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Additional Data for 41HRS5, Harris Co., Texas

Leland W. Patterson

Introduction

The first detailed archeological investigation for the inland subregion of Southeast Texas was
done by Wheat (1953), when several prehistoric sites were excavated on the west side of Houston
in Harris County, Texas. One of the excavated sites (Doering, 41HR5) has a very long occupation
sequence, with artifact types typical of other sites in this general area that have long occupa-
tion sequences, such as 41HR315 (Patterson 1980a), 41HR206 (Patterson 1980b), and 41HR182
(Patterson 1985, 1990a). This paper gives a reinterpretation of site 41HR5, based on the current
understanding of projectile point and ceramic sequences for inland Southeast Texas. Additional
data from a surface collection at this site are also presented.

Aten (1983:10) dismissed Wheat’s (1953) work as not contributing much to the establishment
of a chronological sequence for Southeast Texas. Comments by Aten, however, were made mainly
in the context of the coastal margin subregion of Southeast Texas. The chronology of sites on the
coastal margin is generally limited to after 1500 B.C., when sea level stabilized, while the inland
subregion has many sites with occupation sequences starting at 9000-8000 B.C. Also, inland sites
have different patterns of artifact types than coastal margin sites, even for the same time periods
(Patterson 1983).

Site 41HR5 has an occupation sequence from the Late Paleo-Indian period (8000-5000 B.C.)
through the Late Prehistoric period (A.D. 600-1500). All intermediate time periods are represented.
There are also indications that the Early Paleo-Indian period may be represented here. Even though
much more is now known about the archeology of inland Southeast Texas (Patterson 1995), data
from site 41HRS5 still remain important. Interpretations by Wheat (1953) can be further refined
to show that this site fits well into current interpretations of the archeology of inland Southeast
Texas.

Projectile point chronologies

A complete classification scheme for Texas projectile point types was not available at the time
of Wheat’s (1953) work. Therefore, Wheat used many provisional projectile point type categories.
Wheat did illustrate and describe each projectile point type, however. It is now possible to fit
data from site 41HR5 into the current classification system for Texas projectile point types {Suhm
and Jelks 1962; Turner and Hester 1993), and the current chronological interpretation of projectile
point types in Southeast Texas (Patterson 1991a,b).

Establishment of a projectile point sequence for 41HRS is complicated by some obvious strati-
graphic mixing. This may be a situation similar to that at site 41HR315 (Patterson 1980a), where
stratigraphic mixing occurred on the sloping area of the site, but not on the level area. Mixing
by bioturbation is also possible. There are two indications of stratigraphic mixing at 41HR5. One
indication is that some projectile point specimens do not fit the chronological classifications of vari-
ous stratigraphic intervals that can be made with current information. The other indication is that
a few potsherds occur at every excavation level below 60 cm (Wheat 1953: Table 1), in normally
preceramic context. Even with some stratigraphic mixing, it is still possible to assign each excava-
tion level to a specific time period, because the majority of projectile point specimens do fit into
the expected chronological sequence. It should be noted that some projectile point specimens that
appear to be too late in the stratigraphic sequence may be curated items found by later Indians.



The distribution of projectile points at 41HR5 by type and excavation level is shown in Tables 1
and 2. These tables compare Wheat’s classification of projectile point types with current typological
designations. A time period is assigned to each excavation depth interval. In this present interpre-
tation, all excavation levels below 60 cm are considered to be preceramic, as discussed further in the
section on ceramics. Excavation levels of 0-30 cm are considered to be Late Prehistoric (A.D. 600-
1500), and excavation levels of 30-60 cm are considered to be Farly Ceramic (A.D. 100-600). The
Late Prehistoric period at 41HRS has concurrent use of dart points and standardized bifacial arrow
point types, as is common for the inland subregion of Southeast Texas (Aten 1983:306; Patterson
1980a). Three Perdiz arrow points at excavation levels below 30 cm are probably displaced. The
Early Ceramic period is characterized by dart points and ceramics, but no bifacial arrow points.

Several dart point types occur in both the Early Ceramic and Late Archaic (1500 B.C.-A.D.
100) periods in Southeast Texas {Patterson 1990b). At site 41HRS5, these types include Gary, Kent,
Ellis, and Palmillas. Two Ensor points in Late Prehistoric strata may have been displaced from
Early Ceramic levels. Gary and Kent points were used from the Middle Archaic (3000-1500 B.C.)
through the Late Prehistoric periods, and cannot be used as precise time markers. Pedernales
points were used in both the Middle and Late Archaic periods in Southeast Texas. There are two
Pedernales points at 41HR5, one of which appears to be displaced to the Early Ceramic level.

Projectile points from the Middle Archaic (3000-1500 B.C.) at 41HR5 include Williams, Ped-
ernales, Bulverde, and some of the Wells/Carrollton mix (Wheat type 12). Wells and Carrollton
points are also found in the Early Archaic period (5000-3000 B.C.) at sites in Southeast Texas,
including this site. In this region, Early Stemmed points occur in both the Early Archaic and Late
Paleo-Indian (8000-5000 B.C.) periods.

As shown in Table 2, there is dual classification of some point types above and below the
boundary of the Middle and Early Archaic periods. This was done because Wheat may have
combined some early and later point types in his classifications. For example, Early Stemmed
and Early Notched point types had not been established at the time of Wheat’s work. At least
some Early Stemmed point specimens may have been placed in the Gary-Kent category. Even
without the reinterpretation of point types made here, the long occupation sequence of site 41HRS
is apparent, with Late Prehistoric arrow points at the highest excavation levels, and Scottsbluff
and Clovis points near the bottom, indicating the Paleo-Indian period. The Scottsbluff point type
is from the Late Paleo-Indian period {8000-5000 B.C.), and the Clovis point type is from the Early
Paleo-Indian period (10000-8000 B.C.).

Ceramics

Wheat (1953) classified all pottery from 41HR5 as Goose Creck Plain or Goose Creek Incised,
based on the sandy paste. However, Wheat (1953:184) describes some Goose Creek Plain specimens
as having large amounts of coarse sand. This may indicate the presence of some O’Neal Plain,
variety Conway pottery, which Aten (1983:238) places in the Early Ceramic period in the Galveston
Bay area. Based on the block excavation (stratitest) at 41HRS5, I have placed the start of the Early
Ceramic period at this site above 60 cm, rather than Wheat’s (1953: Figure 23) placement of the
start of the Early Ceramic period above the 75 cm excavation level.

Bifacial knives

Wheat’s (1953) classification of various bifacial specimens as knives appears to be a mixture
of knives, dart point preforms, and large dart points. Bifacial knives are not common at sites in
Southeast Texas, but do tend to be slightly more common in the Late Prehistoric; this may indicate



the increased presence of bison. Wheat’s (1953: Plate 40) bifacial knife type 1d appears to be dart
points reworked for use either as knives or scrapers.

Additional data

After Wheat’s work at 41HRS in the early 1950s, the remaining portion of the site was severely
disturbed by many years of pothunting. A number of years ago, it was possible to make a surface
collection of artifacts from pothunters’ backdirt. Data from surface collections can be used to
supplement data from excavations at a site, such as was done at Location A of site 41WHI19
(Patterson et al. 1987). The surface collection from 41HR5 is useful for providing additional details
on lithic and ceramic technologies.

Additional projectile points

There are 2 Kent points, 1 Gary point, and 1 Gary preform in the surface collection (Figure 1).
One of the Kent points has a tip impact fracture. This is no surprise, because dart points of the
Gary-Kent series are the most common point types from excavations at 41HR5. Six unifacial arrow
points were also found (Figure 1). Unifacial arrow points start much earlier than bifacial arrow
points in Southeast Texas, such as at site 41HR315 (Patterson 1980). One unifacial arrow point
(Figure 1G) has impact damage on the tip. Five unclassified dart point fragments and one preform
fragment were also found.

Additional ceramics

The surface collection from 41HR5 contains 92 Goose Creek Plain and 2 Goose Creek Incised
sherds. One incised sherd has a single incised line, and the other has two parallel lines. The
presence of O’Neal Plain, variety Conway pottery at this site is confirmed by 10 surface collection
sherds of this type, which is characterized by coarse sand temper. One Goose Creek Plain sherd
has a drilled lace hole.

Fired clayballs

The surface collection has 31 fired clayballs with diameters of 15-45 mm, and 8 rounded caliche
pieces with diameters of 25-50 mm. These items were probably used for cooking, as has been
concluded for some other sites of inland Southeast Texas (Patterson 1989). This type of artifact is
suitable as a heating element in earth ovens to retain heat (Hudgins 1993).

Unifacial stone tools

Formal types of unifacial tools in the surface collection include 10 gravers, 7 perforators, 2 scrap-
ers, 3 notched tools, and 5 denticulates. Some unifacial tool specimens are shown in Figures 1 and
2. In addition, the surface collection contains 33 utilized flakes with cutting and for scraping edge
wear. In Southeast Texas, utilized flakes are generally more common than formal unifacial tool
types. Flakes used as expedient tools were often casually selected from bifacial thinning debitage.
Unifacial tool types listed in the original site report (Wheat 1953: Table 6) include scrapers, gravers,
and perforators (some of which are bifacial).



Prismatic blade industry

There was an industry for the manufacture of small prismatic blades at 41HRS5, similar to that
at several other sites in this general area. Prismatic blades at this site were not detected by Wheat
because it was not customary to analyze lithic flake collections at the time that work was done. The
surface collection contains 84 small prismatic blades, with a range of widths of 7-16 mm, as shown
in Table 3. The distribution of blade widths at site 41HRS5 is similar to blade width distributions
at other sites in this area, such as 41HR315 (Patterson 1980a), 41HR206 (Patterson 1980b), and
41HR182 (Patterson 1985). Typical small prismatic blades from the surface collection are shown
in Figure 2. Prismatic blades are 4.9% of the total flake collection. Some blades have some retouch
and edge wear patterns from use for graving (1), cutting and scraping (1), cutting (2), scraping
(2), and perforating (1). One blade has been retouched as a denticulate. One blade has distal end
impact damage that may represent use as an arrow point. Excavations at site 41HR315 (Patterson
1980a) show that small prismatic blades start about the later part of the Middle Archaic period in
Southeast Texas (roughly at 2000 B.C.), and continue through the Late Prehistoric period.

One polyhedral blade core (Figure 2I) and 23 blade core trim flakes (Figure 2G,H) were found.
Blade core trim flakes may represent the conversion of blade cores to flake cores to make further
use of the lithic raw material.

General lithics

At the time that the original report on 41HR5 was done (Wheat 1953), it was not customary
to study lithic flakes and cores, which indicate lithic manufacturing activities at a site. Aside from
prismatic blades, there are 1619 chert flakes in the surface collection. Flake size distribution is shown
in Table 4 and Figure 3. Bifacial reduction of flake blanks tends to give a straight line for flake
size distribution, when data are plotted with a logarithmic scale for percent of flakes and a linear
scale for flake size (Patterson 1990c). The flake size distribution for 41HR5 is roughly linear except
for the 35-40 mm square flake size range. This probably indicates that much bifacial reduction
of flake blanks was being done to make dart points, but that small non-linear irregularities in the
curve shape result from less frequent use of other types of lithic reduction, such as the production
of flakes from small miscellaneous cores made from small chert cobbles. Ten miscellaneous cores
with diameters of 30 to 70 mm were found during surface collecting at this site.

Other items in the surface collection that indicate lithic manufacturing activities include 5
limestone hammerstones with diameters of 50 to 75 mm, 6 quartzite hammerstones with diameters
of 30 to 50 mm, 7 quartzite hammerstone fragments, 21 thick chert pieces, and 1 thick piece of
petrified wood. Eighteen small chert cobbles with diameters of 30 to 50 mm were probably brought
to the site from a local (25 miles) Brazos River source, because this is typical of chert cobble
sizes from this location. The large sizes (over 60 mm lengths) of many lithic artifacts in Wheat’s
(1953) report for 41HRS indicate that chert was also being obtained from a more distant (50 miles)
Colorado River source, where chert cobbles well over 100 mm in length can be found.

Many chert flakes from 41HR5 show evidence of heat treatment in the form of waxy luster,
potlid surface fractures, and reddish coloration. Heat treatment of chert was done to improve
knapping properties; in particular, it decreased the tensile strength of the material. Twenty-nine
pieces of burnt rock (chert) found here may indicate that heat treatment of chert was being done

at this site.



Other artifacts

Six sandstone abraders with very worn surfaces were found, having diameters of 20-45 mm.
Wheat (1953:227) recovered some sandstone abraders in the excavations at this site. Wheat
(1953:228) recovered several pieces of red ochre, and the surface collection has one piece. Red
ochre may have been used in powdered form for body ornamentation. A filat piece of hematite
(Figure 2) with incised lines on one side was found during surface collecting; it is similar to a
specimen from the excavations (Wheat 1953: Plate 46a). The surface collection has one small shell
bead (Figure 2N).

Conclusions

A reexamination of projectile points from excavations at 41HRS5, using current typologies, shows
that this site has projectile point types typical of other sites in this area that have long occupation
sequences, such as 41HR182 (Patterson 1985,1990a), 41HR315 (Patterson 1980a), and 41HR206
(Patterson 1980b). It was not possible for Wheat to establish a complete chronology for site 41HR5
because radiocarbon dating and projectile point typologies and chronologies were not available
when this pioneering research was done. Also, it was not possible for Wheat to realize that some
stratigraphic mixing had occurred because of a lack of a complete projectile point classification
system. In any event, 41HR5 does represent another site in Southeast Texas with a long occupation
sequence, from Paleo-Indian through Late Prehistoric time periods, with significant data on various
artifact types.

The surface collection from 41HRS shows details of lithic manufacturing activities that were
not noted in earlier excavation work. It appears that most of the stone tools and projectile points
found at this site were manufactured at this location. An industry for manufacturing small prismatic
blades is also now apparent here. The presence of fired clayballs is another feature of 41HRS5 not
found in the original excavations.

As Aten (1983:10) has noted, Wheat's (1953) work in Harris County provided the first clear
indication of the time depth of the archeological record in Southeast Texas. Later data from other
sites show that site 41HR5 and other sites in Wheat’s report are typical for the archeology of inland
Southeast Texas. Data from the surface collection at 41HRS5 illustrate how data from a surface
collection can sometimes be used to obtain details of an archeological site that were not found in
data from excavations. Additional details on the archeology of site 41HR5 can now be determined,
especially because projectile point typologies and lithic analysis methods have been refined since
the time of excavations at this site over 40 years ago.
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Table 1. 41HR5 Later Projectile Points

period and excav. depth, cm

current Wheat Late Prehist. Early Ceramic
typology typology 0-15 15-30  30-45  45-60
Perdiz Perdiz 8 5 1 1
Secallorn Scallorn 2
Catahoula Alba Barbed 2
Scallorn Eddy Stemmed 1
Fresno? Kobs Triangular
Ensor Type 1 1A 1A
Gary-Kent Gary 6 25 32 48
mixed types Type 6 2 2 2
Ellis Type 7 1
Bulverde Type 8 1A
Ellis Type 9 1A
Palmillas Type 10 1
Williams Type 11 1A
Wells/Carrollton ~ Type 12 1A
Pedernales Type 13 1A
Bulverde Type 18 1A
Farly Stemmed Type 21 1A
unclassified Type 22 1
San Patrice Type 24 1A
potsherds (C) 7 15 20 12

A — displaced
C - block excavation only

Table 3. Prismatic Blade Widths

width, mm no. %

T 3 3.6
8 7 8.3
9 9 10.7
10 14 16.7
11 17 20.2
12 11 13.1
13 12 14.3
14 4 4.8
15 6 7.1
16 1 1.2
84  100.0



Table 2. 41HR5 Early Projectile Points

period and excav. depth, cm

current Wheat Late/Mid. Arch.  Early Arch./Paleo
typology typology  60-75 7590  90-105  105-120

Perdiz Perdiz 1

Gary-Kent Gary 52 30

Early Stemmed Gary 11B 1B

Mixed Type 6 2 5

Ellis Type 7 1 3

Early Notched Type 7 2B 2B

Bulverde Type 8 3 2 2A

Ellis Type 9 2 2

Palmillas Type 10 1

Williams Type 11 1 4 2A

Wells/Carrollton ~ Type 12 1A 3 1 1

Early Notched Type 14 1

Scottsbluff Type 15 1

Bulverde Type 17 1

Bulverde Type 18 1 2 3A

Early Stemmed Type 19 |

Early Notched Type 20 1A 2

Pedernales Pedernales 1

Early Stemmed Type 21 1

unclassified Type 22 1

preform Type 23 2

San Patrice Type 24 1A

Clovis Clovis 1A
potsherds(C) | 1 3 1

A — displaced

B - reclassified in lower levels
C — block excavation only

Table 4. Flake Size Distribution

flake size,

mm square no. %
under 15 874  54.0
15-20 407  25.1
20-25 236 14.6
25-30 67 4.1
30-35 32 2.0
35-40 3 0.2

1619 100.0



608 &

A — Gary point preform; B ~ Kent point; C - Gary point; D - Kent point;
E to J — unifacial arrow points; K,L — perforators; M — graver

Figure 1. Lithic Artifacts
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A to F - prismatic blades; G,H - blade core trim flakes;

I — blade core;

J - notched tool; K - denticulate; L,M - scraper edge wear;

N - shell bead; O - incised iron concretion

Figure 2. Lithic and Shell Artifacts
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Classification of Grog-Tempered Pottery in Southeast Texas

Leland W. Patterson

Introduction

Grog-tempered pottery occurs in Southeast Texas during the Late Prehistoric (A.D. 600-1500)
and Protohistoric {A.D. 1500-1700) periods, with higher amounts of this pottery type found in the
coastal margin subregion than in the inland subregion (Patterson 1990:14). Aten (1983:Figures
14.1,14.2) places grog-tempered pottery in the Galveston Bay area between A.D. 959 and A.D.
1800, which includes the portion of the Historic Indian period between A.D. 1700 and A.D. 1800.
Aten (1983) has named two types of grog-tempered pottery without incised patterns: Baytown
Plain, variety Phoenix Lake, characterized by large amounts of grog temper, and Baytown Plain,
variety San Jacinto, characterized by small amounts of grog temper. Aten (1983) has also named
two types of incised grog-tempered pottery: San Jacinto Incised, variety Jamison and San Jacinto
Incised, variety Spindletop.

There are two problems with Aten’s (1983) classification of grog-tempered pottery. One problem
is that classification nomenclature is not consistent. The other problem is that classification criteria
have not been developed to differentiate between Baytown Plain, variety Phoenix Lake and Baytown
Plain, variety San Jacinto (Aten 1983:241). Both of these problems are addressed in this paper.

It is important to distinguish between the two types of grog-tempered pottery because of dif-
ferences in geographic distributions and time periods of use. Baytown Plain, variety Phoenix Lake
is found only on the coastal margin of Southeast Texas, while Baytown Plain, variety San Jacinto
occurs in both inland and coastal margin subregions. The small amounts of grog-tempered pottery
found at sites of the inland subregion, compared to larger amounts of grog-tempered pottery at
coastal margin sites, might be related to the acquisition of women from the coastal margin by in-
land bands, rather than settlement incursions into the inland subregion by Indians from the coastal
margin (Patterson 1993:16). Baytown Plain, variety Phoenix Lake seems to have been made for a
shorter time period than Baytown Plain, variety San Jacinto {Aten 1983:241).

Classification nomenclature

Aten’s nomenclature for grog-tempered pottery is not consistent, and is difficult to remember.
Baytown Plain, variety Phoenix Lake is defined as having large amounts of grog temper. If this
same pottery type is incised, it is called San Jacinto Incised, variety Spindletop. Baytown Plair,
variety San Jacinto is defined as having small amounts of grog temper. If this same type is incised,
it is called San Jacinto Incised, variety Jamison. Thus, San Jacinto is a subtype name if plain, and
a type name if incised, which is not consistent. Also, the name Baytown Plain, variety Phoenix
Lake has no relationship to the same pottery type when incised, which becomes San Jacinto Incised,
variety Spindletop.

The nomenclature for grog-tempered pottery should be simplified and made more consistent.
There is no real need for subtypes in Southeast Texas. I propose that pottery with large amounts
of grog temper be called Baytown Plain (with no subtype name), or if incised it can be called
Baytown Incised (with no subtype name). Also, I propose that pottery with small amounts of grog
temper be called San Jacinto Plain, or San Jacinto Incised, which were the original names for these
pottery types anyway (Aten 1983:239,242).

The nomenclature for grog-tempered pottery used by Aten {1983) is an attempt to relate pottery
types of Southeast Texas with pottery types of the Lower Mississippi Valley. O’Brien (1995:28) has
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warned, however, in regard to pottery types of the Mississippi Valley, that a pottery type should not
be used too far away (in time and/or space) from the “center” that produced the modal specimens
used by archeologists to construct the type. In any event, my criticism of Aten’s nomenclature is
based simply on inconsistency of nomenclature.

Analytical criteria

Although Aten named two types of grog-tempered pottery, he did not distinguish between
the two types in statistics given for the coastal margin of Southeast Texas, because of lack of
sorting criteria (Aten 1983:241). Pottery from shell midden site 41CH290 (Patterson and Ebersole
1992) in Chambers County has been used to study sorting criteria for Baytown and San Jacinto
types of grog-tempered pottery. A tabulation of the pottery from this site is shown in Table 1.
Sixty specimens previously classified by Patterson as Baytown Plain and 60 specimens previously
classified as San Jacinto Plain were selected, to give a total study sample of 120 sherd specimens.
In the initial classification of this pottery sample, fresh breaks on sherd edges were examined as
well as grog pieces visible on sherd surfaces. Examination of fresh breaks on sherd edges is not
sufficient to distinguish between the two types of grog-tempered pottery discussed here, because
it is difficult to judge relative quantities of grog temper only from observations of fresh breaks or
sherd edges.

Because some sherds classified as Baytown Plain appeared to have large pieces of grog temper,
the size of grog pieces was examined as a possible analytical criterion. Grog sizes were measured
as maximum dimensions of grog pieces visible on sherd surfaces. A summary of data is shown in
Table 2. There is a tendency for Baytown Plain pottery to have somewhat larger grog pieces than
San Jacinto Plain, but sizes of grog pieces were not consistent for individual sherd specimens. It is
concluded that size of grog pieces is not useful as a sorting criterion for the two pottery types.

The density of grog pieces on the sherd surface was measured for each of 120 specimens. Only
one side of each sherd specimen was used. Density of grog pieces is expressed as number of grog
pieces per cm? of sherd surface. The number of grog pieces visible on a sherd surface is only
meaningful if related to surface area. Data for grog density distribution are summarized in Table 3
and Figure 1. It may be seen in Figure 1 that there is a bimodal distribution for the density of
grog pieces on the surfaces of sherds, with a breakpoint at 1.5 grog pieces per cm?. This fits well
with my previous, more subjective classification of San Jacinto Plain and Baytown Plain types. Of
the 60 specimens classified as San Jacinto Plain and the 60 specimens classified as Baytown Plain,
only 4 specimens were classified differently when a breakpoint of 1.5 grog pieces per cm? was used.
Two specimens previously classified as Baytown Plain and two previously classified as San Jacinto
Plain would now be given opposite classification using surface density of grog pieces.

As a'practical matter for sorting large collections of sherds, it appears that subjective observa-
tion of “many” versus “few” grog pieces visible on a sherd surface can be a fairly good analytical
criterion without precise measurement of the density of grog pieces on sherd surfaces. This is true,
however, only if the analyst has experience in handling both Baytown and San Jacinto pottery
types.

Measurement of the density of grog pieces on the surface of a sherd is not difficult. A count of
grog pieces on the surface of a sherd is done with a 10-power magnifier, to assure that grog pieces
are counted without including other surface irregularities. The area of a sherd can be approximated
fairly accurately by length and width measurements with a metric ruler, because most sherds are
somewhat square or rectangular. Density of grog pieces is then calculated by dividing the number
of grog pieces by the sherd surface area.

Aten (1983:239,241) has stated that San Jacinto pottery has a sandy or silty paste (identical to
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Goose Creek) plus grog temper, and that Baytown Plain, variety Phoenix Lake has a non-sandy
paste with abundant grog temper. Aten (personal communication 1995) has informed me that
non-sandy paste (Baytown) versus sandy paste (San Jacinto) plus any amount of grogs are the
principal criteria that he is now using to sort grog-tempered pottery. Aten states that “as the sand
content is increased, the functional need for grogs decreases; sand is really the independent and
causal variable with respect to grog abundance.” [ have examined the sherds from site 41CH290
used for this paper in regard to sand content and resulting degree of fineness of paste. Aten’s
observation on degree of sand content for the two types of grog-tempered pottery is generally true
for sherds from site 41CH290, although there are some exceptions where there are abundant grog
pieces in a relatively sandy paste.

Identification of San Jacinto pottery

Aten has noted problems in the identification of San Jacinto grog-tempered pottery versus
pottery that does not contain grog temper. He states:

Identification of grog-tempering in this variety requires considerable familiarity with the variation
of its forms in the study area. This variation has misled many analysts into identifying all sorts
of natural inclusions (e.g., concretions, clay “galls,” organic material, color “ghosts”) as grog,
and simultaneously to overlook many of the actual instances of its occurrence. (Aten 1983:239)

The amounts of San Jacinto pottery are probably overstated for sites in Southeast Texas, especially
for the inland subregion, where analysts generally do not have much experience with grog-tempered
pottery. This is an important point in the study of settlement patterns for Indians of the inland
and coastal margin subregions of Southeast Texas (Patterson 1993).

Summary

A study has been made to find possible criteria for distinguishing between Baytown and San
Jacinto types of grog-tempered pottery. The density of grog pieces onr sherd surfaces is the main
parameter that has been found to be useful as a sorting criterion for these two grog-tempered
pottery types. As noted above, the sand content of paste also appears to be a useful sorting
criterion for grog-tempered pottery. These two sorting criteria are probably most useful when used
together. It is important to distinguish between San Jacinto and Baytown pottery types because
of differences in geographic distributions and time periods of use.

The bimodal distribution shown in Figure 1 for the density of grog pieces on the surfaces of
sherds is for data from a single coastal margin site. This grog density distribution needs to be
checked for other sites. Surface conditions of sherds might also warrant further study in relation
to grog density measurement, because different amounts of grog could be exposed on surfaces that,
for example, were well smoothed before firing or have undergone ercsion. My observation, however,
is that it is not difficult to determine if a sherd has abundant grog temper or only a small amount
of grog temper, regardless of surface condition.

It has been proposed here that Aten’s (1983) nomenclature for grog-tempered pottery types
be modified for simplification and to obtain consistency in type names. The names proposed are
San Jacinto Plain, San Jacinto Incised, Baytown Plain, and Baytown Incised, without use of any
variety names. San Jacinto Plain and San Jacinto Incised are names currently used anyway by
many archeologists in Southeast Texas.
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Table 1. Sherds from 41CH290

1992 1995 total sample
pottery type sample sample no. %

Goose Creek Incised 9 10 19 2.3
Goose Creek Plain 277 327 604 72.2
San Jacinto Incised 2 0 2 0.2
San Jacinto Plain 42 33 7H 8.9
Baytown Incised 1 1 2 0.2
Baytown Plain 39 51 90 10.7
bone-tempered incised 1 0 1 0.1
bone-tempered plain 8 7 15 1.8
Tchefuncte Plain 6 10 16 1.9
O’Neal Plain, Conway 6 8 14 1.7

391 447 838 100.0

Table 2. Sizes of Grog Temper Pieces

San Jacinto Baytown
grog piece Plain Plain
size, mm no. % no. %
2 or less 185 91.1 952 82.8
3 17 84 168 14.6
4 1 0.5 16 1.4
5 13 1.1
6 1 0.1
203 100.0 1150 100.0

grog size is maximum dimension of each piece
60 sherds of each pottery type
measurements made on one surface per sherd
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Figure 1 Grog Density Distribution on Sherd Surfaces

Table 3. Grog Density Distribution

grog pieces

per cm? of
surface no. %
0.0-0.5 31 25.8
0.6-1.0 23 19.2
1.1-1.5 6 5.0
1.6-2.0 11 9.2
2.1-2.5 14 11.7
2.6-3.0 8 6.7
3.1-3.5 8 6.7
3.6-4.0 6 5.0
4,1-4.5 2 1.7
4.6-5.0 5 4.2
5.1-5.5 0 0.0
5.6-6.0 1 0.8
6.1-6.5 1 0.8
6.6-7.0 1 0.8
7.1-7.5 2 1.6
9.4 1 0.8
120 100.0

15



Trinidad de Salcedo: A Lost Texas Town

Jean L. Epperson
(Concluded; continued from 107:23)

Little or nothing was recorded concerning Trinidad from the time it was evacuated by the
Spanish troops in August 1812 until it was reoccupied in August 1813 by Lieutenant Colonel
Ignacio Elizondo of the Royalist Army.” The Royalists were very busy battling the Republican
Army of the North and their Indian and Mexican allies. The reports which were written may have
been destroyed when Bexar {San Antoino) was taken by the filibusterers. Trinidad was not deserted
during this time since a part of the civilian population remained. Those who stayed were probably
sympathetic to the Republicans or had no means to move their families elsewhere.”

One participant of the filibustering expedition, Colonel Warren D. C. Hall, recalled leaving
Nacogdoches with the so-called Army of the North. Hall said they took the road to the La Bahia
crossing of the Trinity below Robbins’ Ferry. Here Lieutenant Augustus Magee remained, endeav-
oring to obtain reinforcements, until sometime in October when he took up his line of march for
La Bahia.”™ The only place below Robbins’ Ferry that could have afforded Magee food and shelter
was Trinidad de Salcedo, which his advanced troops had already occupied.

After the Battle of Medina, Elizondo was ordered by Brigadier General Joaquin de Arrendondo
to pursue the fugitives and put every man he caught to death. Elizondo replied that he would
follow the order if the Americans were allowed to proceed home, the Mexican citizens pardoned,
and all those who had ever been in the King’s service put to death. Arrendondo finally agreed.”

John Sibley, writing on October 3, 1813, from Natchitoches to General John Armstrong, the
United States Secretary of War, said, “Col. Elizondo took 50 Americans who were retreating from
St. Antonio after the defeat of Toledo, he treated them well gave them passports and provisions to
come home.” "¢

Elizondo was usually depicted as a butcherer.”” His personal reports to his superiors show a
military man who abhorred traitors and who did not hesitate to put to death his own countrymen
if he considered them traitorous. His campaign was so vigorous and bloody that East Texas was
said to be a “howling wilderness” when he retired from the field.™

Elizondo set out from San Antonio with 500 soldiers and 100 head of cattle. Arriving on the
Colorado River in three days, he left 250 men and eighty exhausted horses to follow slowly. Within
about six miles of Trinidad, at the junction of the San Antonio and La Bahia Roads, Elizondo made
camp and sent a detail to reconnoiter Trinidad. After being repulsed by a picket of sharpshooting
Indians and overcoming a swollen river on cowhide floats, Elizondo took Trinidad. He left thirty-five
soldiers to occupy the town and returned to his camp on the west side of the river.

Elizondo started for Nacogdoches on the fifth of September and received news that the enemy
had deserted the town and were retreating. Withdrawing to Trinidad he decided to return to Bexar
with the prisoners, captured animals, and baggage. He then destroyed Trinidad, probably with fire,
although the reports do not specify the method. He lists 71 insurgents executed and 150 head of
cattle, 200 horses and mules, 100 muskets and pistols, and 500 pesos in money taken.™

Several accounts of eyewitnesses say that, leaving Trinidad, Elizondo crossed the Trinity, and a
few hundred yards west of the river bank on a hill called Loma del Toro he had alarge pit dug. Logs
were placed across the pit and the prisoners lined up on the logs and shot, falling into a common
grave.50

On the banks of the Brazos River the returning army pitched camp. The campaign had been
hot and tension laden. A captain from Spain went berserk under the stress and killed the cousin
of Elizondo and fatally wounded Elizondo while he rested in his tent. The march was resumed by
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his orders although he suffered grievously. Never reaching Bexar to receive his commendations,
Elizondo died and was buried on the banks of the San Marcos River.?!

Trinidad de Salcedo was never again inhabited and the site of the settlement was eventually
lost from memory.

Notes, continued
72. Joaquin de Arrendondo to Felix Maria Calleja, September 2, 1813. Arrendondo’s packet contained
the reports of Ignacio Elizondo, September 2 and September 12, 1813, B.A.
73. Vincente Micheli to Joaquin de Arrendondo, Septernber 12, 1814, B.A.
74. D. C. Baker, A Tezas Scrap Book (Austin: The Steck Company, 1935), 224.

75. William McLane, “McLane’s Narrative of the Magee-Gutierrez Expedition,” Southwestern Hislorical
Quarterly (Jan. 1963): 478.

76. John Sibley, “Notes and Documents,” Southweslern Historical Quarterly (April 1946): 601.
77. John Henry Brown, History of Teras (Saint Louis: L. E. Daniell, 1892), I, 62.
78. Julia Kathryn Garrett, Green Flag Over Tezas (Austin: Jenkins Publishing Co., 1939), 233.

79. Ignacio Elizondo to the Viceroy Don Felix Maria Calleja, September 2, 1813, Post of Trinidad and
September 12, 1813, on the Brazos. B.A..

80. Robert Bruce Blake, “Villa de la Santissima Trinidad de Salcedo,” R. B. Blake Collection, XLVI, 312;
Brown, 62.

81. Garrett, 227.
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Site 41HR4, Harris Co., Texas
Leland W. Patterson

[t is important to publish all archeological sites where diagnostic artifacts have been found, so
that data are available in the public domain for easy access, as well as in state records at the Texas
Archeological Research Laboratory. This article gives details on a small surface collection from
prehistoric site 41HR4 in Harris County, Texas.

Site 41HR4 was originally recorded and published by Wheat (1953:167) with a site designation
of 42/66A6-8. Wheat described the site: “Scant camp debris is eroding from grass-root level over
an area of about 5 m. Further testing was not undertaken because of the superficial nature of the
deposit.”

Several years ago, I did surface collecting at the location of site 41HR4. A Gary dart point
made of chert was found (Figure 1), with a length of 44.9 mm, a width of 23.3 mm, and a thickness
of 7.2 mm. The most likely lithic source for a specimen of this modest length is from the small-size
chert cobbles found in the Brazos River, at a distance of 25 miles (40 km) from site 41HR4. The
Gary point was used during several time periods in Southeast Texas (Patterson 1995:Table 3). The
specimen from 41HR4 is most likely to be from the Late Archaic period (1500 B.C.-A.D. 100)
because no pottery was found that might place it in later Early Ceramic or Late Prehistoric time
periods. While some Gary points also occur earlier in the Middle Archaic period (Hall 1981:269;
Patterson 1980), the frequency of occurrence of this point type is much higher in the Late Archaic
and later time periods. Also, Gary points tend to be fairly large in the Middle Archaic period,
compared to later time periods.

A - Gary point, B - blade core fragment
Figure 1. Lithic Artifacts

Other chert artifacts found at this site include a blade core fragment (Figure 1}, a miscellaneous
small core, and 19 flakes. Flake sizes include 5 under 15 mm square, 5 of 15-20 mm square, 6 of
20-25 mm square, 2 of 25-30 mm square, and 1 of 30-35 mm square. There is evidence of heat
treatment on some flakes in the form of small potlid surface fracture scars, reddish coloration, and
waxy luster. The dart point specimen also has a waxy luster that indicates heat treatment.

Non-lithic materials collected here include a bone fragment, and a mussel shell fragment.

It is concluded that site 41HR4 is a small site with short-time occupation, most likely used in
the Late Archaic period. Even though this is a small collection of artifacts, the data still represent
another contribution to the regional archeological data base.
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Prewitt’s Projectile Point Type Distributions,
As Seen From Southeast Texas

Leland W. Patterson

Introduction

Prewitt (1995) has made an admirable effort to summarize geographic distributions of many
projectile point types in Texas, and has produced some useful information. As seen from South-
east Texas, however, there are problems with the limited data used, and with certain typological
classifications. Limitations in the data used by Prewitt have resulted in some projectile point types
being completely overlooked for Southeast Texas, and significant concentrations of some point types
being missed for certain key counties. There are several problems with typological classification of
projectile points in this study, as discussed below.

Data limitations

Prewitt (1995) lists 63 references used for Southeast Texas in his study of the geographic
distributions of projectile point types in Texas. These references cover only a small fraction of
the 283 inland sites and 203 coastal margin sites published for Southeast Texas, as tabulated
by Patterson (1995: Table 1). Ironically, Prewitt could have had data on published projectile
point types for each of the 21 counties in Southeast Texas, by use of updated versions of the two
computerized data bases for the inland and coastal margin subregions (Patterson 1989a,b).

Some projectile point types that occur in Southeast Texas were completely missed by Prewitt’s
(1995) study, including Big Sandy, Clovis, Dalton, Edwards, Midland, and Scottsbluff. Prewitt’s
study also missed the occurrences of many projectile point types in some counties of Southeast
Texas. The point types overlooked for some counties include Alba, Angostura, Bulverde, Carrollton,
Catahoula, Darl, Ellis, Ensor, Folsom, Gary, Guerrero, Kent, Marcos, Midland, Morhiss, Palmillas,
Pedernales, Plainview, San Patrice, Scallorn, Wells, Williams, and Yarbrough. Pedernales is a good
example, where large numbers of this point type were missed for the western counties of Southeast
Texas.

Prewitt’s (1995) geographic distributions of projectile point types are not detailed enough to
show the east-west gradations in frequencies of projectile point types that demonstrate that South-
east Texas is an interface between technological traditions of the Southern Plains (Central Texas)
and the greater Southeast Woodlands (Patterson 1993: Tables 4,5).

Typological problems

There are several problems with the projectile point typologies used by Prewitt (1995), as ap-
plied to Southeast Texas. Any previously reported Almagre points in Southeast Texas are probably
Gary preforms. There continues to be a question as to whether or not Bell and Andice are sep-
arate point types (Weber and Patterson 1985; Weber 1986). The Axteli points shown by Prewitt
(1995:90) for Harris County may be Trinity points (Patterson 1992). Booker, Orchard, Reed, and
Taylor points placed in Southeast Texas by Prewitt are not recognized types for this region. Refugio
and Lerma points shown by Prewitt for Southeast Texas may actually be preforms. The Dawson
and Woden point types classified by Prewitt (1995) generally fall under the Kent classification in
Southeast Texas.
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Prewitt {1995) has utilized the Cliffton point classification, but this point type is best regarded
as a Perdiz point variant (Turner and Hester 1993:208). It is doubtful that any Evans, Friley, or
Motley points have been found in Harris County as shown by Prewitt. Evans and Motley points
are found in Southeast Texas only near the Sabine River. Friley points are found in this region
only in the far northern counties. The Neches River point type, as illustrated by Turner and Hester
{1993:163), seems to be a miscellaneous collection of stemmed and notched point types. The Neches
River points shown by Prewitt (1995:122) for Southeast Texas could be classified as other types,
with most stemmed examples being classified as Kent.

The Wilson point type as used by Prewitt {1995:136} can be equated with the Early Side-
Notched point classification used in Southeast Texas (Patterson and Hudgins 1985; Patterson et
al. 1987). Prewitt’s study has missed significant occurrences of this point type in several counties
of Southeast Texas.

As a side comment, it is clear that I am a “lumper” and Prewitt is a “splitter” in terms of
projectile point typology.

Summary

Comments made here on Prewitt’s (1995) study of the geographic distributions of projectile
point types in Texas are not intended to be a severe criticism of his overall study. Rather, my
comments are made to point out the limitations of Prewitt’s study as applied to Southeast Texas.
Prewitt (1995:83) has characterized his study as extensive rather than comprehensive. For many
projectile point types, Prewitt’s study is not even extensive for Southeast Texas.

It is probably beyond the capability of a small group to do a very comprehensive study of
projectile point type distributions for all counties of Texas. My own effort (Patterson 1989a,b) to
tabulate all published projectile points for each county of Southeast Texas has taken several years,
and Southeast Texas has only a small part of the total land area of Texas. Prewitt’s (1995) study
provides useful information on the geographic distributions of projectile point types in Texas, as
long as the limitations of his study are considered. Unfortunately, some uncritical archeologists
may tend to use his study to define exact areas of geographic distributions of projectile point types.

The uniform classification of projectile point types by individual analysts is a continuing prob-
lem, especially with overlapping morphologies of some point types. The standardization of all
typologies of projectile points in Texas remains an illusive goal.
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