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North American archaeology auffered a major loss when Dr. Bert Salwen died
suddenly of a heart attack on December 25, 1988 at his home in NewYork City.

Dr. Salwen was instrumental in the formulation of an anthropological
archaeology for southern NewEngland and southern NewYork. He was a respected
teacher, writer, lecturer and field researcher in both prehistoric and historic
archaeology. His interest in the discipline began as a hobby when he helped his
son collect artifacts for a grammar school project on American Indians. As his
interest in archaeology grew, he gave up his successful career as a mechanical
engineer and construction contractor and entered the Department of Anthropology
at Columbia University where he received a Ph.D. in 1965.

Dr. Salwen's early research concerned American Indian prehistory. He was
the director of many important local archaeological excavations, most of whose
names are commonplace in the published literature -- Shantok Cove, Fastener,
Muskeeta Cove, Croton Point, Goodrich, Smoking Point, Fort Ninigret, Fort
Shantok, to name a few.

Later, he became a dominant force in the establishment of historical
archaeology and cultural resource management as independent subdisciplines of
archaeology. He received the Annual Conservation Award of the American Society
for Conservation Archaeology in 1982 - 1983and will be awarded posthumously the
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Harrington Distinguished Service Award by the Society of Historical Archaeology
at their 1990 meeting in January. A leader in the development of professional
ethics, he was one of the founders of the national Society of Professional
Archaeologists, as well as the regional New York Archaeological Association and
Professional Archaeologists of New York City.

I had known Bert for 20 years, first as a student and later as a colleague
and friend. He was a wonderful, warm and extremely dynamic personality. From
1966 until his death, he was professor of anthropology at NewYork University. A
devoted teacher, he always found time to help a student with his or her academic
and personal problems. Bert provided his students with a firm grasp of
anthropological theory and archaeological techniques. Above all, he was the
consummate field archaeologist, and he enjoyed every minute of it. For Bert,
each excavation was an adventure -- a place where new and exciting pieces to the
puzzle of northeastern archaeology might be found. Visitors to his sites could
usually find him in the midst of the work crew, gingerly removing a feature with
trowel (he hated brushes) and dental pick, or with a shovel moving more backdirt
than his students. His tutelage provided the archaeological community with a
long list of expert field technicians and theorists. Many of his graduate
students are university professors, museum curators, and directors of contract
agencies. Hopefully, they will carryon the traditions of quality teaching, high
excavation standards, professional ethics, and myriad archaeology projects with
which they have been entrusted.

In the Tribute to Bert Salwen presented by the New York University
Department of Anthropology on Feb. 17, 1989, Chairwoman Annette Weiner noted
that all beginnings have an end, and all ends are beginnings. Professor Salwen's
untimely death most certainly marks the end of an era in northeastern
archaeology. But it also signals a beginning in which his students, colleagues,
and friends might use the experiences and knowledge shared by Bert to continue
and expand his work in the prehistoric and historic archaeology of New York and
NewEngland.

Bert Salwen was a great scholar, teacher, and friend. His death leaves a
void in the lives of those he touched. Wewho knew Bert miss him very much.

In his honor, New York University has established the Bert Salwen
Fellowship in Archaeological Studies. Contributions to Bert's memory may be sent
to New York University, Department of Anthropology, Faculty of Arts and
Sciences, 25 Waverly Place, New York, NY, 10003.

Lucianne Lavin



EDITOR'S CORNER

A major theme of this issue of the Bulletin is burials.
Governor O'Neill has just signed into law Public Act No.
first antiquities legislation that deals extensively with
Usacred" sites.

The five articles by Cooke, Thompson, Ziac and Pfeiffer, Pfeiffer and
Stuckenrath, and Pfeiffer and Malcarne all deal with American Indian burial
sites in Connecticut. Because Pfeiffer and Malcarne discuss the ethical and
legal repercussions concerning documented Native American burial grounds in
light of the new antiquities law. Public Act 89-368 is published verbatim for
the convenience of Society members. Please read it carefully, as the new law
will have a great impact on all future archaeological investigations on state
lands -- including the shores of navigable waterways.

Most professional and amateur archaeologists will not willingly excavate a
known graveyard, but many burials turn up unexpectedly e.g., during
subsurface excavations for a house foundation or road construction, or within
the midst of a habitation site, areas where no documentary evidence of a
cemetery exists. These burials are very important to archaeology because they
provide a wealth of information about prehistoric and early historic societies
that cannot be recovered from other archaeological contexts.

Artifacts and features from habitation sites mainly provide data about the
economy and technology of extinct social groups. In contrast, burials give us a
chance to learn something about the social and ideological aspects of a culture,
and the nutrition and health of its populace. The size, shape, and contents of
graves often can tell us something about the social structure of the society to
which the corpses belonged. Was is egalitarian or stratified? If the society
were stratified, were statuses ascribed or achieved? For example, ornate burial
practices and grave goods for infant burials may indicate high status was an
inherited trait. Differential placement of artifact classes within the graves of
females and males (e.g., predominantly projectile points in male graves and awls
in female graves) suggests a sexual division of labor.

The way in which a body was interred can provide information on a group's
religious ideas and world view. Comparative analyses of similarities and
dissimilarities in burial procedures over time may contribute to our knowledge
of continuity and change in Connecticut cultures in general. Pathological
studies of skeletal material from burials can provide information about the
general health of the population in question. A number of diseases such as
arthritis, rickets, gum and other severe infections leave their mark on a
person's bones and teeth. Such anomalies can be easily identified by a
specialist. Some researchers have attempted to use the number of graves in a
particular cemetery to estimate the population size of the group or "tribe" at
that period in time. Analysis of the trace elements in skeletal material can
provide important information on the economy and diet of the corpse and his
social group. For example, analysis of the strontium content can help determine
what percentage of the group's diet was meat and what percentage was
plantstuffs. Study of the radioisotopes of carbon and nitrogen provides
information on how much of the vegetation consumed prior to death was the result
of farming (i.e., maize horticulture) and how much the result of wild plant
collection.

Without rigorous and careful analysis of graves and their skeletal material
all of this important information would be lost -- creating even larger gaps in
the emerging archaeological record for Connecticut and southern NewEngland. One

And aptly so, since
89-368, the state's
Indian graves and
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of the major goals in archaeology is to reconstruct the everyday lifeways of
prehistoric and early historic peoples. Without burials, important information
on nutrition and the less tangible socio-ideological aspects of their societal
life might be lost to use.



Letters to the Editor, Bulletin of the Archaeological Society of Connecticut

To the Editor:

Included in this volume is Public Act No. 89-368 which was passed by the
Connectict state legislature in October of 1989. As you will see, it regulates
all archaeological activity conducted on state lands, as well as the study of
Native American burials state-wide.

The archaeological communityas a whole has many well-founded concerns over
this legislation. Paramount is that so little input on the part of amateurs and
professionals around the state is reflected in this document.

It is important to realize that this legislation is incomplete. I refer to
sections 5b, 7a, Bb, lla and 13 which all state that specific policies,
regulations and/or procedures have yet to be established:

Section 5b requires that the Connecticut State Museumof Natural
History, the newly designated repository for archaeological materials
recovered on state-owned land, to establish a collections policy by July
1, 1990.

Section 7a requires the Connecticut Historical Commissionto adopt
regulations regarding the establishment and management of state
archaeological preserves.

Section 8b requires the Connecticut Historical Commissionto establish
procedures for the issuance of permits to conduct archaeological
investigations on state land.

Section 11 states that "the state archaeologist, in consultation with
the Connecticut Historical Commission,the Native American Heritage
Advisory Council...the commissioner of environmental protection and the
archaeological community shall adopt regulations ...establishing
procedures for the storage, analysis and reburial of human skeletal
remains discovered during an archaeological investigation. tf

Section 13 requires the Connecticut Historical Commissionin
consultation with the state archaeologist, Native American Heritage
Advisory Council and commissioner of environmental protection to adopt
inventory procedures for Native American burial sites and cemeteries.

It appears that the archaeological community has no voice concerning who
can work on state lands, what they can do while they're there and what happens
to the artifacts after they've been removed from the ground, but we can say
something about how Native American skeletal remains are treated after they've
been excavated. I urge you not to take this opportunity to speak your mind
lightly! Unfortunately, it seems this is the only opportunity to do so.

Each member of Connecticut's archaeological community has the right and the
responsibility to express their opinions regarding the curation of skeletal
materials. After all, these proposed policies will affect our future
investigations in countless ways. Please share your ideas, comments, concerns,
etc. with either myself; Lucianne Lavin, the editor this bulletin; or better

5



6 CONNECTICUT ARCHAEOLOGY BIlI,LETIN, Volume52, 1989

yet, with Nick Bellantoni, the state archaeologist. Public Act No. 89-368 was
the creation of a minority of individuals, I hope the establishment of the
policies it enforces will be a more cooperative and less patronizing effort.

MarinaE.Mozzi
Archaeological Research Specialists
P.O.Box612
OxfordCT 06483

To the Editor:

At the Society for Historical Archaeology annual meeting held at Tucson,
Arizona in January, 1990, representatives from the National Park Service, the
Society for Historical Archaeology, Society for American Archaeology,
Archaeological Institute of America, and American Anthropological Association,
discussed archaeological education. Two issues of commonconcern were how to
reach the public, and who should teach that diverse audience. All agreed that
there must be cooperation between archaeologists and educators. Further, many
felt that there must be some standardization of the information presented, as
well as guidelines concerning who teaches the subject. Several archaeologists
and educators who attended those meetings, believe that individuals who plan to
teach archaeology to school children and to the general public should have the
following qualifications: at least a B.A. in anthropology/archaeology, have
successfully completed requirements for one or more field schools, and undergo a
review by a committee and or review by the state archaeologist and state
historic preservation office. Another option that was suggested is for
archaeologists to train and supervise classroom and museum instructors to teach
the subject. This can be accomplished through curriculums, and by offering
teacher workshops and certification programs in each state and at annual
archaeological, anthropological, and museum conferences.

Those proposals may sound rigid and extreme, however some guidelines are
necessary to prevent the diffusion of wrong information and site
destruction. School systems, museums, and other organizations which lack staff
with archaeological training, are not in a position to determine who is
qualified to teach the subject to school children and other audiences. It is up
to the archaeological community to question all individuals who present
themselves through the media or other means as qualified archaeological
educators. Asking for references or credentials should not be viewed as an
insult, but as a professional courtesy that must be followed and respected. We
owe it to the public, and to Connecticut's archaeological resources.

Loretta J. Rivers
Willington, CT

Readers are encouraged to respond to these letters. Commentson any aspect of
archaeology in Connecticut are welcome, provided the letter is signed.

Editor



ADENARELATEDBURIALS: GLASTONBURYCONNECTICUT

DAVIDG. COOKE
ALBERTMORGANARCHAEOLOGICALSOCIETY

ABSTRACT

Directly north of Red Hill in Glastonbury lies the Ben Hollister far•.
Between the far. and Red Hill is a quaint little valley forted by Holland Brook.
The highest point on the far. is sandy knoll with an elevation of 70 feet above
sea level. Fro. here the land slopes gently towards the west, a distance of 500
yards, where it borders the connecticut River. It Nas here that a rare and
unique archaeological discovery was .ade, not only for Connecticut, but for the
entire Northeast.

INTRODUCTION

In the fall of 1970, the Albert Morgan Chapter of the Archaeological
Society of Connecticut, concluded a dig at the Ben Hollister site in Glastonbury
that spanned a period of five years. At this time Donald Bosworth, a prominent
Wethersfield builder, sold the farm to Walter Spencer of Rocky Hill, who planned
to develop a condominium complex on the property. Mr. Spencer, who possessed a
keen interest in archaeology, had been thoroughly briefed on our activities at
Hollister by Mr. Bosworth.

In the spring of 1971 a meeting was arranged with Mr. Spencer, Roger Russo,
his construction foreman, and some members of the Albert Morgan Chapter. The
meeting was held before any actual construction work was started at the site.
Also present was Reggie Paradis, the bulldozer operator for the project. Reggie
was informed of what to look for as he stripped off the topsoil; namely, dark
circular stains containing charcoal, stones or ash-like material and any type of
bone material which might surface during his operation. From here on it was
Reggie's dig and his trowel was ten tons of steel with a 12 foot blade. Little
did anyone realize that the archaeological find of soon to be uncovered at the
Hollister farm would be unique and extremely rare, not only for Connecticut, but
also for the entire Northeast.

The morning of May 3, 1971, loomed raw and wet when Andy Kowalsky received
a phone call from Roger Russo at the Hollister farm. A discovery had been made.
The previous Friday, Reggie had been bulldozing a large ditch for a sewer line
across a sandy terrace in the southeast corner of the property when he uncovered
what he thought was Indian clay pottery. Over the weekend he took the specimen
home. After his children had cleaned and studied the fragment, they came to the
conclusion that it was not pottery, but a section of human skull.

WhenAndy arrived on the scene he was shown the skull fragment. Immediately
he noted that it was stained a bright green indicating it had been in long
contact with some kind of copper material. He was then shown the area near the
bottom of the bulldozed trench where it had been found. Here he noted a dark
circular stain containing very small fragments of greenish bone. Evidently the
bulk of this feature, which we will call Burial #1, had been bulldozed up and
reburied under the huge adjacent dirt pile.

Approximately three yards towards the east of this first feature, he noted
another circular stain. It was also near the bottom of the trench. Carefully
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troweling around this new feature Andy soon uncovered a portion of human skull,
and you guessed it, this too was stained green. Here was Burial #2. At this
point he left things as they were and immediately placed a call to Doug Jordan,
the State Archaeologist, at the University of Connecticut. Somewhat later he was
able to contact me at my home in Tolland.

When I arrived at the farm early in the afternoon, great gray clouds were
scurrying across the sky and the steady northerly wind was driving cold drops of
rain into the newly turned sand. Doug Jordan laying prone on the damp ground,
was working on a burial. The wide brim hat he wore funneled a steady stream of
water into a tiny pool inches below his chin. Methodically dipping a small
syringe into a basin of water, he carefully directed the flow of the liquid to
areas of the skull, washing away the minute particles of soil that adhered to
the bone. Gently, so very gently, he uncovered the individual who was laid to
rest on this knoll over a thousand years ago.

A reddish stone object laying near the skeleton's wrists attracted my
attention. Although most of it was still buried in the sand, a closer examina-
tion left no doubt ...here was a complete boatstone. Later, when it was removed
and examined, a unique discovery was made.

Doug, still working steadily, began to remove the soil in the vicinity of
the neck. He now started to uncover the reason for the preservation of the
bones. Slowly, one by one, he exposed the copper beads that formed a necklace of
a single strand around the throat. Badly corroded, it was now a dull green
color. But by using a little imagination, you could visualize the brilliant
golden hue that sparkled from it so many, many years ago.

After Doug Jordan finished exposing the burial, we decided to remove it in
its entirety as we had done with earlier burials at the Hollister site.
Measurements were taken for the construction of a plywood box needed for the
process, after which we covered the skeleton with plastic sheeting for the
night. Later that evening several more members of the Albert Morgan Chapter were
contacted. At this point, I will quote Doug Jordan's field notes for the
day. Please pay special attention to his comments about the boatstone and what
was found in the cavity.

Excavation of the skeleton in place during the course of Monday
afternoon demonstrated that it was an articulated burial with the
vertex pointing east and the face turned towards the south. It also
demonstrated that the skull and a small part of the adjacent upper
skeleton was preserved by virtue of copper salts which emanated from a
rolled copper bead necklace which was still in place in situ around
the neck. In the vicinity of one of the forearms was an excellent
specimen of a boatstone made from a very fine grained sandstone or
related substance. A small fragment of wood adhered to the flat side
and bore the impression of the acute angle of the concavity; this
literally fragmentary piece of evidence cast a tiny bit of corrob-
orative light on the hypothesis that boatstones were fastened to some
sort of flat wooden implement for purposes as yet imperfectly known.
A striking feature of this burial was the fact that the copper salts
diffused outward, halo-like, from the copper necklace and permeated
and stained and thus preserved the skull and an area corresponding to
about the fourth cervical vertebra. Below this, in the region
pr-esumebly unaffected by the copper salts, no evidence remained of the
post cranial skeleton.

The next morning found Andy, Doug and myself along with Grace Francis, June
Stulpin, and Eileen Huttinger, back at the site eager to go to work. We were
just finishing up a morning coffee when Andy made the casual remark ... "it would



ADENABURIALS 9

be great to find a blocked-end tube to go along with these burials." At this
moment he had to leave for his house for more equipment. Little did he realize
what would be waiting for him upon his return.

Meanwhile June, who had been examining the bulldozed area just west of the
burials, found a cylindrical object which was, you guessed it, a blocked-end
tube! Well, part of a blocked-end tube, for upon closer examination one end
revealed a very fresh break. Returning to where she had initially found the
artifact, we traced the path that the bulldozer had· taken and noticed a large
amount of loose dirt where the operator had lifted the blade.

By this time, Andy was back and when shown the section of blocked-end tube,
he was at a complete loss for words. Anyone who knows Andy realizes that this
takes some doing. Luckily he had brought back two iron garden rakes which June
and Eileen snagged. Within seconds, they were working over the loose soil that
the dozer had left. In less than fifteen minutes June shrieked with delight ...
the missing segment had been found! Whenplaced together, the two pieces matched
perfectly.

Nowwe had a complete blocked-end tube to go with the burials, but what
else? Was it possible that the bulldozer had left somelhing undisturbed?

Between the skeletal remains and the area where the blocked-end tube was
discovered, there was what might be called a "land bridge". This was an area
approximately six feel wide which had the topsoil skimmed off, but it had not
yet been removed lo the depth of the rest of the ditch. It was on the wesl wall
of this "land bridge" that June noticed a slight discoloration resembling a
pit. Armed with brush and trowel, she and Eileen began to check things out. A
few strokes of the trowel produced a distinct profile. Now we had the pit, but
what was in it ...another burial?

Working carefully towards the center of the feature, June soon uncovered a
part of a stone that appeared to be an artifact. Using only the brush now, she
removed enough soil from around the object to disclose ...another boatstone. Now
not only did we have a second boatstone, but as she continued working it became
evident that the entire pit was saturated with red ocher.

Leaving the boatstone partially exposed, June and Eileen started troweling
downward from the top of the feature. Two pieces of quartzite were soon
encountered, one having the appearance of a crude knife, while the other was
large flake. Below these some clay pottery was discovered. When all the soil was
removed from around the pottery, it revealed a complete vessel laying somewhat
crushed on its side. A few minute particles of calcined bone were found near the
bottom of the pit, but it was impossible to identify them. Although were found
no true skeletal remains in this feature, we labeled this pit Burial 113.

After the work on this last burial was completed, the whole crew scoured
the surrounding area in search of other possible artifacts. Nearby, in a shallow
trench, two roundish stone pebbles were discovered. One, egg-shaped, had a high
degree of polish covering half of its total surface. The other, best described
as double cone shaped, was pecked over its entire surface to produce a form much
like a dual-ended toy top.

Although these two pieces had no direct association, as far as we knew,
with the three burials uncovered, I have a strong gut feeling that they indeed
tie in with the other artifacts that we found. The main reason for this belief
is the fact that no artifacts or debitage of any other cultural period was found
in the vicinity of these burials. With the finding of these last two artifacts
we wrapped up the work in the field, but there was still one other task to do
back in the lab...check out the contents in the blocked-end tube.

As you recall, this artifact was found in two sections. The original
openings of the tube were packed with the yellowish brown sandy soil which
encompassed the burials, while the fresh break through the center of the tube
disclosed a black, burnt residue. Before we removed this material, Andy made the
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commerit, ••"there should be some kind of check valve at the small end." Sure
enough, old Andrew was right on the button. When the dark residue was removed it
revealed a white quartz pebble, the size of a large pea, that effectively
blocked any particles of burning material from passing through the small
opening, yet it permitted an adequate passage for smoke. Interestingly, the
pebble distinctly showed which half was towards the burning material for it was
a sooty black, while the portion adjacent to the outside opening was clean
white. Here was concrete proof that the blocked-end tube was a smoking pipe.

Now let's take a closer look at the artifacts from this exciting, hectic
adventure. I'll also recap the burials as they were found:

Burial #1 produced a fragment of human skull and a scattering of smaller
bones all stained green. We also had the circular outline of the bottom of the
grave, but any artifacts that may have been associated with this feature were
buried under ions of dirt and never retrieved. The only thing we can safely say
is that copper of some form was present due to the coloration of the bone
material.

Burial #2 contained the human skeletal remains, necklace of a single strand
of copper beads and the reddish boatstone in the vicinity of the forearm or
wrists. This boatatone I'll label boatstone it1 (Fig. 1)•

.. . :.'.', :.',
... , ..;,« ~"'.,...,:~.

"'''''.

Fig. 1. Boatstone #1.
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The copper beads that were found encircling the neck of the skeleton were
approximately 1/4 inch or slightly less in diameter. They were barrel shaped and
in all probability were made by hammering out a thin strip of raw, pure copper
and bending it around some type of mandrel. The ends were then joined together
by further hammering, thus creating a finished bead. It is estimated that the
necklace contained 100 to 130 copper beads.

Boatstone '1, found near the skeleton's wrists, had the small fragment of
wood stuck within its cavity. Doug Jordan, in his field notes, refers to the
material as a "a very fine grained sandstone or related substance". I believe
the material may very well be what is called Ohio pipestone, also known as fire
clay. There is a stratum of this material found in Scioto County, Ohio, that
ranges in color from almost white, through various shades of color, to dark
red. Geologically speaking, it is called argillaceous ironstone. Many of the
pipes found in the Ohio mounds are made of this material. The substance is very
similar to the Minnesota pipestone called catlinite. (See Table 1 for
measurements. )

TABLE 1. BOATSTONE DATA (ALL MEASllRBNBNTS ARE IN INCHES)

I

I

OUTER MEASUREMENTS
LENGTH
WIDTH
HEIGHT

CAVITY MEASUREMENTS
LENGTH
WIDTH
DEPTH

DISTANCE BETWEEN HOLES
HOLE DIAMETER

BOATSTONE #1
4.630
1.145
1.270

BOATSTONE #2
4.900
1.020
1.430

3.925
.705
.650

1.675
.150

4.245
.535
.450

1.875
.130

Burial '3 contained Boatstone '2, two pieces of quartzite, one crude knife,
a complete clay pottery vessel, a large amount of red ocher and a scattering of
calcined bone. Boatstone '2 is made of gray, banded slate. An interesting
feature of this boatstone is the deep groove that is cut between the holes on
its convex outer surface. Obviously this done to facilitate the tying of the
boatstone to another object (See Table 1 for measurements).

Of the two quartzite pieces, the larger one is a crudely shaped knife
approximately two inches by three inches. A small area of one of its edges
contains a small amount of wear. The small quartzite piece is a flake which does
not show any wear on it surfaces. These two pieces are made of identical
material.

The complete clay pottery vessel is shaped much like a modern day deep
mixing bowl. The bottom is well rounded with sides curving up and straightening
out approximately one inch below the rim. The entire vessel is plain and the rim
was devoid of any type of lip. It appears to be made of local silt/clay and is
grit-tempered. It has a height of five and one half inches and is estimated to
have a diameter of six inches across the rim.

Nowwe come to the artifacts that were not directly associated with any of
the three known burials:

The Blocked-end Tube Pipe (Fig. 2): This is made of grayish Ohio fire
clay. The overall length is six and three-sixteens inches and its outside
diameter varies from slightly less than one inch to almost one and one-quarter
inches. The largest diameter is at the end with the small aperature. The cavity
through the tube is approximately eleven-sixteenths at the front and then it
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Fig. 2. Blocked end tube pipe (left), pecked pebble (upper center), polished
pebble (upper right), quartzite knife (center), quartzite flake - two
views (lower center).
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gradually tapers back to a shoulder at the rear. The rear opening measures 0.450
inches. The small quartz pebble used as a check valve in this pipe is oblong
with its measurements being 0.46 inches by 0.64 inches. A real neat fit for the
small opening in the blocked-end tube pipe.

Lastly we arrive at the two roundish pebbles found at the completion of the
dig. The egg-shaped pebble has not had its form modified by man, but instead it
is its surface finish which makes it suspicious. Although its entire surface is
worn smooth, there is definitely a higher degree of wear and polish on one
particular side. This is noticeable through both sight and touch. The
measurements of this artifact are 1.535 inches by 1.785 inches. The material
appears to be granitic.

The double cone shaped pebble is definitely the work of man. The small
pecking marks are readily distinguishable, while leaves a sort of roughness
totally unlike the smooth surface of the other pebble. The measurement across
the the pointed ends is 1.740 inches and its diameter is 1.420 inches. This too
appears to be a granitic material.

I have, as yet, been able to find any other artifacts of this particular
form in any of the reference books at my disposal. If this pebble were bisected
through the diameter and then hollowed out, it would fit very nicely with cone
shaped objects from someof the Ohiomounds.

ADDITIONALASPECTSOF THEBOATSTONE

Ever since boatstones were first examined by archaeologists, they have been
an enigma. Many theories have been advanced, but no real concrete evidence has
come forth to establish the true purpose and use of the boatstone.

An early account of boat-shaped objects is given by WilliamC. Mills (1917)
when he excavated the Tremper mound, located on the Scioto River in Ohio. In his
report he lists five boat-shaped objects recovered from the mound; two were made
of stone and the other three of copper. Of the stone artifacts, one is in the
form of a beaver while the other resembles the shell of a beetle. Both of these
specimens have the underside hollowed out and pierced with two holes near the
center. The copper artifacts are also hollow on the underside. The unique thing
about them is one contained broken quartzite pebbles in the concavity while
another was filled with round quartzite pebbles. Also found with these
boat-shaped objects were two copper cones one and three-quarter inches in
diameter. One of these specimens contained round, whole quartzite pebbles
similar to those found with the boat-shaped objects.

Mills states "that the use of these artifacts are more or less
problematical, but they are usually conceded to have served as fetishes for
promoting personal welfare of the owner; as sacred objects such as charms,
talismans or amulets; or as mere ornaments. It

Warren K. Moorehead (1910) in his book The Stone Age in North America
quotes a passage written by Gerard Fowke and W.H.Holmesfrom their Handbook of
North American Indians. This description of boatstones is as follows:

Prehistoric objects of polished stone having somewhat the shape of a
canoe, the use of which is unknown. Some have straight parallel sides
and square ends; in others the sides converge to a blunt point. A
vertical section cut lengthwise of eit.her- is approximately triangular,
the long face is more or less hollow, and there is usually a
perforation near each end; some have a groove on the outer or convex
side apparently to receive a cord passed through the holes. Sometimes
there is a keel-like projection in which this groove is cut. It is
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surmised that they were employed as charms or talismans and carried
about the person. They are found sparingly inmost states east of the
Mississippi River, as well as in Canada. Those in the Northern States
are made principally of slate, in the South and West steatite is most
common, but other varieties of stone were used. In form some of these
objects approach the plummets and are perforated at one end for
suspension; others approximate the cones and hemispheres. Analogous
objects are found on the Pacific Coast, some of which are manifestly
modeled after the native canoe, while others resemble the boatstones
of the East, although often perforated at one end for suspension.

Moorehead goes on to state that

Dr. Thomas Wilsonhad a theory that these boatstones were made to ward
off evil and that in the hollow of the boatstone was tied a wooden
effigy of a human being; that boatstone and effigy were put away for a
certain length of time, and thus the evil was avoided or the influence
of the effigy rendered it of no effect.

Lastly, Moorehead states "that few of the forms are found accompanying the
burials, and that these few are confined to the pendant shape, the tablet, and
the boat-shaped ...not hollowed out. That is, that the "canoe-form" is so seldom
found in interments as to be considered an exception and that even when found it
is not hollowed-out."

Charles C. Willoughby (1935) in his book Antiquities of the New England
Indians has this to say about boatstones:

It seems reasonable to assume that these hollow objects, whether found
in New England or in other portions of the old Algonquian area,
including the great mound groups of the Ohio region, were amulets of
some sort, and that the hollow portion was the purpose of holding
"medicine". They may have been fastened to the clothing or to some
object of personal adornment, or perhaps use by shamans. As indicated
by those in forms of birds and animals, their normal position must
have been with the hollow side downward, so they were doubtless
fastened in that position to a base or object of some kind which would
serve to hold in place the pebbles or other magic material with which
they were doubtless filled.

They are rarely found with skeletons. In Ohio the finer effigy
forms have usually been taken from altars or sacrificial deposits
where the property of notables was placed at the time of the cremation
of the owners' bodies.

Before leaving Willoughby we should take a. glance at two other types of
artifacts which he discusses. These are tablets with double perforations
(commonlycalled gorgets today) and slate bars with two perforations. The common
factor is the two perforations that all three types of these artifacts possess.
This would lead one to surmise that the method of attaching these three
different artifacts to another item or unit would be quite similar. Willoughby
writes:

The smaller slate tablets also occur with mound burials. Dr. Moorehead
found one similar to (f) (Figure 52) lying between the femora of a
skeleton which may have fallen from the wrist. In another instance he
obtained one much like (e) (Figure 52) which was lying on a skull. Dr.
Mills obtained a similar one from the right wrist of a burial in the


