and setting a fine example" (Bergin
1947:65). In Virginia in April 1622 such an enterprise was a place
"defensable to seate upon" so that Indians could not "infest...nor forraine
enemy subvert us wch wilbe the master peace of this greate worke"

(Kingsbury 1933:612-613)

Sheer political and military clout within the Virginia Council, in
combination with the light initial mortality of only six people at Flowerdew,
is probably why Yeardley-held Flowerdew was initially chosen to be one of
the eight plantation strongholds to be retained by the Virginia Company in
the immediate aftermath of the Massacre of March 22, 1622, in which about
1/4th of the colony was killed (Kingsbury 1933:612). The emphasis on the
light I’nortality at Flowerdew is intended to be a direct reflection of rational
Native American warfare input into probing each plantation's defenses and
organization rather than sophomoric chauvinism toward Flowerdew's
"supposedly heavy defenses” (Deetz 1993:47). The former notion, that
Flowerdew was defended by "decisive defensive action" is one sensitively

developed by ethno-historian Fausz (1977:385—-386) to incorporate carefully
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directed Native American warfare activity—into American history. Fausz
wants less—not more bias, since Weyanoke was devastated and Flowerdew

wasn't.

Following from the above, how much real clout did Yeardley have in
post-Massacre Virginia? Studies by Rutman (1959:272-275, 296) indicate
that Yeardley, for all intents and purposes, was the acting Marshall of
Virginia from 1622 to 1623+ or about a year. This is largely because recently
appointed Governor Wyatt (1621-26) freely admitted to having limited
military skills and experience and was often ill during this period due to his
lack of seasoning and unrelenting mental stress. Also quite ill due to famine
was Newce, the "on paper" Marshall of Virginia who died in 1622. For
example, typical military commands or instructions ordered by Wyatt in the
March 1622-23 period were received from "either my self [Wyatt], or Sr.
George Yeardleye Knight" (Kingsbury 1933:609, 678-679; 1935:6—8, 1935:9—
10). Yeardley did not seize control; his authority derived from governmental
appointment and was apparently supported by popular sentiment, especially
since he warned settlers of a major forthcoming Indian attack in 1621
(Rountree 1990:68—73). One settler commented succinctly in a poem, "Bould

worthy Sir George Yardly, Commander cheife was made, Cause foureteene

years, and more he hath, within this Country staid" (as cited in Fausz
1977:451). The effective military title of Marshall makes Yeardley the senior

full-time military leader unencumbered by politics in the colony, if it is
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possible for such a person to be unencumbered. This was a factor especially
true within the Charles City Corporation before 1623 when Captain Madison
took command of all plantations "above Flowerdew” within Charles City
Corporation, probably on the advice of Yeardley. By September 1624
Yeardley even became the acting Governor of Virginia by personal
commission from James I in Wyatt's absence to settle his diseased father's
estate (Kingsbury 1935:504). Between 1623 and 1625 he was Deputy

Marshall of all Virginia (Rutman 1959).

Thus, since the martial law of the old Anglo-Dutch-trained military
regime was gradually softened and nearly abolished between 1615 and 1620,
Yeardley in some very real ways was personally probably most responsible
for laying the foundations of the indigenous Virginia militia system during
this period that set up men like Captain Madison (Rutman 1959:243-295).
Indeed, between 1622 and 1623 successful militia action was one of the few
positive accomplishments the Virginia Council could report back to the
London Company (Fausz 1977). So when we look at post-massacre
Flowerdew, we must be aware of the real possibility that Yeardley was trying
to lead by example on the only plantation where he still retained any
controlling influence or ownership due to Native American depredations at
Southampton Hundred (also called Smith's Hundred) and Tanks Weyanoke

(Hatch 1957:38-39,42, Kingsbury 1935:9-10).
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The earliest forts were built on martial law authority, giving men like
Yeardley "absolute power and command in all matters of war over all
people...upon all occasions," backed by specific legal threats in writing stating
that these leaders were to be obeyed, "uppon paine [penalty of] of death" for
those who did not knuckle under to the resurgent English military command
system (Kingsbury 1933:609). Through fits and starts and rebuilding, many
of these "forts" were still standing in 1627 and probably until 1632

(Maclllwaine 1979:103, 147, 192).

CONTEXTUAL EVIDENCE OF THE MOVEMENT OF CANNON TO FLOWERDEW

So far we have looked at cryptic although surprisingly useful original
documentation of the Virginia Company under Yeardley's leadership doing
everything it could to make a liar out of Butler in regard to its fortifications
after the Massacre of 1622. In the movement of artillery to Flowerdew and
its embellishment with "trench and pallisadoe" fortifications, is Yeardley
using this situation for his own personal aggrandizement or is he thinking
about the colony? Are there ways in which we can remove bias in the

fortification of Flowerdew and place them on a larger plane?

Let us briefly look at the overall pattern of artillery movement in
Virginia between 1621 and 1626. In the Virginia Company’s second reply to
Butlers’ dismasking (cited in full above), they take pains to minimally
separate "grete ordnance" (very expensive tactical, anti-ship's rigging, and

anti-personal artillery) from "murdorers and flowlers" (privately purchased
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inexpensive totally anti-personnel [shooting people] cannon). While Robinets
(which are quite small) and any of the other "great ordnance" cannon might
have been used to shoot people, Table 2 uses their simple cultural separation
in order to produce an unbiased appraisal of terminal Virginia Company and
early Royal Colonial artillery dispositions in relation to cannon range,
corporation, and specific site. This information is based on the following
sources: Arber 1910 I1:486; Barka 1993:320; GMCO's James River Map 1991;
Jester and Hiden 1956:5-69; Hecht 1973:73; Kingsbury 1906 11:363, 1933:16,

609; Mclllwaine 1926:120.
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GREAT ORDNANCE DISPOSITIONS IN VIRGINIA FROM MARCH 1621-22

TO 1626

(Robinets, Falconets, Falcons, Sakers, Minions, Demi-Culverns; Culverns)

MARCH 1621-22 TO WINTER 1622-23

MUSTER 1624-25 TO 1626

Corporation/Site/Range* # % Total Site/Minimum Range #% TOTAL
Henricus Corporation 7 28% 0%
Henricus City, 0.05 mi. 7 28% Abandoned Apr.1622 0 0%
Charles City Corp. 8 32% 11 53%
Charles City, 0.1 mi. 2 8% Abandoned Apr.1622 0 0%
Flowerdew H., 0.42 mi. 6 24% Flowerdew Hundred 10 48%
Chaplain's C., 3/5mi. 1 5%
James City 4 16% 7 34%
James City, 0.7mi. 4 16% James City 4 19%
Treas. Pits.(2) 12 2 10%
Martins H., 2.2 mi. ] 5%
Kecoughtan/Eliz. C. 6 24% 3 14%
Newport News 3.4 mi. 3 12% Newport News 3 14%
Eliz. City, 3 mi. 3 2% Eliz. City Occupied 0 0%
TOTAL 25 100% 21 _101%
Smith's Total 1607-09 24 (error + 1) (error) 24 -3
MURDERORS BY SITE 1624-25 TOTAL ORDNANCE BY SITE 1624-26
Corporation/Site # % Total Site/Population # %Totdl
Charles City 7 35% 18 39%
Flowerdew/Piersey's H. 2 10% Flowerdew (67) 12 31%
Chaplains Choice 5 25% Chaplains Ch. (17) 6 15%
James City 5 25% 11 28%
James City (125) 4 10%
Neck of Land 2 10% Neck of Land (16) 2 5%
Tres. Plants.(18, 22) 2 5%
Blaney's Plantation 1 5% Blaney's Plant.(15) 1 2.5%
Basses Choice 1 5% Basses Choice (12) 1 2.5%
Martins Hundred (26) 1 2.5%
Elizabeth City 7 35% 10 26%
Eliz. C. Company Land 2 10% E. C. Comp. Land (93) 2 5%
Elizabeth City 5 25% Elizabeth City (255) 5 13%
Newport News (20) 3 8%
TOTAL MURDERORS 20 95% TOTAL CANNON+MURDRS.39 99.5%

CANNON RANGE Is shown at Minimum modern James River Channel width.
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Flowerdew, whose "greate ordnance”— that is, ordnance above the size
of murderor or falconette and jumped up from 1 to 2 in 1622, to 6 in 1623, to
10 or 12 cannon in 1626—was already the top runner in mounted large
ordnance by 1623—4 through Yeardley's initial efforts on an active plantation.
The two cannon recorded at Charles City (so low that this is surely where
Yeardley got his) and seven at Henricus in 1622—-3 were probably not
serviceable due to rotted carriages. This is a fact the Virginia Company was
not entirely honest about in 1623, hence as few third parties as possible were
allowed to see these ruined forts and ruined cannon carriages as they were
pulled to active forts (Kingsbury 1906 2:385-7). Accordingly, by the Muster
of 1624-5, neither Henricus nor Bermuda City has any cannon at all

(Kingsbury 1906 1:363).

Also by 1624-5, Piersey Hundred (Yeardley's company cannon) has 6
cannon, Chaplain's Choice possibly has 1, James Cittie has 3 cannon, the
Treasurer's (Sandys’) plantation on the Neck of Land has 1, Martin's
Hundred has 1, and Newport News has 3, all remounted from former military
regime forts. These figures were obtained by subtracting the murderors from
the Muster totals in order to get back to the contemporary segregation of
larger and often tactical "great ordnance" over the smaller anti-personnel

guns (Barka 1992:320; Quisenberry 1901:367; Jester and Hiden 1956).

The largest cannons documented by archaeology at Flowerdew were

long-range demi-culverns weighing 3,400 pounds, the predominant cannon
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ball size at 44PG65. The presence of such river-controlling tactical guns,
represents a major engineering feat and investment in labor through moving
these from Henricus and Bermuda City (Stone 1961:162). Yeardley was able
to do this because he had an ocean-going three-masted ship, called a barque
(or bark) of "40 Tunn [with] 7 men belonging to her" (Jester and Hiden
1956:27). Yeardley "freely employed his shippinge, maryners, and servants"
to the Virginia Company in both moving settlers, militia levies, cannon, and
captured Indian corn (Kingsbury 1935:9—10). Notably, it was one of the few
boats or the only boat in the colony capable of moving such heavy guns
without capsizing. Based on the Muster this privately owned ship was the
largest centerpiece of Virginia's pitiful indigenous "navy," and placement on
this ship may explain what happened to some of the other upriver cannon. In
light of this, Yeardley was given license to "make prise" on foreign shipping

plying the James River should he so desire (Kingsbury 1933:656—657).

Why is Table 2 information important? It means that between 1622
and 1626 we can conclude that Yeardley's Fort at Flowerdew was the most
important artillery fort in the terminal Virginia Company Period with the
highest number of large "pieces" at 24% or 1/4th of the available artillery. In
Piersey's court deposition of 1626, we find that he has 10 or 12 pieces. In the
chart we gave Piersey only 10 large cannon because the it seems clear that
the two murderors are present and he seems to want to separate them from

the larger cannon (rather than being confused by how many cannon he has).
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Even at 10 large cannon at its means Yeardley's and Wyatt’s policy was
maintained and even enhanced to include 48% of the "grete ordnance"
present in colonial Virginia well into the early Royal Colonial period through

patronage by Piersey and the colony at large.

So the movement of artillery to Flowerdew cuts across any personal
endeavors of Yeardley and Piersey or the Virginia Company "patriot party" or
the "pro royalist court party" during the 1622—24 period to apparently become
part of a larger Colony-wide policy endorsed by both the Virginia Company

and the Royal Colony.

Historical analysis of this period indicates that the importance of
Yeardley's Fort at Flowerdew was only magnified by down-river bungling of
similar efforts. Thus, in sum, the failure of Captain Each's fort at Point
Comfort and the failure to build anything of tactical significance at
Warrascoyack—only in combination with the temporary abandonment of
Henricus and Charles City—placed a sort of default emphasis on Flowerdew
due to the relative tactical value of Windmill Point (Kingsbury 1933:16-17,

670; 1935 4:100, 129-130, 191, 259-262, Rutman 1959:274, 295).

As a reflection of this fort, after October 1623, Charles City
Corporation or borough militia commands suddenly begin to constantly use
terms regarding militia troop levies for offensive Indian raids that are

dispersed "from Flowerdew Hundred vpwards" or "above Flowerdew
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Hundred." It is thought therefore that Flowerdew protected—and militarily
defined—the beginning of the western limits of the colony (Kingsbury
1933:664-665, 1935:292, 400, 404, 407, 441, 448489, as cited in Rutman
1959:274) (Rutman 1959:292). Buried in these written statements is the
strong argument that Flowerdew was by then a stationary regional garrison
that could no longer participate in offensive raids as it had done in the
summer and fall of 1622. This is almost certainly because its plantation force
was now sedentary and on defensive duty to man the cannon at the fort,
documented through archaeological excavations and colonial records.
Moreover, various additional supporting court documentation suggests that
Flowerdew had become the main regional gun powder repository and public
granary as well as initial court center for Charles City Corporation by 1623
at the very time the above militia orders shift in their references to
Flowerdew (Maclllwaine 1979:11, 62). Hence, every settlement above the fort
landmark at Flowerdew was offensively attacking Indians under the
direction of West and Shirley plantation-based Captain Madison, while
Flowerdew defended all of the same from potential foreign attacks. Thisis a
complimentary reciprocal exchange system whose new fort center allowed a
rational division of offensive and defensive military power and regional
administrative authority with which Yeardley attempted to bind Charles City

borough together.
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ANTI-EUROPEAN THREAT FORT STRATEGY AND ITS CONNECTION TO
FLOWERDEW

We have now established that cannon movement to Flowerdew is part
of a larger pattern endorsed by the Virginia Company and the Royal Colony.
However, we still don't know how fortification activity at Flowerdew plays
into overall Virginia Company strategy, and why would Flowerdew have
more artillery than Jamestown or any settlement? In addition to palisaded
anti-Native American defenses, the original company plans were that at least
one or two strong points would be held with massed Virginia Company-owned
cannon to resist potential opportunistic European raids on the weakened
colony (Kingsbury 1935:12). This was a policy already advocated by Yeardley
in 1619 who, "purposeth at a place or two upon the riuer fortifuable to
provide for them [the Spanish], animating in the meane while this warlike
people (then whom for their small number) no prince can be serued wth
better by his example to preserve their courage" (Kingsbury 1933:220).
Yeardley had begged the London Company to send "choise men [real military
engineers capable of building a semi-permanent fort] from the Lowe
Countries to raise ffortifications" capable of resisting foreign threats
(Kingsbury 1906:1:257, 317, 326-327, 339, 482, Kingsbury 1933:220). As will
be systematically demonstrated below, it will become very evident that
Flowerdew and Point Comfort (Each's Project in the quote above and
defaulted to Warrascoyack) were the selected locations for these special types

of fortifications in excess of simple palisades during the post-massacre period.
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The policy of one serious fort at the mouth of the James River and one
upriver fort refuge hearkens directly back to the praxeological constraints of
the instructions to Sir Thomas Gates in 1609. These instructions almost
certainly reflect the wisdom of Robert Tindall, the master gunner to Prince
Henry (Henry is James 1's son, indicating Tindall was the second bes‘t'
artillerist in all England) who sailed and mapped the James in 1608 (cf.
Jester and Hiden 1956). These rational and modern Anglo-Dutch tactics as
they are applied in Virginia can be readily observed by a careful reading of

the rejection of James Fort as a potentially important tactical fortification:

"itt [James Fort and Jamestown] onely [should be seen] as a fitt
porte for yor Shippes,...[as it was] ...so accessable with [to]
shippinge that an ememy may eazily [be] vpon you with [and

take] all the povision [and] ordnance and munition and it is not

to be expected that anie fortification there can endure an enemy

that hath the leasure to sitt down before yt" [author's inserts]

(Kingsbury 1906 2: 16—-17)

These comments are of course echoed in Nathaniel Butler's
Dismasking, since both authors were reading the same theory (Kingsbury
1906:383, 385; 1933 3:16). Thus, the wide and straight channel here near
Jamestown can be directly approached by deep-water vessels that could send

point-blank broadside fire on the fort even from an anchorage, or

alternatively simply run the guns in a straight course upriver.

Given the grim circumstance of Jamestown, Gates was told instead to
go upriver and fortify in a strong place where European rivals would be

forced to launch smaller boats to offload men for a ground assault where the
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defenders had every advantage. It is important to remember that Yeardley
was Gates' senior Captain when these instructions were given him, and it is
likely that these sentiments were well remembered by Yeardley during 1622—
32 military policy decisions which left James Town (Yeardley's fitfully shared
main residence) a politically correct but militarily incompetent site from the
very beginning in terms of current military theory (Jester and Hiden

1956:376).

In order to remove any bias that might infiltrate this discussion,
Table 2 was amended to include the width of the James River channel in
direct relation to artillery dispositions to see if Tindall's and Gates
instructions were honored. The table uses modern channel widths which are
somewhat wider than the 17th-century channel widths. I do not include
channel widths plus the distance to the forts (the exact fort location not
always known) which would be about 100-371'+ or so plus the width of tidal

flats. Nonetheless, the chart provides reasonably good baseline information.

In terms of artillery range in relationship to James River channel
width, the Flowerdew Fort—at 0.42 mile wide—was decidedly inferior to the
earlier forts at Henrico and Charles Cittie built by Gates and Dale and
Yeardley, at 0.05 miles and 0.1 miles wide, respectively. Nonetheless,
Flowerdew, whose modern channel has been deepened and widened by
engineers, is still from a tactical standpoint nearly twice as effective (twice

0.42 is 0.84 minus 0.7 is 0.14 miles) as, for instance, Jamestown at 0.7 miles
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wide. Since Gates and Dale removed most of their artillery upriver between
1611 and 1616 where it still was in 1621, the larger aggrandizement of
artillery at Flowerdew is simply a consequence of continued common sense
and the liquidation of two borough arsenals (Henrico and Charles City) into
one. As a borough fort, Yeardley's Fort is placed as near as possible to the
south of Charles City borough specifically in order to protect as many upriver

settlements as possible.

As was the case at Jamestown, the defenses at Newport News and
Elizabeth City at 3.4 and 3 miles wide, respectively, are thought to be
entirely defensive artillery placed at important ports there, rather than river-
controlling defenses. They also served as auditory warning guns for upriver
settlements (three shots or more). While the mouth of the James has been
severely changed by modern engineering and hurricanes, here the import of
their tactical value in the 17th-century artillery disposition would not be
greatly different until more modern rifled cannon and better gunpowder were

invented in the 19th century.

Having seen clear inferiority to Henrico and Charles City, what are the
relative tactical merits of Flowerdew? Compared to 19th-century Fort
Powhatan (on a bluff opposite the tip of Weyanoke peninsula), for instance,
Windmill Point is not the best military tactical position even along the James
River here. These two locations are therefore good places to compare the

defensive settlement models of the two periods. Both forts are intended to
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fire on ships specifically making a "tact"—that is, slowing down while
reversing their sails in order to corner sharp turns in the James River. The
rich flood plain at Flowerdew was the best surviving location to support a
subsistence economy dependent of corn and tobacco, which was a key element
in the war from the beginning as were all Indian conflicts during this early
period of 1610-14 and 1622-32 (Fausz 1977, 1990). Thus, in excess of the
relative tactical value of Windmill Point, Flowerdew was a good tactical
location because it already had an established plantation with a very large
population under a single increasingly powerful leader supported by some of
the most productive corn lands in Virginia. Here the superior high bluff
locations of Henrico, Charles City (and probably Fort Powhatan) are also
inferior to Flowerdew because, as stated in a contemporary documents, all
the land nearby was, "ouergrowne wch great Timber Trees so that there is
little or no land fitt for present culture but by industrie is cleared of wood"

(Kingsbury 1935 4:259-262).

In contrast, Fort Powhatan at Hoods, built by 1819, was fed rations by
a state-supported army that probably used slaves to drag huge cannon up the
high bluff there above the tactically superior narrower river passage opposite
the tip of Weyanoke Point (Clary 1990:9, 70). Not ironically, not local effort,
Virginia Company, nor Federal was capable of keeping a fort standing
indefinitely in this portion of the James River. Ironically, had the United

States been able to build a permanent fort at Hoods, with subsequent
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Confederate Seizure, Grant's army could not have crossed the James here in

1864 (see Deetz 1993:149-151).

Now focusing on military tactics in the early 17tk century, the base of
Windmill Point allowed archaeologically documented cannon from sacker,
minion, to demi-culverns size to fire on ships involved in a particularly
difficult tact around Windmill Point (a treacherous turn in the James
perhaps sarcastically named "Careless Point" in 1607), where they would be
sailing directly into the typically stiff prevailing south-east winds emerging
from a long reach to the west (Arber 1910 1:1i). This is a river turn
navigation whose waters hid a shallow massive subsurface shoal which
makes ship navigators who knew the channel swing very widely around
Windmill Point, although not out of accurate cannon range. Indeed, the
larger Flowerdew cannon could destroy targets on the opposites shores on all
sides of Wind Mill Point, much less within the river channel (Peterson 1969).
Ships attempting to turn their broadsides (long sides of ships were most
cannon were present) toward the fort would be subject to being driven by
strong water currents into foundering off course. In turn, they would be
risking potentially being driven onto banks on either side of the channel or on
the hidden shoals of Windmill Point itself. At such a time, these ships would

be Flowerdew's "oyster" for systematic cannon fire.

In turn—and here the difference between Flowerdew and Jamestown

becomes dramatic—the tidal flats at Flowerdew would not let deep-draft
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vessels directly approach any of the east or north side of the entire
Flowerdew Plantation land mass, much less the tip of the Windmill Point
peninsula. Therefore, as Gates was instructed, only "lightered" small boats
could approach any shore near the entire Flowerdew holding because of tidal
shoals along the entire peninsula (Kingsbury 1933 3:16). In the meantime,
ships firing on the fort would have great difficulty also targeting the redoubt
at 44PG64 which was specifically intended to triangulate cannon fire on a

vessel in concert with the fort at 44PG65 (Hodges 1993).

"Lee Necke" battery in Kent Country, England, built below London
along the Thames River by 1588 for defense against Spanish invasion, closely
matches the Flowerdew tactical position with a peninsula shore battery
targeting a tact zone (Walker 1981:73). Similarly, a Dutch fort center
supported by lines of redoubts lies within the tip of a peninsula in a sharp
bend in the line of the IJssel and Waal River along the "Great Wall of the
Dutch Republic" (Parker 1986:Figure 14). As noted above, these are of course
also the exact tactical positions of Henricus (Ferrar's Island [sharp
peninsula]) and Bermuda City (City Point, Hopewell [sharp peninsula]) forts
(Hatch 1957:32—33) chosen by Sir Thomas Dale for serious fortification where

cannon could actually control the narrower up-river channels.

EVIDENCE OF YEARDLEY'S PERSONAL AND EARLY PATRONAGE OF THE FORT

Public patronage would have documented the actual financing of the

work similarly to the well-documented Captain Each (Point Comfort) and
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Warrascoyack examples, which, as we have seen, both wound up as fiascos,
has not yet been found for Flowerdew, although it may exist (Kingsbury
1935:450—-451). The archaeological evidence suggests that Yeardley's own
personal power between 1622—23 under martial law ultimately made a
mockery of similar later Virginia Company efforts to build a publicly financed
fort in 1623-24 (Kingsbury 1935:236-237). For instance, the Virginia
Company drafted 1 of every 20 men to build a fort at Warrascoyack that
would up as "Dwelling houses, 2 in several Pallisadoes" (the paired palisades
[stockades] were to be in filled with earthworks) (Jester and Hiden 1956:46;
Kingsbury 1935:188, 191, 229; Rutman 1959:295). Indeed, therefore it is the
early date of the Flowerdew work specifically before major public support
through the institutionalization of the regional castle tax of 1623+ that very
specifically suggests that it was largely built through Yeardley's martial law
and "knightly" patronage between 1622 and 1623 (Kingsbury 1935: 100, 129—

130, 188, 191, 229; as cited in Rutman 1959:293).

This was probably done not only to protect the upriver James and his
private holdings, but as a patriotic gesture on behalf of the English liberal
faction of the Third Charter of the Virginia Company against pro-Royalists.
Again, the latter were trying to find any means possible to dissolve the
Virginia Company charter due to alleged bad management in which poor
defenses and general neglect of public works both loomed largely in a

mounting list of deficiencies (Brown 1901:64—68).
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The foggy documentation of financing of the Flowerdew work is also

probably a by-product of English cultural practices as well as an indication of
deficiencies in the documentary record. The captains of the Elizabethan
army were in Corelli's (1970:45) words, "a strange mixture of private
contractor and public servant." Warfare was a business and the captain
would feed, house, arm, and train his men from funds disbursed from a pay
master or Muster officer (Broyndon 1967; Parker 1986). Many soldiers had to
be frequently fraudulent contractors as may have been necessary to sustain
legitimate military initiatives through unavoidably creative or predatory

means—or among the unscrupulous, to obtain personal gain.

A frequent debilitating partner in this process was Elizabethan
administrative supply incompetence and crippling parsimony, factors which
daunted both Roanoke and Jamestown colonization initiatives from the
beginning (Oman 1937:372—-389). Thus, this strange professional paradigm,
which often forced soldiers to be a mixture of rascal and magician, is probably
a good description of the fort at Flowerdew, its ambiance in Virginia society,
and financial arrangements at the time (the Virginia Company is essentially
bankrupt). It simply appears as a solution from out of a fog of mounting
problems. It does so probably as an exponent of the Machiavellian ethos of
the Dutch military under Maurice of Nassau and English general Vere who

had attempted to cure chronic problems in British military organization in
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order to make the British more effective allies (Bergin 1947, Parker 1986:18-

23).

Thus, when Yeardley attempts to finance his public and private
initiatives as a military contractor to the bankrupt Virginia Company
through raids on Indian corn, he is demonized by Morgan (1975:122-123) and
Fausz (1977:476-478) who demonstrate a complete misunderstanding of the
Elizabethan soldier's peculiar predicament in society. Accused of selling
stolen Indian corn to starving colonists, Yeardley only has 20 barrels in his
Muster of 1624—5 (Jester and Hiden 1956:23). This is presumably because he
is trying to act like a Dutch state-supported soldier rather than as a feudal
baron by selling the corn at the Virginia Company's going price probably
fixed by Sandys who undertook to disburse corn through questionable
Virginia Company auspices (Fausz 1977:479). Hypothetically, this system
tried to disperse the stolen Indian corn to more than lusty militia who took it

directly by booty on various Indian raids.

If "boote corn" did not finance the fort, possibly Wyatt's permission
giving Yeardley the power to punish public drunkenness on January 25,
1622—3, may have been the basis of some public support Yeardley received to
build or improve the fort of 1622 (Kingsbury 1935:18). If this is not a correct
inference, then by April 1623 when Yeardley was, according to George
Sandys’ complaint, "taken vp with his private," the fort may have been built

on his private plantation which received a public burden in Yeardley's
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reckoning of needs to defend the entire upriver community on behalf of

Charles City Corporation (Kingsbury 1935:110-111).

In plain fact, when the London Company officials told the settlers to
leave the strongholds and return to their many private plantations in 1623,
apparently everyone was made to "look to his private [plantation]"
(Kingsbury 1935:12). This order, of course, was calculated to become a self-
fulfilling prophesy showing the disorganization of the colony which went from
over somewhere near 50 plantations in February 1622 to 7 or 8 in April 1622
and back to 28 by 1624—5 (Hatch 1957; Barka 1993:334). In between these
brutalizing shifts in private commercial and defensive policy, Native
American warriors fired many abandoned buildings, while poorly
provisioned, unseasoned, and often deathly ill immigrants arriving from
England were dumped on the colony, leaving another 600 dead by the end of

the year 1622 (VMHB 1911 2:115-118).

At Flowerdew about six months after Yeardley completed the fort, the
"czicle tax" was created to provide public funds to specifically support fort
garrisons (Kingsbury 1935: 100, 129-130, 188, 191, 229; as cited in Rutman
1959:293). This was a tax levy, typically in tobacco poundage, which
constituted the pay or a sweetening subsidy for soldiers who were also

servants engaged in tobacco and corn production.
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CHARLES CITY BOROUGH'S AND PIERSEY'S PATRONAGE OF THE FORT

The defensive strength of Flowerdew improved under Charles City
boroughs's and Piersey's patronage. It is likely that Piersey continued
Yeardley's patronage of the public corporation fort and town at Flowerdew
since throughout his period of ownership of the plantation "castle tax" funds
were available. These funds probably were supplemented through Piersey's
able management of the borough land at Weyanoke. Piersey's takeover of the
Flowerdew macro-plantation may or may not have been viewed as hostile.
Overall, we suspect cooperation between Yeardley and Piersey, for as early as
1622-23 Yeardley had been promoting Piersey to the Virginia Council
through "large letters." George Sandys both expressed mistrust of and
strongly supported—as if it were his own idea—Yeardley's promotion of
Piersey (Kingsbury 1933:616-617). Given that Piersey was a pro-Royalist
and Yeardley was a liberal patriot in the politics of 1622—24, it is very likely
that both Sandys and Piersey at one time or another "double crossed"
Yeardley, even as Yeardley was promoting the latter and bringing "boot corn"

to the former (Powell 1977:115).

In any case, it is doubtful that Piersey's pro-Royalist politics adversely
affected his career in Virginia, although he may have not been liked in
private circles. This is because he was a such notorious extortionist that
Mecllwaine (1979) decided to put a special sub-index heading for "extortion

charges" under the Piersey index heading with one colonist noting "they
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[Piersey and Hamor] deale in nothing but extortion" (Morgan 1975:125).
While the author has not studied this information in any detail, perhaps this
seemingly private interest extortion also relates to Flowerdew's duality in its
public role in early Virginia. Most of the extortion cases so far examined by
the author pertain to the period of post-massacre chaos between 1622 and
1623 when the needs of starving: soldiers, businessmen, and public officials
often clashed or were awkwardly handled when they played against private
planters. In any case, Piersey was made a member of the Council by 1624,
and his term of service as a burgess in the Convention of 1625 until his death
in 1627-28 included service from 1626 through 1627 to Yeardley's

administration (Jester and Hiden 1956:264).

That Piersey's takeover of Flowerdew was amiable or at least an
institutional obligation is suggested by the fact that he retained Yeardley's
borough minister, Grivell Pooley, and the Anglo-Dutch veteran, Captain
Samuel Sharpe. Most importantly Piersey retained 15 servants and tenants,
who among the males are now suspected to be previously trained "gunners"
(artillery crews) who were the very "men at the castle" supported by public
funds, rather than a further example of Piersey's extortion of Yeardley's

previous labor pool.

Samuel Sharpe is listed at the head of Piersey's Muster of 1624—25 in
order to honor his role as plantation commander as was established by

Yeardley (Jester and Hiden 1956:19; Kingsbury 1935:584). His military title
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is not indicated in the Muster, however, either as a result of sloppy recording,
humility, or the gradual gentrification of the militia by borough parish (Shea
1985:44, see footnote 12). As Governor in 1626, Yeardley had instituted
gentrification of the militia, and this law had effectively softened military
professionalism (a former monopoly of military veterans) in Virginia in favor
of a militia that reflected Virginia society at large with special
acknowledgement of gentry status (military veterans and high-ranking
businessmen). By gentrifying the militia, Yeardley intended to bind
Chesapeake society together by uniting military veterans and businessmen
toward common goals. For instance, during this period, according to Fausz
(1977), Piersey had become an honorific militia "Captain." Yeardley's move
contrasts sharply with the social arrangements made during the period
1610-18 under Smythe's harsh and authoritarian command of the military
regime under which Yeardley also suffered. Lest the reader be confused here,
Yeardley clearly hated both military and civil authoritarianism and this
surely came from his republican experience in the Low Countries when the

Dutch applied the Machiavellian ethos to founding their own free country.

Can we document any improvements in Flowerdew's defenses during
this period of gradual gentrification? If we use the Virginia Company's
replies to Butler and the Muster of 1624—-25 as a document of the amount of
artillery at Flowerdew six large cannons (1623—-1624—25) and two murderors

(1624-25) we can isolate certain improvements under Piersey. In response to
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continued laws (which began in 1623) forcing settlers to palisade their houses

in 1626, Piersey was largely exempted since:

“The Court at this time, uppon ye demonstrance of Mr.Abraham
Piersey, yt ye aforesaid order would prove very heauye &
burthensome vnto him at Perseyes Hundred is content, in
reguard he hath he hath many houses allreadye paled &
palizadoed in [Yeardley's Fort], & that all ye whole necke is well
railed in & that he hath 10 or 12 pieces of ordnance well
mounted & planted [dug in] for ye defense of ye place.” [author's
insert] (Mcllwaine 1979:120).

Why were even more cannon added to Piersey's Hundred at this
particular time? Two things are happening. First, the original fort was a
very considerable investment in men, labor, and material and the cheapest
thing to do was to support that investment rather than start from scratch
elsewhere. Second, if placed in a broade;" perspective, this continuing and
possibly rapid deployment of additional cannon to Piersey's Hundred is
directly associated with specific threats of active international war in 1623
24—in 1625 there were renewed fears of attacks on the still weak colony
caused specifically by King James I’s decision to enter the Thirty Years’ War
(1618-48) against Spain. Specifically, Spain considered James' dispatch of
1,200 English troops to help the Danish in Germany an act of war by England
(Brown 1898:576, see note 1; Dupuy and Dupuy 1970:549). This paranoia
spilling into the Chesapeake probably not only increased the cannon at

Flowerdew, but got the redoubt at 44PG64 built (Hodges 1993).
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We have already looked at the orthography of early "mounted" artillery
colonial forts above and we have already looked at how the numbers of
Piersey's cannon play into overall Royal Colonial policy. However, there are
a few things that we must note here that we can get out of the Piersey's
cryptic court deposition (cited in full above) that compliments our
interpretations of fortifications associated with earthworks at Flowerdew.
The 1626 deposition records that the "10 or 12 pieces of ordnance" were not
only "well mounted," but "planted." The word "planted" seems to imply they
were dug in behind earthworks. The assertion of this phenomenon in
contemporary military slang was repeated in descriptions of military regime
forts build between 1611 and 1613 where Spanish spy Don Diego noted the
English, "forts are surrounded with earthworks on which they plant their

artillery" (Brown 1890 2:660).

If we look at the fine texture of Piersey's deposition, we must also note
its broad defensive perspective. The artillery at Flowerdew is situated "for
the defense of ye place" that is in a defensive landscape. It is not defending a
fort so much as it is defending the entire settlement and Windmill Point
peninsula and accordingly the James River. Through archaeology we know
that included a redoubt whose earthworks probably comprised turves and
whose ditch was not as deep as its palisades, which were only 0.8-0.6' below
the plow zone. According to contemporary British soldier Barret (1969:126),

the Virginia militia is attempting to follow the prevailing military wisdom of
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the time that you cannot defend a landscape with a single work (Hodges
1993:195-199). Not only can the redoubt triangulate artillery fire on ships
in the James, it can "second" (defend) the fort. Also, if the fort is taken, it can
become a defensible retreat for the surviving fort garrison. Moreover, it adds
considerable purchase as a grid anchor to the inferred railed-in peninsula

location.

The title of the redoubt "Yeardley/Sharpe Redoubt" is a reference to
who actually was behind the redoubt. At this time Yeardley was Deputy
Marshall (1623—-25) to "Captain General" Francis Wyatt (Governor).
Yeardley was the Captain General (1626-27). Yeardley was surely the
militia borough district commander (1624—-25) who commissioned the work.
‘The inferred plantation commander at Flowerdew, Captain Samuel Sharpe
was the man who directly supervised construction (Jester and Hiden
1956:19). Interestingly, Piersey contracted carpenters in 1625, but we have

no idea what this contract was for or where it occurred (Mclllwaine 1979:71).

YEARDLEY AND PIERCEY'S LABOR INVESTMENTS COMPARED

Deetz (1993:50, 51-52) has suggested Piersey ran the plantation better
than Yeardley had. In fact, we don't know if this is the case. Yeardley, who
was anxious to leave public office in 1621 to pursue private endeavors, had
established his protégées Rossingham and Jefferson in responsible positions
with considerable discretionary power, just as Dale had established Yeardley,

Ralph Hamor, and John Rolfe at Bermuda Hundred. At the latter plantation,
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the net result of these freedoms and creativity was that Virginia had its first
and, for all intents and purposes, only cash crop—tobacco (Hatch 1957:16-18,
63, 64). Warfare and politics prevented Yeardley certainly from enjoying his
retirement to Flowerdew. In the meantime, his personal attachment to
Smith's (Sir Thomas Smythe) or Southhampton Hundred was soured by its
joint stock nature dominated by political rivals or open enemies. Although
Yeardley paid for 25 servants there and he had a "mansion house" (perhaps a
precedent for the manor at 44PG64), Flowerdew was a pure family holding at

least on the west side of the river (Hatch 1957:39).

In a cash-and-carry capitalist society, what evidence do we have of
Yeardley's and the Flowerdew family's labor investments at Flowerdew
which would support such ambitious undertakings such as patronizing a fort?
Deetz (1993:47—-48) unfortunately grossly underestimates the extent of the
original investments at Flowerdew Plantation because key elements are not
published. He suggests a pre-massacre population of 25 to 35 that
approximately doubled after the massacre. Yet according to the Census of
1619-20, under George Yeardley, Flowerdew Hundred had a population of 77
people (66 men, 5 women, and 4 children) or 56 more than Martins Hundred
and three times his Smith's Hundred investment (Ferrar Manuscripts,
Colonial Williamsburg Foundation Archives). So, if this population doubled,
you would get 154 people. Since the 1619-20 Census has no entry for

Weyanoke, it is assumed that about 20 of the total of 77 were at Weyanoke




































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































