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ERITOR’S CORNER

The main theme of Bulletin 58 is the elucidation of archaeological
techniques that may help us to achieve our goal of understanding the past. The
article by Abraham discusses various technigues of analyzing shellfish remains
from archaeological sites for information on site seasonality and the paleo-
environment. Herber’s paper concerns technigques of site salvage and public
education. Ii is a fine example of the results of co-operalion among private
developers, government agenciss, and archaeologists, Rivers’ article is an
organized approach to educating ihe public about local archaeclogy using a com-
bination of warious educational, historical, and archsaeclogical techniques and
tools.

Witek’s review of the archaeology on Shelter Island continues the theme
generated in Bulletin 51 —- the importance of an interregional approach to
archaeclogical reconstruction and Lhe wvalue of amateur and profeasional inter-
actions to a better understanding of the past, Pagoulatos’ article deals with
the wuse of statistical technigues +to analyze and interpret ariifact
distributions Terminal Archaic habitation gites. It complements the articles by
Thompseon, Pfeiffer, et al. on Terminal Archaic burial sites in out last
Bulletin, Banks' paper concerns prehistoric fishing technigues in southern New
England. It i another good example of the usefulness of an inler-regional
approach in archaeological interpretation. Tottenham’s discussion of projectile
point function demonstirates ihe importance of replicative techniques in
archaeclogy for a better undersianding of past human behavior.

Archaeclogists are constantly fine-tuning old techniques and creating new
technigues of excavation and analysis, I is essential that amalteurs and
professionals alike keep abreaslt of lhe new developments in methodology so we
might obtain the maximum amount of cultural information possible from our
gites.




DATA FROM SHELLS: THECRY IN SEARCH OF A METHOD

JUDITH FARBER ABRAHAM
YALE UNIVERSITY

ABSTRACT

A important part of many archaesiogical investigations is datarmining the
“time of year” ar eveni took place. And archseolegists nef only went to know
whan, but also the physical enviropment in which it took place. Floral and
faunal remains have been a staple in these studies. This ariicle discusses the
use of shellfish as indicators. It nives an overview of molluscan growth, dis-
ciisses sope of the methods in uise and some of the probleas ishereat in using the
growth tycles of sheiifish.

INTRODUCTION

A major pari of many archaeological investigations is determining the "time
of year"” for a site activily., Estimates of when a site was occupied or when a
specific event itook place is needed when trying to reconstruct subsistence
sirategies, setilement patterns, and population, for example. And archaeologists
not only want ic know when an eveni took place, bul also the physical environ-
ment in which it took place. Floral and faunal remains have long been a staple
in these studies. One type of fauna, though, has not quite found a secure niche
in seasonality and palecenvironmental studies—-shellfish.

Mollusce have been shown to be very responsive to iheir environment. This
results in a long-term record of conditions under which they lived in bolh the
external and internal structure of their shells (e.g., Jones 1883}. Besides sea-
son of harvesat, ihis long-term record offers other possible uses for excavated
shells—-palecenvironmenial reconsiruction and local relative dating sequences
similar to the floating chronologies that are derived from tree rings. In tithe
past ten years, research ito retrieve data from shella has inecreased. Much of
this research has been done for the hard and soft clam, Mercenaria mercenaria
and Mya arenaria, and the East Coast oyster, Crassosirea virginica. Stiudies are
ongoing tc devise the most reliable methods to obtain information.

Ressarch has shown that it is nol necessarily "inluilively cbvious”" how to
decipher the data in the shells. The very important point in any work using
shells is that not all members of the same species community respond tc a change
in ihe environment in precisely the same way. And, as Shakespeare wrole
",..there’s the rub."”

MOLLUSC BIOLOGY

There are two mollusc classes that make up the main shells found at archae-
ological siles. Thesa ars the gasiropods, such a= conchs, periwinkles and
snails, and the bivalves, such as musaseis, oysters and clams {Waselkov 1987).
{(Table 1 shows the relationship of some of the well-known members of the
Mollusca phylum.) All of these species live in habitats close to shore, often in
the intertidal and shallow subtidal zones. Within thoge zones, some live on the
rocky subsatrales (for example, mussels and oysters) and others, such as the
clam, in sand or mud. Many can move about by adjusting their depth in the sand
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(elam) or move to enolher subsirate (snail}), but oysters and mussels are
altached permanently to iheir substrate {Abbott 1968; Barnes 1980).

TARLE 1: TAYONOMY OF THE OVSTER AND SOME REIATED SPECIES (compiled from Barnes
1980; Yonge 1966)

PHYLIM —— Mollusca

CLASS —— Gastropoda — "oyster drill, land snail, whelk, etc.”
Monoplacopheora
Polyplacophora
Aplacophora
Bivalvia — "clam, oyster, mussel, shipworm, etc.”

ORDER -- Mytiloida
FAMILY — Ostreidae {the "edible" oyster)
*GENUS —— Crassostrea
¥SPECIES ~~ virginica {American East Coast oyster)
SPECIES —— gigas {Japanese)

¥GENUS -— Ostrea
SPECIRS —— edulis {European)
SPECIES — lurida {American West Coast oyster)

GENUS —-— Lopho

FAMILY —— Pteriidae
¥GENUS -— Pinctada (the "pearl" oyster)

FAMILY —— Mytilidae {mussels)
FAMILY — Pectinidae (scallops)

ORDER —— Veneroida
FAMILY —— Veneridae
GENUS — Mercenaria {(hard clam)

ORDER — Myoida
FAMILY —— Mvacidae
GENIIS — Mya (soft shell clam)

Scaphopoda
Cephalopeda —— "octopus, squid, nautilus, ete.”

Technigues to analyze growtih patterns are based on examination of internal
growtih lines in shells. In order tc undersiand the technigues and problems, a
knowledge of molluscan shell growth is necessary. [ shall briefly discuss shell
growlh with some specifics for Long Island Sound. An excellent in—depth discus-
gsion of this complex subject can be found in Rhoads and Lutz (1980). Figures 1
and 2 illustrate clem and oyster terminology.

The shell is made up of incremental growih structures or microgrowth incre—
ments {Figure 3). This type of structure alse is found, for example, in bones,
teeth, elephant tusks, and trees. Molluscan shell grows by the deposition of
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Figure 1. Hard clam shell interior and its terminclogy.

calcium carbonate crystals within an organic matrix on the growing surfaces of
the shell--the inside of the shell and along its margin. These incrementsl
structures are dislinclive self-contained uniis, each one immediately after the
previous, and are the result of varying rates of growth. The size, microstruc-
ture and chemical composition of these increments are influenced by the organ-
ism’s biology and by its environment: time of year it starts and stops growing,
when it spawns, available food, water iemperature, storms, tides, and any com-
bination of these and other factors. Thus each increment has “"physiclogical,
environmental, and/or chronological significance” (Aten 1981:181). The shell has
the potential to grow in size for itz entire life. Thus it carries a permanent
record of the age, raie of growth, and the season of death of the organism.

The overall aspect of the increments is a banded appearance (Figure
4). Periods of rapid growth are visible ms wide, white, opaque bands of micro-
growth incremenlks. This growth ia dependent upon favorable environmental condi-
tions, such as adequate food supply and optimal temperature. Periods of slow or
reduced growth are visible as narrow, dark, translucent bands of closely spaced
microgrowih increments representing periods of stress. Siress is the result of
extreme heat or cold, extremes of salinity, low food availability, spawning,
tides, and storms, for example. Short periods of rapid growth may be found
within periods of slow growth, and visa versa (Figure 5).
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Figure 2. The oyster shell and its terminology.
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Figure 3. The refleciion of tides on growih lines. An acetate peel of a radially
gectioned shell valve. Diurnal, semidiurnal and fortnightly paiterns
are apparent., After Lulz and Rhoads (1980},
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Figure 4. Hard clam cross seclion illustrating annual growth banded appearance.

The growing season in Long Island Sound is from about late April to
mid-November. During winter, growih stops and the animal hibernates. Thig cccurs
when water temperature is near freezing, usually between late December and early
January. This is known as the annual growth break, or "winter break”. Growtih
ceggation is often marked by a growth break groove in the shell surface. Many
events can slress an organism and result in a growth break. Xeni (1988) has
identified spawning, storm and heat-shock, as well 2a winter breaks in oysiers
(Figure 5), and Kennish (1980} has observed more in ithe hard clam. Enowledge of
all the factors which influence the growih cycle, combined with observations of
the point in the cycle at which growth ceases for the year, can provide seasonal
inferences. The annual growth breaks can be counted to give age.
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For valid seasonality, the annual growth break must be accurately identi-
fied. Many times there is a problem differentiating annual growth breaks from
"digturbance lines” (for example, growth breaks due to storms), particularly for
prehistoric shells where decomposition blurs patterns. There is a greater.
problem separating these in exiernal growth lines, but the annual growth breaks
are often more distinctive in interne] lines. Techniques that use internsl
lines: cross sections, thin sections, acetate peels, steining, and even direct
microscopic observation, give ihe most reliable results (Kent 1988).

Not all shells grow consistently and growth increments may accumulate more
on some parts of the shell than others. It must be established for each spescies
which part of the shell is most appropriate for analysis. For instance, the clam
can be radially cross sectioned and its microgrowth increments seen {Figures B
7). This method has not proved useful for the oyster, but the surface of the
lefl valve hinge does show microgrowth increments and can be used (Kent 1988;
Figures 5 and 6).

annual increment
and
Trooves

fine growth lines

cuter shell

i~ —

annual growth lines

Figure 6. Hard clam cross section Iillusirating various growth lNnes and
fealures.

rogition of radial
cut

Figure 7. Left valve of the hard clam showing the pésit:ion of the radisl cut.
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The iime when growth incremenis form varies annually, with latitude, and
between microhabitats {Quitmyer ef al. 1985). All of & single species living in
a given environment do not start or stop growing at the same time, nor do they
all grow at the same rate. Environmental factors are modified by the biological
clock and by the natural variability between members of the same species. A
study of the growth cycles of the species being invesiigaied muast be done from
local modern specimens before evaluating archaeological remains at a site in the
area, Some patterns still will not be decipherable.

METHODOLOGY FOR SEASON OF HARVEST

The use of excavated shells to determine seasoconality was first applied to
an archaeclogical =site in 1869 (Claassen 1884), Archaeclogists using shells
include Aten {1981), Bailey et al. {1883}, Claassen (1984), Custer (1987), Deith
{1986), Hancock (1981), Xent (1988}, Killingley {1981), Lighifoot and Cerralo
(1988), Quitmyer ot al (18985}, Sanger {1982), and myself [Abraham 1989},
Interestingly, there seem to be almost eas many wvariations for retrieving
"season" as ihere are archaeologisis. Each is using a method he/she feels is Lhe
most accurate and precise. The seazanality analyses discussed here are chemicsl,
structural or morphological approaches (sensu Aten 1881). Chemical techniques
measure siable isotope ratios to determine water tempersture at the time Lhe
shell was formed. S8Structural technoiques involve counting the daily growth
increments since the last annual growth break. Morphological techniquee compare
the most recent growth to (mean} growth for the last "x" year{s).

For the latier two methods, archaeologists use cross-sectioned clams by
looking directly at the section, at acetate peels of the section, or at thin
sections. (A shell is cross-sectioned by sawing along the axis of maximum
growth——a line from ihe umbo to the veniral margin of the wvalve (Figure 7).
Obteining a cross section ihat passes exacily through this axis is fairly diffi-
cult {Lightfooi and Cerrato 1988). Archasologists studying oysters examine the
surface of the lefit valve hinge area by microscopic observalion either of ilhe
hinge itself, or by first staining it and viewing a pholegraphic slide, or by
acelate peels {Figure 3).

Whatever the approach, some feel that time of deeth can be ascertained lo
month, some to within two months and some io season. Some calculate mean growth
uging all the years, some the last one, two or three years. Some count daily
increments; otherz simply calculate if the mollusc was in fast or slow growth
when it died. The partiiculars for some archaeclogists follow:

Custer (1987) studied oysters from a Maryland site. He divided tiime of
harvest into fall, lale fall-early winter, winter, late winter-early spring,
spring, and summer. Keith Doms {Center for Archaeological Research, University
of Delaware, personal communication 1988 and 1989} states ihat they basically
use Kent's technique. They make acetate peels of the hinge area which they view
through a slide projector for examination and measurement. They use oysters six
years or older, and use the last three years growth for mean growth calculation.
They feel that the first ihree years of the oyster’s life are juvenile, fast
growth, which would distort mean growth caleulations,

Deith (1986) analyzed stable isolopes (}8Q/16/0 and 13CQ/12C) in the growth
rings to determine shellfish gathering strategies. Her work used a variety of
shellfish found in Mesolithic middens in Scoiland. The main animal was the
cockle, Cerasioderma edule.

Hancock (1981:4) examined hard clam thin secltions to determine "general"
season of death at a Cape Cod site. For this study, the position of the ventral
margin with reapect to the lasl fall through winter slow growth was noled. When
possible, the season was refined by noting the spacing pattern of the 'fine
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growth lines at the margin".

Kent {1988) used the hinge area of the ocyster for season of harvest deter-
minations for Maryland middens. He used acetate peels, or stained aend then
pholographed Lthe hinge. In either case, they were then viewed under a microscope
and measurements taken. He used oysiers two years or older, and used the last
two years for mean growth calculations.

Killingley {1981) determined time of harvesi by using stable oxygen isoiope
analysis for shells from a Baja California midden. He felt ithis method had an
accuracy of + a2 month.

Lightfoot and Cerrato (1988) exemined microgrowth lines in thin-gectioned
hard clama. Eatimates of season of harvesi were obiained by counting the number
of daily lines from the last winter break. When the daily lines grouped into
fortnightly or lunar month patterns, those were counted instead. The winter
break was approximated at about January 1. Their gite was on Shelter Island in
Long Island Sound.

Quitmyer et al. (1985) examined cross-sectioned hard clams. Clams less than
eight years old were examined with thin seciions; those older with acstate
peels. They ncted the location of the opague and translucent bands that repre-
sented one annual growth cycle. Season of harvest was determined by comparing
the amount of the last year’s growth to the previous year’s grawlh. The siles
were in Georgin.

Sanger (1982) examined soft shell clams from Maine sitea. He simply noled
whether they were harvested in their fast or slow growtih phase.

I (Abraham 1989) exemined oysters for season of harvest using a modifica-
tion of Kenit's technique. The hinge was viewed directly under a binocular micro-
scope and measurements made wilth an ocular micrometer. Oysters erode at their
dorsal end as they gei clder. Therefore, oysters three or more years old were
used for seasonality, with only the last Llwo years used for mean growth calcula-
tions to minimize the dorsal erosion factor. The sites were on the Connecticut
coast.

RELATIVE DATING

Radiometric technigques are able to provide dates from shell samples, but
their asscciated standard deviations are too brosd for chronologically ordering
occupations separated by as little as 100 or 200 years. Various bivalves, the
ocean dquahog, Arctica islandica, for example, and other sea fauna meet two
important criteria for chronoclogical and environmental studies——restricted
habitat and a suilable long life {e.g., Jones 1983, Turekian 1878). Unfor-
tunately, for the shells found at the archaeological sites noted in this paper,
the majority of clams seem io have lived less than 10 years with only e small
amount living as long as 20; and oysters leas than 10. In general, the hard clam
seems to have a maximum life of about 20 years (Lightifool and Cerrato 1988), and
the East Coast oyster, 10 to 12 years (Barnes 1980). At least these bivalves do
have a restricted habilat, especially ithe oyster =gince it is cemenled to it.

If one is willing to work in small time scales, Kent feels that oysters can
be used for relative daling (and the ayslem also should be workable with other
bivalves). Certain years will be recognizable on a number of valves from a
specific component at a site, either due to an abnormally high or low amount of
growth, or to a distinctive pattern of atorm breaks. By comparing the position
of "marker"” years on the hinges of oysters from different places at the sile, it
may be possible to determine those oysters collected in ihe same ysar, thereby
stratifying the =site. Furthermore, the marker years could be used to construct a
local relative chronology for a group of adjacent sites,
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Figure 8. Growth and growing season. Robari Cerrato (personal communication
1583).

DISCUSSION

Personaily, 1 am not convinced that we can accurately and precisely read
seashells. {Accurate means the right season; precise means duplicatable
reaulia). The fact that there are varialions on any given method implies thal we
are still groping. 1t may be thai, depending on the geographical location {e.g.,
latitude} of a site, different methods may be needed or that one may be as good
ag anocther, But this still does nol dispel my uneasiness.

Mollusc shell growth is a very complex process. Increments are laid down as
often as semi-diurnally/with every tide. They alsc form peiterns fortnightly,
lunar monthly and annually (Figure 3}, Other growth breaks may be intermingled:
heat and freeze shock, spawning, storms, and neap tides (Kennish 1980). Environ-
mental forces, the hiological rhythm for a =8Bpscies aod natural variability
within a species make patierns difficult io interpret. Environmental and bio-
logicel factors must be separated. The pailterna that give hope to seasenality
and palecenvironmental studies also are the bane of applying the technique. Even
with a study collection of local modern oysters, too meny patterns on my
prehistoric oysters were nol definable either because decomposition had blurred
the features, and/or because those prehistoric patterns had no modern analogs.
Alseo, scme of the patterns cn the modern oysters were not understandable.

Monks {(1981:202-211) has written a goaod synthesia and evaluation of methods
being used. I would like to add some comments on =aspects of the three
approaches.

1. Oxygen isolope analysis seems to work well on fauna in stable marine
environments, but is not useful for the oyster or other shellfish of the
estuaries with their widely fluciuating temperatures and galinities
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{Shackleton 1973}.

2. Counting incremenis is a laborious iask. Increments may be as liitle as a
few microns in width, One has to decide which are the daily incremenis as
opposed to tidal, and also decide on the "time" of the winter break. The
environment can upset incremental deposition.

3. There is difficulty in making "exacl" radial cross seclions.

4, Annual breaks are not always obviouas. Many times interpretations are
subjective. Ii is possible to meke inaccurale meesurements even when
working as carefully as possible,

5. With regard to microgrowth increments and the resulting bands: BRivalves
deposgit the widest growth bands during their first four years, and "old"
bivalves can have bands sc close together that they are impossible io
interpret (Roberi Cerrato, Marine Sciences Research Center, SUNY Stony
Brook, personsal communication 1988).

8. With regard to mean growth calculation or comparisons simply to the
previcus year: Since the bivalve decreases itz annual growth band width as
it grows clder, mean growth hecomes biased toward an earlier season. A
Walford Plot inversion is one method to predict the growth for the year of
death {Cerratc personal communication 1989). This allows the last partial
year’s growth to be compared to what it would have grown as opposed to
comparigons with the previous year’s growth., (This doss assums that the
envirenment wasg siable and only age was affecting growth}.

7. No method should be used which assumes that growth is linear throughout
the growing season. During spawning, the bivalve is stressed, growth slows
and may even cease (Figure 8). Also, after one-half the growing season,
less than half the yearly growth has been made.

CONCLUSION

From my research on the natural history of bivalves, I believe that present
techniques ars capable only of giving a general seasonality for a large
sample. With regard to oysiers, the techniques are not refined enough to give a2
precise sesasonality, seasonality for a small sample or for a sample of young
oysiers, cr for local palecenvironmental information at this time.

Work must continue on the identification of growth breaks and the resulting
microgrowth patierns. This i8 needed for palecenvironmenial siudies also.
Chemical techniques may add data. Perhaps resolutions will come from these two
techniques used in conjunction. I do think there is a wealth of information in
shells, and I de think that accuraie and precise methods can be found.
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ABSTRACT

This article discussas thraats o archasslogicel sites resaiting fros
privaie development in southern New England and wavs in which some threals esy
be minisized and even eliminabed. An overview of a public field school in
archasology at the Lasbert Farw site in Rhode Island is presented as a
successful gode! for cultural resource manageasnt of an imporbant yet endangered
prehistoric site. Through this sulti-yesr educatioaal progrem, significant
information is being collected while af the sase time public awarensss of
archacology and  the crisis of sife desfruction are heigitened in a manner that
can contribute towards the protection of sieilarly threatensd sites.

INTRODUCTION

Many important archaeological sites in southern Mew England are destroyed
each year by private development. This article discusses the threats to archaeo-
logical sites resulting from privaie development and the ways in which these
threals can be minimized and even eliminated. In particular, one possible solu-
tion, that of s public field school in archaeoclogy, iz highlighted in addition
to some of the interesting resulis of this program in research and development.

Private development is defined here as any construction or constiruction-
related impecl on privale property that does npol require state or federal
funding or permitting., In southern New England private development, with few
exceplions, does nci trigger review under current state or federal historic
presaervalion laws and regulations. For example, the National Historic Preser-
vation Act of 1966, a landmark pisce of legislation designed to protect =ignif-
icant historic and archaeological resources in the United States, only periains
to public developmeni; i.e., development requiring federal funding or permit-
ting. The vast majority of development in the region, however, is private. Even
property listed on ihe Nalional Register of Historic Places is not protected
from private development solely hecause of iis National Register status.

There are limited legal measures toc protect important cultural resources
from private development. Some cities and towns have enacted local ordinances
that require review of all private development plans, even house painting, in
areas designated as historic districts. Such ordinances, however, largely apply
to hisloric buildings and rarely to archaeological sites. Under this review
structure, it is difficult to protect below ground, invisible sites whan they
have not yel been identified, and such local ordinances itypically do not have
the power 10 require archaeoclogical invesligations to locate sites prior io
private development. In ceriain circumstiances preservation restrictions can be
applied towards archaeclogical sites, A preservation restriction setsz out
ceriain conditions limiting or prohibiting development on an archaeclogical site
and is recorded on the deed so that future owners of the site would be reguired
to abide by the conditions. Preservation resirictions are an effective stirategy
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to protect mites from private development if the sites are closely monitored.
But preservation restrictions require consent of the property owner and often
cansultation, if not approval, from the state historic preservation office and
the state archasclogist. As such, they are only used in a limited set of circum-
stances when private development is known well in advance, and there is ample
time to draw up the resgtriction.

For the wvast remainder of archaeplogical =ites located in areas where
private development is imminent, if not ongeing, there is even less opportunity
for protection. Salvage archaeclogy of known sites or even undiscovered siles iz
always a possibility, al least in theory. In reality, however, private devel-
opers are rarely required to pay for this kind of archaeclogical investigation.
Furthermore, when grants and funds to support this archaeoclogical work are not
immediately forthcoming, the resuli is usually the destruction of the resource.
Such a scenaric occurs time and time again in southern New England, thus
creating a vicious circle of site destruction by privaie development.

ONE SOLUTION

The remainder of ihis article discusses one creative solution to break this
vicious circle. Preliminary analysis and even more preliminary interpretations
of information retrieved from one threatened sile are also presented; at ihis
early stage in the research the interpretations are more like impressions.

The Public Archaeclogy Laboratory, Inc. in Rhode Island has recently
initiated a public educational program in archaeclogy consisting of a series of
field schools and workshops in archaeclogy al the Lambert Farm site {RI-269}, an
endangered Woodiand period site in Warwick, Rhode Island (Fig. 1). Through
direct participation of the public in excavation, laboratory work and partial
funding, and with supervision of professional archaeologists, significant infor-
mation was retrieved from a site listed on the National Register of Historic
Places which otherwise would have been destroyed by private development. The
public field schaool program at the Lambert Farm site represented the sole
practical way to savae the site in light of the constraints created by private
development,

Lambert Farm was firsl surveyed in 1980 by Morenon (n.d.), whe also
prepared the nomination for the site to the National Register of Historic Places
{Morenon 1881). It wes not until January, 1988 that the Rhode Island Historical
Preservation Commission became aware of a proposed private residential project
approximately 10 acres in area, which would result in the destruction of the
Lamberti PFarm site. Since the gite was not protecited by any federal, state or
city legislation, despite itz Nalional Register status, a series of negolialions
was established among the developer {Commercial Realty, Inc.}, the Rhode Island
and Warwick preservation commiseions and the Public Archaeology Laboratory, Inc.
By May, 1988 the developer agreed to delay construction unlil October, 1990
within ihe area containing the site, specifically six proposed houselots. Con-
gtruction of a portion of n proposed roadway and drainage easement, hoth of
which are located within the site, alsc would be delayed for at least two
months. The remainder of the area within the proposed project would be developed
around the known boundaries of Lthe Lambert Farm site during ihe cperation of the
field school. The October, 1990 date represented a maximum 2 1/2-year deadline
for the enlire site to be cleared for development.

Since June, 1988 nearly 150 people of various ages and backgrounds have
excavated ai Lamberlt Farm in both a full- and part-time capacity. Over 450 50x50
cm {(20x20 inch} shovel test pits placed within a 2.5m (8.2 ft) interval
siaggered grid and B0 excavation units, mostily Ilxlm (3.3x3.3 ft) have been
completed sc far within an area of less than two acres. In addition to public
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Rhode Island state map showing location of the Lambert Farm sile, Macera

Il mite, and Sweel-Meadow Brook sites.
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field school sessions, weekend workshops have been held at the site in which
junior and senicr high school students, among other people, have participated.
The site alsc has served as the focus for a field methods course in archaeology
that the author taught at Brown Univeraily {(Kerber and Larson 1988), Both
collage credit and in-service credit for Rhode 1Island teachers have been
available by participating in the field school. Additional field school and
workshop sessions are planned until October, 1990,
In sum, the goals of the ongoing field school are two-fold:

1. To conducl archaeclogical research st an important prehistoric sife in
order io recover information prior to its destruction; and

2. To increase public awareness of archaeology and prehistory by providing an
oppertunity for the public to participate in a continuing archaeclogical
study.

Underlying the field school program is the conviection that good,
responsible archasclogy can be done by the public with proper professional
supervision and commitment.

PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATIONS

Analysia of the recovered information from Lambert Farm is incomplele since
much of Lthe material has not yet been processed in the laboratory due io time
and funding constraints. Admittedly, the analysis and interpretations that
follow are preliminary, if not in some cases speaculalive, given the current
stage of research.

Based on diagnostic styles of projectile points and ceramics, it appears
that the Lambert Farm sile was cccupied intermittently during the Transitional
Archaic and Woodland periods (Kerber ei sl 1989). The six uncorrected radio-
carbon dates from the sile support, in part, this interpretation: 1060 +60 B.P.
or A.D. 890, {Beta 27339); 900 +70 B.P. or A.D. 1050 (Bets 27938): 870 +80 B.P. or
A.D. 1080 {Beta 27937}); 2860 +90 B,P, or A.D, 1090 (Beta 28339}); 720 +60 B.P, or
A.D. 1230 (Beta 27936); and 610 470 B.P. or A.D. 1340 (Beta 28499). Al currently
radiacarbon-dated samples consisted of quahog (M. mercenaria) shell in
features.

It iz =lriking that dense shellfish remaing in excess of 2000 pounds
(907kg} abound at the site, given its location about one mile {.62km) west of
the current shoreline of Narraganseti Bay. The distance to the coast was sven
grealer, though nol significantly, al the time the sile was occupied due to
previously lower sea levels. Al first glance it may seem unusual that large
guantities of shell were iransported to the site. Presumably, it would have been
easier to have camped along the shore and consumed the shellfish Lhere as long
as access to the shore was available., Saveral shell middens have been identified
along Narraganseti Bay in the wvicinity of Lamberi Farm (Bernstein 1987; Kerber
1984; Morenon n.d.; Versaggi 1981).

Why transport more than 2000 pounds {907Tkg) of shell over a mile {.62km} 1o
this one location? In order to address this question il would be important to
know whether Lambert Farm was unigque in this regard or whether other sites also
coniaining large amounts of shell exist near Lambert Farm. Unfortunaiely, the
aren around Lambert Farm has been heavily impacted by development, both private
and public, and thus few sites are known to have survived. There is one site
c¢lose by, however, that is similar with respect tc the recovery of dense shell-
fish remains. The Macera II site (RI-194), situated just over 1/2 mile (,31km)
south of Lambert Farm but about the same distance west of the coaast, dates {o
the Late Archaic and Woodland perioda {Morencn n.d.,; Versaggi 1981) (Fig. 1).
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Limited investigation and analysis at both sites precludes further comparison.

It also would be important tc know whether or not ihe densities of
shellfish remszains at Lambert Farm varied over time. Based on the limited sample
of radiccarbon-dated shellfish remaing previously dalinsaied, it appears that
shellfish were intensively gathered and transported to Lambert Farm beginning
about 1000 B.P. until at least 600 B.P. {(A.D. 950 - A.D. 1300). Between 3000 and
1000 B.P. {1050 B.C. and A.D. 950), shellfish may have played a lesser role in
the diet of the inhabitants ai the site for reasons currently unknown but
perhaps related to the effect of horticuliure on mobility. For instance, one
hypothesis that needs to be further developed and tesied is thal afier 1000 B.P.
{A.D. 950) horticulture was being practiced at Lambert Farm, and mobility
shifted from large-scale movement 1o restricted forays. Since horticulture
requires a considerable investment of time from spring through fall to culti-
vate, plant and harvest, movement of an entire camp or base camp may have been
difficuit, if not precluded., Limited movement of small task groups ito adjacent
resource areas, such as ithe coast for gathering shellfish and interior woodad
locations for hunting deer, and then back to the site still would have enabled a
successaful harvest.

Put simply, prior to 1000 B.P. befere horiiculture iz assumed 1o have been
introduced in southern New England, campa moved to where resources ware avail-
able. After 1000 B.P. when horticulture was practiced, resources were brought
back to camp. Seasocnality studies and additional radiocarbon dating of shellfish
from Lambert Farm are being planned and will help test this hypothesis and
develop a madel of subsistence and settlement. No evidence of horticulture
(e.g.; vegetal remains or tools} has yet been recovered In situ or identified
from the site, although none of the flotation samples has been analyzed yet.

One other siriking cccurrence at Lambert Farm consistas of a dense circular
feature, approximately 65cm (25.8 inches) thick and 1Im (3.3 ft} in diameter,
which contained several species of shellfish, such as guahog, softshell clam (M.
arenaria), oyster (C. virginica), scallop (A. irradians), knobbed whelk (B.
canaliculatum), razor clam (E. directus} and mussel {(G. demissus). Some of ithese
species were whole and stratified within the feature, especially the =scallop
shells, which were siluated ioward the bottom of the feature (Kerber ei al
1989). The feature was constructsed as a mound and also contained numerous burned
rocks, ceramics, local and exotic lithics, such as Pennsylvania jasper and New
York chert, deer and bird bone, and a ateatits platform pipe. Situated both
below a portion of (within Excavation Unit 3} and within a differeni part of the
feature {within Excavation Unit 8) were the articulated, yet fragmentary,
skeletal remains of two canids, teniatively identified as domesticated dog (C.
familiaris}). Because of the fragmentary condition of the skeletal remains, only
the general orientation is depicted for the two dogs in Fig. 2,

Preliminary analysis indicates that both dogs were immature, approximately
five 1o six months cld, based upon the seguence of tooth eruption (Miller ef =zl
1964: 65Z2-653; Kerber ei al 1882}, Both cause of death and sex were not able to
be determined for eilher dog. Associated with the skeletal remains buried
beneath a portion of the shell mound within EU 3 were two shells, a complete
knobbed whelk and a single valve of a softshell clam (Fig., 2). HNone of the
gkeletal elements has been subjected to radiocarbon dating due to the destruc-
tive effecl of this dating lechnigue, bui a sample of gquahog shell from the
lowesl level of the shell mound, directly above the shkeletal remains within EU
3, received an uncorrected radiocarbon date of 870 +80 B.P. {A.D. 1080) (Beta
27937).

One possible inlerpretation is that the two dogs, mosi likely puppies, were
sacrificed and deliberately buried below and within a dense mound of shell and
other cullural debris. IL appears that a portion of the mound was consiructed
following the burial of one dog (within EU 3}, while another portion was
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Fig. 2. Orientation of the two dog burials and other cultura! remains
within Excavation Units 3 and 8 {from Kerber eif al. 1989).
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consiructed before the interment of the second dog {(within EU 8). The associ-
ation of the dense shell mound, platform pipe, and dog burials may represent
rare evidence of ceremonial and/or religious activity from the area. Addilional
analysis and interpretalion of the shell mound and dog burials at Lambert Farm,
which are beyond the scope of this article, are presenied by Herber et al
{1989).

One coastal sile, located approximately iwo miles (1.24km). northeast of
Lambert Farm, provides insight into the two dag burials. The Sweet-Meadow Brook
site (RI-191), excavated in part by the Narragansett Archaeoclogical Society
between 1954 and 1955, yielded seven burial features in which the remains of
eight people and twe doges were reirieved both within and below dense shellfish
remains {Fowler 19568) {Fig. 1). The remains of one dog were discovered as a
single interment within a burial feature, while the remains of the other dog
were found within a separate burial feature that also contained two human adults
and an infant. Associated wilth the remains of one individual in the mulliple
interment feature was a fragmeni of a pipe bhowl made of steatite. Two other
platform pipes, one of ateatite and ithe other of chlorite, also were found at
Sweet—-Meadow Brook, bul detailed information on the provenience of these two
artifacts is lacking. The only radiocarbon date reporied from the site yielded a
date of BOO +80 {(A.D. 1150) {Lamont 27Q)} {Fowler 1966:8). The radiocarbon sample
upon which this date was based consisted of oysler associated with one of the
human burials. This date may he contemporaneous with that of the lower level of
the shell mound {within EU 3) at Lamberi Farm. Unlike Sweet-Meadow Brook,
however, no human burials have been identified at Lambert Farm.

Shortly after this article was prepared, a third dog burial was discovered
at Lamberi{ Farm in a similar context as ihe other two burials. This burial also
was encountered within a dense mound of shell, approximately 65cm {25.6 inches)
thick, containing = variety of shellfish species, Although detailed information
is not yet available, il is known that the dog is a male adult and itz lower
back appears to have besn broken and ite body folded, perhaps to facilitate its
Placement in a small pit. The discovery of three dog burials al Lambert Farm and
five or six dog burials from Grannis Island in New Haven, Connecticut on the
east shore of Lhe Quinnipiac River (David Thompsan, Greater New Haven
Archaeological Society, personal communication 1989) represent the only iwo
prehistoric sites in southern New England known to the author thail contain three
or more dog burials.

CONCLUSTONS

The public field achool in archaeclogy at the Lambert Farm site provides a
successful model for the recovery and preservation of informstion from =a
Woodland period site threatened by private development bul not protected by
historic preservation legislation. Such a model may apply to other, but
certainly not all, sites in southern New England endangered by private
development. The solution hinges on beoth the cooperation among siale and city
officials, developers, archaeologists, and granting agencies and the direct
involvement of the public in funding and performing archaeological research., In
this case a significant resource is being studied and protected, while at the
same time public awareness of archasology and the problems of site destruction
are heightened in a manner that can contribute iowards the proteciion of other
threatened sites. Public archaeclogy at Lambert Farm has recently begun and
promises to be an exciting program in boih research and education.
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ARCHAEOLOGY: A TOOL FOR THE RECOVERY OF DATA FOR LOCAL HISTORY

LORETTA J. RIVERS
UNIVERSITY OF CONNECTICUT

ABSTRACT

Yersions of this paper were presented ab the Anrwal Meetings of the Souncil
for Northeast Histeric Archasoloey, held in Gctober 1538 in Guebec 2ity, Ouebec,
Canada, and at the session “Archaeology and the Public I. Education and
Perception” &t the First Joist Archasclogical Comgress, held Janwary 1989 in
Rallimnre, Maryland, Cassebts fapey of the (ongress sessions on archaenipgical
sducation are available for purchase. For further inforeation aboui the Congress
sgssions and futwre sessions on archaeolegical education, coptact: Martha
Wiliiape, Fducation Chairman, Soriety for Historical Archaeslogy, 7129 dakland
Avenaue, Falls Church, VA 22042,

INTRODUCTION

Over the past five years, archaeology is & 1iopic that haa received
increasing attention in museum exhibits and programs, and in pre-college class-
rooms. Some atates such as Texas are in the process of developing curricula on
archaecology for use with elementary and high school students. Others, including
Arizona and Louisiana, already have such literature available, as well as
participatory workshops for both young and adult audiences,

Thia article is intended as a means of sharing ideas and experiences on
teaching archaecology at iwo different kinds of small museums. It is also an
attempt to encourage other museums and historical agencies to devole time and
financial resources to promcting archaeclogical education. Non-gite-specific
muszeum exhibits, loan materials, and programs for grade four through adult
audiences are discussged. They were develaped and implemented while 1 was curator
of education at Jefferson Couniy Historical Society in Watertown, New York, and
at the Lutz Children’s Museum in Menchester, Connecticut. All were based on out-
reach sessions and teaching aids T ereated and used from 1876 to 1979 as a
docent at the Lutz Children’s Museum. They address major issues of archaeology
and preservation in Eastern North America, teach archaeological research and
interpretive skills, yet do not require the excavation of a site. The educa-
tional programs and materials ara presented as they were used at each insti-
tution, sc il is clear how and why they came about, and the ways that they were
suited Lo the needs of both museums. They were made possible by funding from the
New York State Council for the Aris and from Lhe Connecticut Humanitiss Council,
state-based fiscal agenis of the National Endowment for the Bumanities.

In the lale 19708 when programs and materialas were firsli organized and
used, and when they were revised and expanded in the mid-1980Gs, many resource
allocators were not supportive of workshops which prepared classroom instructors
to teach archaeology. Alsc at that time, there was a shift to funding programs
which educated the general public, rather than those which were direcied at
school groups and educators. In addition, the few archaeclogy education prograns
which did exist focused on ihe excavalion of intaclt archaeclogical siles, and
the field work was often directed by individuals whe lacked proper training,
Thus, the funding agents’ concerns were founded on real problems. They wanted to
prevent the desiruction of archaeclogical sites and to minimized adverse reac-
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tion from professional archaeclogists. To satisfy grant reviewers, the archaeo-
logical community, teachers, and institutional goals, programs were created
which initially were conducted by museum siaff that had an academic background
in archaeology. However, the staff-led sessions also prepared titeachers to
include the subject in their curriculum by using museum loan materials which did
not require staff assistance or the excavaiion of a site. Today many archaeolo-
gisls and preservation agencies play an active role in training instructars to
teach archaeology and in educating the public,

There are several reasons to educate the public and teachers about archae-
ology. The most important of these are to change existing misconceplions, to
make the public aware of the importance of preserving archaeological resources,
and ito increase financial and social support for archaeclogical research and
gite preservation.

Intil recently, many professional archaeclogislis were reluctant to educate
the public out of fear it might increase site destruction, but avoiding the
issue has proven equally damaging. For example, ieachers and museum staff
lacking archaeological training and withoul professional supervision have "dug
up" sites as a hands-on experience to supplement a local history unit. After
having desiroyed most of a site, they have requested the assistance of profes-
gional archeeologists to help them idenitify the recovered artifacts. Others have
taken classes surface collecting across plowed fields in search of prehistoric
and historic remains. Also, in recent years archaeclogy has become a more common
word among the public. Increased consiruction activities requiring cultural
impact reports and site surveys to locate and record sites are making archae-
ology more visible in many communities. Effective management of archaeological
resources above and below the ground relies on public support.

The public must be taught that archasological =ites are a non-renewable
resource that iz part of their cultural heriiage, ithal excavation is a destruc-
tive research technigue, and that even the most carsful sxcavation al least
partially destiroys a site. Preservation and a hands—off approach should be
emphasized for those who lack training or professional guidance, This can be
achieved, in part, by leaching audiences to do archaeoclogical research ahove the
ground which will not damage sites. In addition, literature should be provided
en ihe individuals to contact regarding sites that are threaiened by vandalism,
construction, or other activities, and about archaeological praojects and related
information. However, for any educational efforl to be successful there must be
cooperation in the community or region between archaeclogisia, local museums and
historical agencies, libraries, and school adminisiraiors and teachers. Coop-
eration promotes the sharing of financial ressources, ataff, collections, and
ideas, ag well as facilitating the standardigation of the issues and facts to be
publicized. The message travels guickly when people are learning something
interesting and having fun. Therefore, il is important for the public to know
that archaeologists and educalors are working itogether and have established
guidelines and procedures for doing and _t_aac-h’iifig archaeology. If such coop-
eration and policies do not exist, or ars not made known, educating the public
could result in further site destruction.

How do you develop educational resourcea? What issues should be covered?
How do you convince audiences that what you have to say about archaeology is
gignificant to them? First, check the resources aveilable at museums or related
agencies. Review the public and private school curricula in the community and/or
state, and iake local issues such as a construction project into consideration.
Then, do a survey of the literature and teaching aids that exist to determine
what has been done and Lhe different ways to approach the topic. Materials
produced by other individuals and organizations can supplement your programs
just by making them available to audiences and educators. Within the last few
years, several museums, preservation agencies, and archaeologists have produced
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a variety of resources, They include in-house exhibits, traveling exhibils,
materials for classrcom use, audiovisuals, and books for children.

Traditionally, archaeology has been taught by involving =students in the
excavalion of either an intacti mite or simuleted site. Another common technique,
called shoebox archaeclogy, is a simulated site in a amal]l hox. ANl three tend
lo promote the belief thal archaeclogy primarily involves the recovery,
recording, and cataloging of artifacts and their related data found in the soil.
It also requires the explanation of stratigraphy and chranclogy which can be
difficult concepts to teach and hard for many audiences, particularly young
ones, to understand. There are other important factors to consider. First, not
all audiences want to experience field work. For many it is sufficient to learn
how and why archaeologisis do research without participating in or watching an
excavation. Learning abouit the subject through other media provides them with
basic information and satisfies their curiosity. Second, in many areas of the
country due to climate conditions, it is8 not possible during the school year to
vigii an excavation dome by profesgional archaeologists. In many instances,
unleas there are staff or volunteers to ialk to the public, fregquent visitation
interrupts and slows down fieldwork. PFurther, the excavation of a sgite, be it in
gitu or simulated, is not necessarily the most effective way ito teach the
subject. Some facilities, such as Qld Sealem, Inc. in North Carclina, Colonial
Wililamsburg, and the Ballimore Center for Urban Archaeology in Maryland, have
found it successful to educate the public and teachers by involving them in an
excavation, Those institutions have at least one full-time archaeologist,
researcher, and educator {Anderson, Comer, and 5Sievens 1988; Hammond 1989;
Samford 1988}, Others, including the staff at the Historic Si. Augustine
Preservation Beard in Florida, found Lhat using a simulated site io Lleach
archaeology to children has problems. At their site, many elementary and junior
high students became bored and lacked the patience and persistence necessary to
carry out the extensive nole-taking, mapping, cataloging, and other time-
consuming, repetitious tasks reguired by the excavation of a site (Chance
1989).

Insiead, the excavation of a site or field irip to an excavation should be
follow-up sactivities to olher materials which stresa that field work is a smsall
part of archaeclogical research. The emphasis should be on teaching the archaeo-
logical skill of research, ohservation, description, analysis, and explanation
through the use of artifacts, documents, and other malerials which do nol
raquire field work or a small simulated site. Unlike axcavation, this method
gives participants knowledge and shkills which they can do on their own. As
exampies of this alternative approach, I am presenting exhibits, educational
loan materials, and programs T developed =and implemented while curator of
education at both the Jefferson County Historical Society and at the Lutz
Children’s Museum.

JEFFERSON COUNTY HISTORICAL SOCIETY

The Jefferson County Historical Society is located in Watertown, New York.
Jefferson County is primarily a rural area siluated in the northern part of the
state along the St. Lawrence River. The Historical Saciety was organized in 1886
and in 1972 received accreditation from the American Association of Museums. In
the early 19703, museum oulreach programs were initialted and delivered to school
children on a regular basis. In 1978, the conient of ils educational services
began shifting to local history, and by 1979 the transition was complete. That
is important, because in 1980 the New York Stale social studies curriculum was
rewritlen making it mandatory to teach local history at the fourth grade level,
The change in the curriculum increased the demand for programs presented by
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museum staff. During that year, the Historical Society staff worked with per-
sonnel at the Board of Cooperative Bducalion Serwvices, teachers, and librarians,
to asgist them in locating and using primary sources and artifacts to create
local history units.

When I arrived in 1983, there was a well-established cooperative network
among the public schoel system, libraries, and the Historical Society, and other
historical agencies in ihe ragion. The Sociely’s active outireach programs, loan
materiale, exhibits, tours, workshops, and other programs had fostered a
long—standing rapport with communities throughout the county. Assistance from
the media, primarily newspapers, produced much coverage about the museum and its
educational services. Thus, the institution had a following audience that was
ready and waiting for new informatian.

Archaeology programs at the Historical Sociely came about for 2 number of
reasons. Its popular cutreach program for elementary students, "Native Americans
in Jefferson Couniy"”, and a loan case and in-house exhibit on that subject, had
attracted many visitors. They motivated audiences to pose guestions about the
origin of the artifacts, what archaeclogy is, how artifacts are recovered, and
what they reveal about the past. The issue that rushed the development of educa—
tional programs and resovurces on archaeology was the expanzion of Fort Drum, a
military base in the county. Its growth wauld increase the population and
reguire the building of housing facilities, commercial stiructures, and improved
transportation systems throughout the county., Proposed constiruction using
private, state, and federal funds would require cultural impact statements to
determine the nature and extent of potential archaeclogical sites. Archaeology
was a topic that received litile nolice in 1983, but by 1984 it would gain
increasing coverage. Befare it became a high profile subject, it was the
respongibility of the Historical Sociely to educate the public (Rivers 1985).

Through the winier and spring of 1984, pilot sessions were offered at the
mugeum for grades four through eight. These trial programs and others allowed
staff to try different teaching sirategies and information. The goal was to
comhbhine education materials on archaeology which 1 had created and used while a
docent, with what was called "above-ground archaeology”" by John Cotter and
Thomas Schlereth. Above-ground archaeolegy includes some of the research and
work done by archaeoclogists before, during, and after excavation. It involves
the study of maps, photographe, illustrationg, mail order calalogs, and other
documents. The examinalion and interpretation of artifacts, architeclure, and
the cultural landscape are other aspects. Schlereth suggested using such =ources
to teach the marchaeological skills of observation, description, and explanation
{Schlereth 1981; Cotter 1878).

Knowledge gained from these pilot sessions, and from lesscns given Iin the
clesarcom during the fall of 1983, provided the museum staff with information on
how to design archaeology programs and resources for a wide audience. In 1984,
the Historical Society submitted a grant proposal to the New York Stats Council
for ihe Arts requesting funds for the development of museum in-house and
outreach programs entitled "Archaeology: A Tool for Recovery of Date for Local
History.” They would focus on the recovery and interpretiation of prehistoric,
historic, and indusirial data from the county. These materials were to provide
grade four through adull audiences with a better understanding of the inter-
relationship of cultural, technological, and environmental changes and how those
changes are reflected in material eulture. It would be done through interpretive
programs, exhibits, slide lectures, walking tours, and loan materials for the
clagsroom and community groups. Such educational resources would broaden the use
of the museum’s collections and make use of the mid- to late-nineteenth century
mill structures and related transporiation facilities visible in the Iandscape.
All programs and materials would emphasize data recovery technigues, interpre-
tation, preservation and conservation, and would explain why a site must never
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be excavaled except under the supervision of a professional archaeologist.
Ahove-ground archaeology, primarily researching and inlerpreling material
culturs, and studying and explaining the cultural landscape, would be a major
part of the exhibits and programs (Jefferson County Historical Society 1984).

Funding was awarded and three consultants were hired: Earl Sidler, Michael
Gimigliano, and Thomas Schlereth. Earl Sidler had done extensive archsaeological
research on prehistoric sites in Jefferson Couniy. The industrial archaeologiat
and culiural gecgrapher, Michael Gimighiano, had worked on local historic siles.
The third consultanlt, Thomas Schlereth, is a material cultural historian who
advocates the use of living history museums and reading the cultural landscape
to undersiand current and past relationships between people and objects. The
consullants reviewed Llhe preliminary plans for the program and resources,
provided suggestions, and each presented a lecture at the museum for members and
the adult public. The archaeclogists supplied information on indusirial develop-
ment and on Native American material culiure and setilement patterns in the
county. They alsec furnished reference materigla to aid in cultural resource
management and to assist professional archaeclogists. The material cultural
geographer gave differenl approaches to examining and interpreting the cultursl
landscape,

After the consultations, an inlerpretive session was designed and tested
with several fourth grade classes. It integrated teacher materials, student
activities, and artifacts for the proposed loan case, walking {our, and
exhibits., Slides, graphics, artifacts, and information were presanted a wvariety
of ways to determine what sequence and teaching methods were most effective. At
the end of the session, teachers and studenis offered comments and all classes
were asked to complete an evaluation form. Several educational programs and
materials resulled.

A pne-hour interpretive session and accompanying exhibil case were designed
for grades four through eight. They focused on archaeclogical research,
excavation, and above-ground lechnigues. These concepts were presented through
slides, graphics, amall excavation tools, and rscording equipment. Prehistoric
and historic artifacts, both fragmentary and intact, were also used. Audiences
were taught that archaeology enhances our knowledge and understanding of local
history. Different kinds of archasology done in the county were discussed, as
was the impact that the expansion of Fort Drum would have on archaealogical
remains. The firsti part of ihe session covered ihe purpose of archaeoclogical
regearch, its scientific nature and methods, and preservation. To prevent future
damage 1o sites by enthusiagtic audiences, it was emphasized before, during, and
after the presentation, that a site must never be disturbed or excavated without
the direction of a professional archasologisi. Further, =specific sile loealions
were not given. What followed was an explanation of why certain materials do not
survive in the spil, how archaeologists idenlify objects, and whatl artifacts
tell about the people that made and used them, The remainder of the program
taught participants how they could become above-ground archaeologists. Audiences
were instructed and encouraged to discover information ai museums and libraries,
and o view the culiural landsecape in their communiiy as an above-ground sile
that contains many artifacts which reflect on-going and past activities. Thus,
in & sense, Lheir surroundings become a living history museum.

Pre- and post-visit teacher materials accompanied the interpretive program,
They included a brief introduction to archaeclogy which prepared instructors and
students for the session. This sllowed them to play an aclive role during the
staff-led program, because participaniz had some prior knowledge of the subject,
had time to think about it, and to formulate questions, The literature covered
the different kinds of archaeclogicael sites in the couniy, mnd ihe four mein
phases of archaeology! discovery, recovery, conservaltion, and analysis. It
stressed that sites are protected by staie and national lawe which do not permit
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museumn staff to provide =site locations. Audiences were instructed to contacti
either the Historical Society of State Division of Anthropological Services if
they have information on county sites threatened by construction or other
activities., ¥Follow-up teaching siraiegies and a list of books and museum
resources were provided for doing above-ground archasclogy.

A related loan case, "Meaning in Artifacts," was designed for grade four
through adull audiences. It was intended to supplement the interpreiive session
and to be used with the loan materials, "Architecture in Jefferson County”.
These resources were intended to help borrowers develop 2 unit on above-ground
archaeglogy in their community. It included some visual aids and teachar
materials identical to those in the interpretive program and focugsed on the same
issues. Archival maierials from the museum'’s collection were reproduced as
slides to show some of the different kinds of sources thal archaeologists and
historians use to learn about the pasi. Included are excerpts from mail order
catalogs, magazines and directories, photographs, postcards, maps, letiers, and
other documents,

The two following aclivities ware included in ihe loan case and as follow-
up lessons for the interpretive session; versions of them appear at the end of
this article (Appendix 1), They cen be adapied for use with grade four through
adult audiences by changing the teaching approach and level of detail. Both
teach research, obaervation, description, analytical, and interpretive skills.
They instruct audiences to approach data wilh questions, io think about it, and
io try to explain the information. The activity. "Artifact Identification and
Intepretation"”, was adapted from E. McClung Fleming and Fred Schroder {Fleming
1974; Schroder 1976). Nineteenih- and twenlieth-century iniact objects, such as
sad iron, fluting iron, and electric iron, are used. Participants must identify
an artifact, place il in its cullural context and study how ils appearance and
function change over time. This requires the close examination of an individual
artifact, of aasemblages of related artifacts, and the consideration of social
dynamics, such as use, associated with an cbject. Research technigues are taught
through the use of printed and photographic s=ources. The other activity,
"Reading the Cultural Landscape in Your Community"”, was adapied from one
described by Thomas Schlereih (Schlereth 1981). Modern and historical photo-
graphs and maps are utilized io ieach map reading skills and to explain how and
why a communily changes over time. A few aspecis studied are the location of
natural and cultural features, the placement and structure of a community in
relation to topography, and the relationship of iransportation routes, different
kinds of buildings, parks, and other features to one another. It enabled the
public to create an indoor program and/or walking four of the cultural landscape
in their town.

The issues, information, and titypes of artifacts presented in the
interpretive session and lean case were ito be repeated in two in-house
exhibits. They would explain how archaeological data broadens our understanding
of local history. One exhibit would stiress preservation and explain the goals
and =scienlific metheds of archaeological research and excavalion. The other
would present above-ground archasclogical techniques and sources.

After the programs and rescources were introduced, the interpretive session
continued to be presented over fthe next three yearse to many elementary students,
primarily thoege in grade four, and to gsome community groups. To complement that
program, a unit on claessical archaeology, mainly in Greece and Italy, was
created by the nexl curator of education. 1 supplemented the sixth grade cur-
riculum, In 1987, to assist the Historical Sociely in educating the public,
Louis Berger and Associates placed an exhibit in the museum. It focused on their
archaeaclogical research at Forl Drum and adjaceni towns. Through 1989 and 1990,
the interpretive session will be transformed into a loan case so that borrowers
can teach archaeclogy without museum staff. The idea of studying the cultural
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landscape eventually became accepted and applied in many towns. The museum has
received funds to reproduce graphics that demonsirate physical changes in the
cultural landacape of several county communities. Those materials will be used
in the exhibit, "The Buill Environmeni", and will be available as loan materials
to school and community groups.

LUTZ CHILDREN’S MUSEUM

The Lutz Children’s Museum is located in Manchester; Connecticut, a few
miles east of ithe staite capital. It originated in 1953 end over the past 30
yeara has grown in size and in ihe variety of educational services it offera.
The museum has mainly participatory exhibite, a live animal exhibil area, and a
nature center. In addition, it provides schools, libraries, and community
organizations with educational loan materials and resource lessons led by museum
staff and volunieers. PFor children in preschool through junior high, it offers
in—house tours, and after-school, weekend, and summer clesses ai the museum, as
well as parent-child preograms and field tripa.

Programs and resocurces on archaeoclogy at the Lulz originated in 1876 in
responge to requests from elemeniary school teachers of gified students. To meet
this need, I worked with some Manchester teachers and librarians to develop a
resource lesson and loan kit that focused on Native Americans in the Manchester
area, and on archaeclogy. In 1978, with assistance from Dr. Douglas Jardan, the
former Connecticut State Archaeologist, a loan kit entitled "Connecticut
Indians" was developed for grades Lthree ithreugh eight. Due to ils popularity, a
duplicate kit was produced last year. They include slides, a script, and
literature about archaeclogy, brief information on Connecticut Native Americans,
suggestions for further reading, and prehistoric artifacts mounted with
explanatory labels and graphics.

Over a decade later, the loan kits continue to be used regularly and
teachers requested more rescurces on archseology. In 1987, most presentations
and materials on archaeology were done in conjunction wiith the traveling
exhibit, "What is Archaeclogy?."” It focuses on classical archaeology and was
prepared by the New Haven Sociely of the Archaeclogical Institute of America,
with support from the Connecticut Humanities Council. The Council provides
circulating exhibits at no fee and mini-grants of up to five hundred dollars 1o
borrowers. The financial assistance is available to help recipients with
axhibit-related events and resources. At the Lulz, the funds were used to hire
outside scholars to do three slide-lecture presentations. A leclure on
Connecticui garchaeology, mainly prehistory, was presented al the museum for high
school students and adults. Staff from the American Indian Archaeclogical
Institute in Washington, Connecticut, gave two parent-child workshops on the
same topic for children in grades three through eight. The monetary award also
made possible the loan kit, "Archaeology: Exploring the Pasl." It is for grades
four through eight, but can be adapted for use with older children and adultis,
As at the Jefferson Countiy Hisiorical Sociely, slides, graphics, literature, and
small excavation equipment and artifacts, both fragmentiary and intact, were
included in the outreach materials. However, at this museum, several oihar
programe and loan materials focused on science and natural history. As a resulit,
many audiences thought that archaeologists sludied dinosaurs and fossils of
ancient plants and animals. Thus, it was necessary to explain the difference
between archaeology and paleontology, in addilion to covering the different
kinda of archaeological sites in the state, the scientific methods of archaeo-
logical research, excavation, and above-ground techniques,

A small in-house exhibit on local archaeology and above-ground research was
placed near the traveling exhibit, along with 2 brief handout. The lilerature
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emphasized preservatlion, the different itypes of archasoclogical resources in
Connecticut, and gave suggestions for further reading, The address of the
Connecticut State Archaeologist, and that «f the =slaff archaeologist at the
Connecticul Historical Commission were also provided.

In addition to the exhibils and lectures, programs were offered at the
museum for children in grades four through eight. They included sessions of one
o two hours in lengih, which met once a wesk for four to six weeks, both afier
school and during the summer. The classes were designed so that each week
parlicipanis could build on the shkills they had learned in the previous class,
Excavation methods, artifact study and interpretation, the examination of maps
and archival materials, a walking tour of the main street, and a wisit {0 nearby
cemeteries were included in the programs.

At the schools, ihe resource lesson, "Archaeclogy as Community History”,
was presented to many fourth, fifth, and sixth grade classes. The one-hcur to
one-and-one-half hour ouireach session was requested ofien and accepted gquickly
for two reasons: local history and "The Artifact Box". Since the late 1970s an
increasing number of schools in Manchester and other towns have includsed local
history in the curriculum. Many had used the loan kits on Native Americans and
wanied materials thal focused on historical archaeclogy. In conjunction with
lpcal hiastory units some teachers were doing a project with their classes called
"The Artifact Box." That project is done nationwide by students in programs for
the gifted; however, sevaral teachers had adapted the unit for use with other
pupils. Classes create a box which contains artifacts, photographs, and printed
sources that provide clues about their town and state. Boxes are then sent tc a
commitiee for random distribution to schools throughout the couniry. The
recipients use the clues to determine where the box originated and to interpret
life in that community. A few itopics covered by the clues are: the natural and
cultural features of a community, local indusiry, population, historic land-
marks, typical home, flora and fauna, and a food or product characterigiics of a
region. Bome teachers doing this unit asked for museum staff-led sessions and
loan materials thai would teach studenis how archaeoclogists construct and
explain the past. They felt that such resources would help classes to create an
artifact box and {o interpret the one they would receive. Thus, "The Ariifact
Box" project provided a good way to introduce young audiences to some archaeo-
logical concepis, as well as to the analvtical and explanatory techniques used
by archaeoclogista. In addilion, it allowed an opportunity to determine what
ieachers and sludents would find useful to have available as loan materials.

CONCLUSIONS

In summary, Lhere iz a need lo educate the public and instructors about
archaeology and many audiences are eager to learn about the subject. Ths
educational programs, exhibits, and outreach maierials on archacology that were
developed and implemented at the Lutz Children's Museum and at the Jefferson
County Historical Scciety are examples of effective ways to reach and insiruct a
diverse audience. At both museums, the teaching methods =zand media were
successful for several reasons. Their existing staff-led sessions and loan
materials used artifacis, as well as wriltten and piclorial documenis, to
acquaint audiences with examining and explaining objects and the past. Studying
ithe cultural landscape was readily accepled at the Jefferson County Historical
Society because of already popular loan materials and walking tours on lecal
architecture. The resources on architecturs, and the emphasgis on artifact
reading and interpreting in other educational programs and materiale, provided a
basis from which the public could be taught Lo view the built environment as
artifacts and culture Lhat had not yet become pari of the archaeological record



COMMUNITY HISTORY 33

below the ground. In addition, at the {iwo institutions, archaeology was
presented in a manner ithat made it significant to audiences. For teachers and
studenis, the materials supplemented the local history curriculum. For thaose
individuals, and the general public, the rescurces were also relevant to current
eventa. They explained why couniy and state residents might read about or see
archaeclogy being done in their area prior to construction. Also, for most
audiences it was a topic that had a mysterious quality; thus, the programs and
related materials pigued their curicsity.

All those factors considered, il was the coopsration and sharing of
regources and ideas among musSeums, historical agencies, archaeoclogists,
librariesa, and schools that made the educational efforts work. That cooperation
made it possible to standardize the information and the policies and procedures
for doing and teaching archasclogy, and to make them hknown. Data recovery
through excavation was explained, but preservation and a hands—off approach for
thoge who lack training or professional guidance was emphasized. Above-ground
archaeology, including research, analysis, interpretation, and the study of the
cultural landscape, were given egual attention.

Thus, a few simple points were conveyed to all audiences. First, the public
was told what archaeology 18, how and why it was doane, and why a site must never
be excavated without the direction of a trained archaeologist. Second, audiences
were told that the reason archaeologists study artifacts is ico learn about
people, by trying to understand changing relationshipas beiwesn people and
things., Last, they were taught that it is difficult to construct the past even
when there are many contemporansocus documenis end intact objects available.
Through these programs and resources, the public was made aware of and
encouraged 10 preserve archasological remains above and below the ground,

Some of the educsational programs, loan materials, and exhibits at the
Jefferson County Historical! Society and those at the Lutz Children’s Museum
provided ihe basis for the initial planning of the traveling exhibit,
"Preserving Connecticut’s Archaeclogical Herilage," and its accompanying
brochure.
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APPENDIX 1

ACTIVITIES

These activities provide a starting point for instructing audiences to do
archaeclogical research ashbhove the ground. They ieach students to approach
artifacts and data with questions, and to think about and explain the
information. Both can be used wilh students in grade four and older audiences by
changing the level of detail.

ARTIFACT IDENTIFICATION AND INTERPRETATION

This activity introduces audiences toc the methods used by archaeclogists
and historians io analyze and extract information from artifacts, and from
contemporaneous written and graphic sources, Participants must identify an
artifact, place it its cullural context, and consider how ils appesrance and
function change over time. This requires close examination of individual
artifacts, assemblages of related artifacis, and the consideration of social
dynamics, such as use, connected wilth an object, It was adapted from Fleming
(1874) and Schroder (1978).

Materials!

a) Modern cobject familiar to studentis. Examples: eleciric iron and apple
peeler,

b) 0Old cbject not familiar io students. Examples: san iron, fluting iron,
apple peeler, and cherry stoner. Select an artifact that can be found in
mail order catalogs and other sources, such as magazines.

Many museums and hisiorical societies have loan materials for the classroom,
which include originals or reproductions of artifacts similar to those given a=
examples.

Begin with a modern object and go through the following steps with
students, Then have ihem identify an unfamiliar object wusing the =zame
guesiions. Afier parlicipanis have examined a complete artifact have them study
an arlifact fragment. This will help them {o understand how difficull it is for
an archaeologist to learn about peopla from fragmentary evidence recovared
througzh excavation.

Idenlify:

a) Material--stone, bone, wood, plastic, metal (tin, copper, cast iron, elc)
b) Shape and dimensions

c¢) Color

d) Surface treatment

e} Function—-How is the object used? What ig it used for?

f) Manufacture--How was it made? Any visible marks from manufacture?

Place the artifact 1in its historical and cultural context., This is the
relationship of the artifact to its own time and culture.

a) Material--What materials were available?
b) Shape and dimensions--Are they similar to a modern object?
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c) Color is the color common today and for this type of artifact? How do you
feel about the color? How do you think people in the past fell aboul it?

d) ESurface trealment—-Is this type of marking used today? Why? 1Is it
popular?

a} Punction--Is the object usad the same way loday as it was fifty or one
hundred years ago? Has its use changed over time? How? How do you feel
about the way the artifact is used? How deo you ithink pecple in the past
falt about using the object?

f) Manufacture--How would the objecl be made today? Where? How do you feel
about the way it was produced? How do you think people in the past felt
ahout the way it was made?

Where can further information be found to place the artifact in its cultural and
historical context?

a) Mail order catalogs. They are wonderful sources for the different models
and prices of an artifact, and for artifact assemblages. An artifact
assemblage is a group of ariifacts that are used together {or Ffound
together at an archaeological wsite). For example, to do laundry in the
nineteenth century you needed: A wash tub, scrub, board, clothes pins,
clothes line, and iron.

b) City and county directories. These include information on the places
different artifacts were manufactured and =sold, different styles of an
object, and sometime include prices.

c) Newapapers. Often they provide the same information as directories.

d) Photegraphs, posicards, magazines, advertising art, and trade or business
cards. These provide informalion on how an aobject looked, was used, and
marketed.

e} Maps may coniain informaticn on where an artifact was manufactured or
sold.

f} Letters, diaries, journals, and similar sources often reveal how people
felt about an artifact and their surroundings.

READING THE CULTURAL LANDECAPE IN YOUR COMMUNITY

This activity was adapted from one described in Artifacts and the American
Past by Thomas J. Schlereth. Modern and historic photographs and maps are used
te teach mep reading, research, and analytical skills, and to explain how and
why a community changes over time. It is most successful when wused in
conjunction with a unit on local history or architecture. Teachers and students
can design a classroom unil, and/or walking tour, on the changing cullural
landscape in their town. Maps, photographs, and illustrations should be used to
develop 2 glide presentation and bulletin board exhibit, which show how the
different sections of a town ar city changed over time., ¥ will alao provide Lhe
background for a walking tour,

Directories and land records can be used to provide additional research
experience and information. Generally, historical societies, museums, libraries,
and archives will allow maps and other documents to be reproduced in the form of
slides and photographs for classroom use. Depending on the condition of the
artifact, some may be duplicated on a copy machine.



COMMUNITY HISTORY 37

Materials:

a)

Current iown and county map

b) Current U1.8.G.8. topographic map of your community

c)
d)
€)

Righteenth-, ninetesnth-, and twentieth-century town and county maps
Sanborn (fire insurance) maps

Past or currenl photographs, illuslraticens, postcards, or paintings of
your town.

Identify:

a)

b)

Natural features--vegetation, waterways, terrain. These must always he
congidered because the origin and development of mast towns was dependent
upon and influenced by natural features. For example, eighteenth- and
nineteenth-century mills and factories are located along rivers and
streams.

Cultural featureg--houses, schools, churches, public buildings, mills,
businesses, streets, parks, statues, and monuments, ethnic communities,
farms.

Ask the following question:

a)

b}

e)

£}

Relation of a communily to the natural terrain and vegetation. Example:
Why is a town located along a river? Is it relaled to early transportation
and trading? Is it related to manufacture (mills—-waterpower)?
Street——What and where are the major routes? Have these changed over
time? What about transportation changes over time? How have Lthey affected
the growth and shape of the town? What are ihe origin of street names
(businesses, citizens, ethnic groups}?

Buildings~~Where are the residences, businesses, public buildings? Why?
Where are they in relation io each other? How has itheir location changed
over time? Why?

Parks and recreational areas-—-Where are ithey and why? Who in the community
would use a park? Who would have a public garden? Where would a community
gel money for a public park? Consider the differeni socio-economic levels
of community residents and where they live.

Statues and markers-—Where are they? What person or event does the
artifact. commemorazate? Are they restricted ito a certain time period or
aspect of a community’s higtory? Why?

Consgider ihe changes in the economy (agriculture, small mills, factories,
etc.) and their relationship to the above.



AN OUTLINE OF THE ABORIGINAL. ARCHAEOLOGY
OF SHELTER ISLAND, NEW YORK

JOHN CHARLES WITEK
NEW YORK STATE ARCHAROLOGICAL ASSOCIATION

ABSTRACT

tlthough Shelter Isiand, Wew York, is the locus for huadreds of prehistoric
sifes, and is one of the last relatively undisturbed parts of Long Isiand
offering splendid opportunities for studyving coastal HNew York ssbsistence/
settlemant patterps, field work and published iiteralure concerning the island
have been limited. This overview atteapts to expand the record by swyathesizing
prior commentary, by proposing a preliminary cultural sequence and chrosology,
and by providing data for futuse research which, we urge, should esphasize site
reports and testable hyoobhesss concerning the archaeology of neardy coastal
Connecticut with which Shelter Island is assoriated, oeographically  and
culturaliy.

GEOGRAPHY AND NATURAL HISTORY

Located 19 kilometers {12 miles) south of the mouth of the Conneclicui
River, Shelter Isiand, New York (Figure 1) lies midway along a glacial
archipelege of "Indian islands" siretching along the northern edge of the North
Atlantic coastal plain province from Siaten Island to Cape Cod. It is
approximately 3200 hectares {7907 acres) in area, and is separated from Long
Island Sound tc the north and from the Atlantic Ocean ic the south, by the north
and south "forks" of Long Island. Manhansack-agqua-quash-awamock, "island
sheltered by islands"”, was the Algonkian name for it used by resident Manhanset
Indians in the seventeenth century (Duvall 1952:9).

A broad, shallow shelf surrounds most of Sheller island, except in the
northwest, where sandy bluffs rise 40 meters above sea level. Topography is
morainal wilh kames, keltleholes, and erratic boulders that are the resull of
one or more advances of the late Wiaconsonian glacier {Englebright 1982}, The
present shoreline of broad, irreguler cowves, shallow tidal marshes, and sandy
beaches, was formed by post-glacial rises in sea level, and by the comparatively
recent action of wind and waves. Much of the terrain available for human
occupation during the post-Pleistocene is submerged {Lightfoot et al 1985:77).

Farming has been carried out on Shelier Island since the 1600s’, although
some portions of the island were never cultivated. Fortunsetely for
archaeologiats seeking to account for humen activilies since EBuropean contact
that might have disturbed prehistoric sites, past land use patterns are well
documented. Island soil is generally acetic to extremely acetic, and has a
aimple, well-developed profile. A thin upper streium of decaying organic
material and humus is underlain by glacial cutwash sand and till continuing far
a considerable depih {Broughton et al 1966:35).

Heavily forested once, the island still supports Ierge stands of hickories
and mast-producing oaks. The white oak {Ruercus alba) grew profusely on Shelter
Island in the 16508, and was coveted both by Indians as a food scurce, and the
European merchanta seeking timber (Duvall 1952:10}). The diametrically opposed
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uses of this resource by whites and Indians presages ithe rapid dissclution and
desatruction of the latter’s socielies on Shelter Island and elsewhere throughout
the northeast.

Until the onset, in 1985, of an algal bloom that decimated island shellfish
populations, local waters yielded commercial guantities of bay scallop
{Aequipecten irradians), oyster (Crassostrea virginica}, hard clam (Venus
mercenaria), soft clam (Mya arenaria), knobbed whelk (Busycon carica), and
channeled whelk (B. canaliculaium)}, all of which have been recovered locally
from Late Woodland period middens.

Edible wild plants and game are abundant. Of ihe 32 species of mammals,
birdsa, reptile, crustaceans, and fish recovered by Roy Latham {1957) from a Late
Woodland stratum st Shelter Island’s Smith site, 25 are still resident or visil
the island. White {ailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus borealis) is extremely
populous. These and cther local mammals are plegued by the deer {ick (Ixodes
dammini), which transmits Lyme Disease ithat iz endemic on Shelter Island.
Archaeclogists working here are warned to protect themselves from bites during
the long tick season, which lasts from May through November.

ISLAND ARCHAEOQLOGY

Despite the opportunities it affords for the study of a wide range of
prehistoric sgites in relatively undisturbed settings, Shelter Island received
scant atiention from professional archaeologists until 1983. At this time, work
commenced here under ths direction of Dr. Kent Lighifoot, SUNY at Stony Brook,
as part of the university’s regional survey program designed io supplement
ongoing cultural resource managemeni projecis on Long Island. An intensive
subsurface tesiing program was conducted to detect buried sites within Shelter
Isiand’s Mashomack Preserve — an 825 hectare (2038 acre) iract administered by
The Nature Conservancy, a non-profii environmental organization. Lightfoot
digcovered 18 prehistoric sites and concluded that the coastal setilement
patiern for Shelter Island "ia relatively complex, consisting of a few large
shell middens and literally hundreds of amall, special purpose camps” (Lighifoot
1985:59), Mashomack is also the subject of a preliminary archaeological survey
commizagioned by The Nature Conservancy, which notes site locations inside and
outside of the preserve {Brush and Brush 1982).

Previcusly, the oconly significant research on Sheller Island was the
excavation of the Smith sile by ibe avccalional archaeclogist, Roy Latham,
together with Charles F. Goddard and other members of the Incorporated Long
Island Chapter, New York BState Archaeological Association. As early as 1911,
Indian burials had been encountered at the southeastern Shelter Island site
which was to preoccupy Latham between 1938 and 1945 [not 1843 - 1953, as he
perplexingly slates in his 1957 site reporl (Latham 1957)]. Long trenches dug by
the excavators through a large shell midden revealed the only stratified  site
yet reported for Shelter Island. It included Late Woodland, possibly sarlier
Woodland, and Terminal Archaic components, and yielded five burialg, floral and
faunal remains, as well as architectural features including hearths and house
structures., Unfortunately, most of the site has been chliterated by road grading
and houae construction, end Latham’s (n.d.) field notes are cursory and
incomplete.

A report by the writer concerning a cache of Susquehanna tradition blades
{Witek 1989} comprises the reat of the published literature devoted to Shelter
Island prehistory. A slender collection of documents -~ town records, deeds,
memoirsg, court records, prose fiction, and local histories -- provides some
ethnohistoric data about Indian life on the island from the seventeenth through
the nineteenth centuries.
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Hundreds of artifacts from the Smith site, together with his manuscripts
and field notes were donated by Roy Latham to the Southold Indian Museum
maintained by the Incorporaied Long iIsland Chapter, New York State
Archaeological Association. Other Shelter Island artifacts may be found at the
Museum of the American Indian, Heye Foundation. Others, including those
excavaled by Lighifool at Mashomack, are stored at Queans College.

Artifacts collecied Ilocally by island residents and exhibited at the
Manhanset Museum, administersd by the Sheller Island Historical Society, were
particularly useful in preparing this overview., These include diagnostic and
non—-diagnostic artifacts of chipped, ground, and polished stone - projectile
points, celts, mortars, pestles, axes, adzesa, bifacially chipped blades, knives,
balla, scrapers, drills, problematic objecir, Sebonac and Niantic pottery. A
amall sampling of 403 projectile pointa with a Shelter Island provenience was
examined by the writer and classified by type according to Ritchie (1971).
Findings are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1. Projectile Peoint Distributicn By Type

Type Number Percent
Vosburg
Brewerton Side—-Notched
Brewerton Cerner-Notched
Brewerton Eared-Triangle
Normanskill
Wading River 13
Bare Island
Orient Fishtail
Snock Kill
Adena
Otter Creek
Steubenville Stemmed
Jack's Reef Pentagenal
Jack's Reef Corner-Notched
Rossvillse
Levanna
Madison
IIntyped
TOTAL
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ASGOCIATIONS WITH SOUTHERN CONNECTICUT

Speaking at a Metropolitan Chapter meeling of the New York State
Archaeological Association {May 14, 1987), Carlyle Smith drew an analogy between
the Mediterranean Ses and Long Island Sound as conduits for ancient peoples and
cultures, observing ihat the movements of prehistoric groups to and from Long
Island occurred longitudinally across the sound, more often than overland from
west to east. It would seem to follow, itherefore, thal to clarify Shelier
Island’s complex prehistory il must be examined within a parspective provided by
ad jacent southern Connecticut.

As late as 15,000 BP, Long Island and Connecticut were contiguous;
separation due to glacial melting and rising sea levels occurred by 9000 BP
{Lavin 1984:9). During this period, human occupation of the Lower Connecticut
River Valley appears to have been intensive {McBride 1984a:56).

The Connecticut River meets Long Island Sound 19 kilometers {12 miles) due
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north of Shelier Island. Allowing for swift currents in the Sound that run east
and wesi, voyages from Connecticut to Shelter Island wouldn’t have been
extraordinary for Archaic and Transitional period riverine and maritime-orienied
hunter gatherers and later inhabitants. Such travel would assist in explaining
paraliels ihat exist beiween Shelter Island and southern Connecticut’s
prehistory regarding subsistesnce/settlement patterns, resource exploitation, and
systems involving trade or tribute.

Wading River {narrow or small stemmed) points, much asscciated with the
Late Archaic period, but shown to extend temporally into the Coniact period
(Lavin 18984:31), are abundant at sites along the Conneclicut coast adjacent to
Sheiter Island {Bourne 1972:37; Pagoulates 1983:58), and are a common point type
cccurring here. However, uniil parallel radiocarbon dates are obiained from Late
Archaic sites in Connecticut and on Shelter Island, we can only preaume that
such points are coewval.

There is firmer evidence for wvisits 1o Shelter Island by Connecticut
regidents during the Terminal Archaic (Transitional} period. Tweniy basalt
Susguehanna tradition preforms excavated by the writer (Witek 1989) resemble
closely preforms discovered in Scuth Windsor, Connecticut {Vibert 1970) and
elsewhere in New England {Hadlock 1948). John Pfsiffer, who excavated a major
Susquehanna cremation burial site in 0ld Lyme, Connecticut (Ffeiffer 1980) has
staled thai the Shelter Isgland blades resemble specimens found by him there
{(personal communication 1987}, Basalt occurs on Shelter Igland only as glacial
pebbles and cobbles, and nolt as frost-broken sheets from outcroppings, from
which it would appear the 20 preforms were manufactured. Such puicroppirnigs may
be found at Connecticut’s Talcott Mountain escarpment (Feder 1984b:53). Baagalt
also occurs along the Connecticut River at Rocky Hill and in the New Haven area
(Lavin, personal communication 1987). Thin section studies could help to deter-
mine whethar or not the Shelter Island specimens were quarried there. Other
exogenic minerals -~ grephite and amphibole tale — indicate links beiween
Shelter Taland and New England.

Describing a cache of graphite found at East Quogue on the south fork of
Long Island, Latham {(1958) writes: "Judging by the material common in New
England recorded in the Long Island sites, cance traffic had been carried on for
hundreds of years hefore the arrival of the settlers...The course by canos would
have been from Connecticut scroes Long Island Sound to Orient Peoint, west
through Gardeners Bay, passing either north or south of Shelter Island.

If canoes skirted Shelter Island, they doubtlessly stopped there as well.
Latham {1857} recovered 27 pieces of rubbed graphite from the Smith Site. We
recovered a single, small, striated specimen from a possible Early Woodland site
mentioned later.

Amphibole tale {steatite) is another non-local mineral Latham excavated at
the Smith aite, where he recovered seven sherds representing "lwo small vessels
with notched rims" (Latham 1957:7). As to this material’s source, Ritchie’s
comments about sgimilar stone wvessels near Orient, New York (19569:64) probably
apply here as well:"...] am inclined io lock northward across Long Island Sound
to one or more of the numerous known aboriginael guarries of Rhode Island,
Connecticut, or western Massachusetis."”

Ritchie (1965:173) identified Providence, Rhode Island and Portland and
Bristol, Connecticut as quarry and workshop sites of the steatite industry
clogsest to Long Island, and concluded it was probable that in Orient times,
"contaclt and tirade relations existed across ILong Island Spund. Parties of
workmen from Long Isiand may have visited the New England quarries for soapstone
vegsels, or such veesele in the finished state may have been imported into New
York from the New England Indians."

Precisely how trade figures into the aboriginal life of Shelier Island is
conjectural. Sufficient data hasn’t accumulated that would show whether or not
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the island’s archaeology reflects the "vigorous trading neiwork operant in
southern New England before Eurppean exploration of the area (Feder 1984a:58).
Sheiter Island projectile points and other chipped stone tools are crafted
primarily from locally available white quartz. We have only one made of the
chert used by Indians along the Connecticut coast, whose sites yield many
artifacts and much debitage of this material (Feder 1984b:51-865).

For most of human prehistory, there may have been no resident Shelter
Island population with whom one could trade; ithe place may have been terra
nuilius, a land belonging to no one, Visits by Indians from Connecticut were
made probably only for limiled special purposes. Local quartz pebbles would have
been preferred for tool making because they did not have to be transported -- a
cenclhasion which makes finding basali preforms here even more enigmatic.

Without a burgeoning, sedentary population to depletz natural rescurces,
Sheller Island might have been congidered an inviting place to obtain food when
conditions on the mainland made this expedient. Although it has been argued that
Late Archaic subsistence/settlement palterns "based on the seascnal mvailability
of a wide range of hunted and gathered rescurces prevenis overexploitation of a
gsingle resource (Salwen 1975:55; Lavin 1984:28), it is reasonable to assume thati
central based wanderers from the Connecticut River Valley experienced occasional
resource depletions due to ecological evenis, which mighl have resulted in brief
foraging expeditions to Shelter Island.

By the Late Woodland period, a residenit aboriginal population with a few
large seasonal camps or semi-permaneni villages seems itc have established itself
locally, During this time, relations hetween Shelier Island’s Indians and those
from Connecticut's mainland would have been influenced by political and kinship
alliances, and by the terrilorialism of cultures whose world views were shaped,
in part, by the dynamice of a sedentism not operant in pre-agricultural
times., Mcst Shelter lsland Late Woodland pottery thus far identified corresponds
to the Sebenac phase of the Windsor tradition (Latham 1957:7), which is found
slsewhere on Long Island and coastal Connecticut (Ritchie 1965:265; Wiegand
1987:34). More recent Niantic sherds, glsc found ihroughout Lhe lower
Conneclicut River Valley (Lavin 1984:25), occur here as weil.

During the opening decades of the Contact period, Shelter Island's
Manhansels had tio deal with aggression by Pequot and Narraganset Indians from
southsrn New England -- a reason, among others, for which they participated in
defensive alliances with neighboring tribes, in parlicular the Moniauks,
Shinnecocks, and Corchaugs.

PRELIMINARY CULTURAL SEQUENCE AND CHRONOLOGY

The sequence that follows is based on information obtained through our
excavations and surficial inspections, a review of the lileralure, and
examination of artifacts with a known Shelter Island provenience. Dates
correspand to those presented by Lavin (1984:5-40) in her synthesis of recent
studies of Connecticut prehistory. {For published radio-carbon dates see
Lightfoot et al 1987).

PALEO-INDIAN PERIOD (10,000 - 7000 BC)

No evidence for this period has been found, alihough the loci for three
fluted points have been reported not far distant: approximately twe kilomsters
{1.2 miles} north, alt Greenport; 13.5 kilometers (8.4 miles) southwest within
Southampton township (Ritchie 1857:86); and roughly ithe anme dietance scuiheast
at the Soaks Hides site {Sazon 1973:4).
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EARLY AND MIDDLE ARCHAIC PERIODS (7000 - 4000 BC)

Bifurcated projectile points and HMWeville and Stark points diagnostic for
Connecticut’s Neville horizon are negative irails for Shelter Island thus far.
if there were Barly and Middle Archaic sites here, it is likely that most would
have been inundated by rising sea levels.

According to Bloom (1987:8) "the Conneclicut coasl has submerged abhout 9.7
feet {3 m) in the last 3500 calendar years, about 27.5 feet (8.4 m) in the past
BO0O years." A drop in sea level of just 7 m "would have greatly altered the
configuration of Shelter Island, creating a land mass nearly lwice as large as
it is today..There is a wvery good chance that coastal sites predating the
Woodland period are now submerged under a meter or more of water {Lightfoot
1985:77). Cores of "muck"” recovered several hundred feet east of Cedar Beach
Point on the Great Hog Neck peninsula, show that much of the submerged area west
of Shelier Island was once marshland {(Walter Smith, personal communication
1987).

LATE ARCHAIC PERIOD (4000 - 2000 BC)

Less than a dozen local points pertaining to the Laurentian iradition have
besn seen by the writer. Evidence for the Sylvan Lake and Squibnocket complexes
are presently lacking. Lamokoid poinis are common locally. Lightfoot’s {1985;
75-T7T) survey at Mashomack revealed one Late Archaic lithic workshop, and a
small lithic workshop we are currently excavating may prove to be Late Archaic.

TERMINAL ARCHAIC {TRANSITIONAL} PERIOD (2000 - 1000 BC)

During the Terminal Archaic period, Shelier Island experienced what may be
described as ripples generated by the "explosion” of aclivity on the mainland by
peoples using broad bhlades and fishtail pointa. Although Terminal Archaic period
projectile points are uncommon locally, steatite wvessels excavated by Latham,
and Susguehanna t{radition preforms discovered by us suggest that Indians from
this period wvisited Shelter Island briefly.

Our finding Wading River and Orient Pishtail points with Susaquehanna
tradition broad blades at ihe same Shelter Island sites (Witek 1989), may
reflect the contemporaneity of wvaricus Terminal Archaic complexes that McBride
posits for scuthern Connecticut (1984b}. Mortuary contexis, so important during
this period and represented dramatically nearby at Orieni, New York and 0Old
Lyme, Connecticui, have not been discovered here.

EARLY AND MIDDLE WOODLAND PERIODS (1000 BC - AD 1000)

As recent research for Connecticut suggesis (Lavin 1984:17), wmuch
continuily exisis between ihe Early Woodland way of life and aboriginal life
during the preceding Lale Archaic period. Evidence for discrete Early and Middle
Woodland complexes is very sparse for Shelter Island, which paralleiz the
situation in southern Connecticut, where much more activily is noted for prior
and subseguent periods. Rossville projectile pointa we have excavated might have
originated in Early Woodland times, but the continuiiy of this type from the
Late Archaic to the Middle Woodland period would make such a conclusion
tentative.
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LATE WOODLAND PERIOD (AD 1000 - 1500)

Diagnestic traite from Late Woodland occupations are abundant on Shelter
Island. Triangular quartz Levanna points are commonly found at what appear to be
fairly large seasonal camps. Madison points occur, bul less freguently. A degree
of sedentism not apparent in earlier occupations is evidenced by the presence of
many domestic artifacis including mortars, pestles, milling stones, and manos.

Much pottery has been reporied by informants, as well as the location of a
prehistoric clay quarry, now obliterated. We recoversed Sebonac body sherds at a
large Late Woodland site; included was one large grit-tempered specimen made of
compact, well-consolidated paste one cm thick, with scallop shell channeled
interior, and a slightly cord-marked smaothed over exterior with parallel
horizontal incised deccoration. Sebonac poliery is alse reported for ihe Smith
site {Latham 1957:7). Other sherds from the Smith site with incised curvilinear
decorations are probably Mantinecock Point incised ware of the Windsor aspect
{Lopez 1958:235}.

Shelter Island's Lete Woodland occupations seem io mirror the florescence
of aboriginal activily during this period reporied for Connecticut (Feder 1984a:
104). However, we have not encountered much evidence, such as the presence of
exotic cherts that would reflect the burgeoning of trade networks occurring on
the mainland.

FINAL WOODLAND PERIOD (AD 1500 — 1838)

To date, ceramic analysis has been the entire basia for establishing the
presence of Final Weedland components on Shelter Island. Latham (1957:7) reports
that Niantic "atyles” of pottery were associated with Sebonac ware at the Smith
site. The case is similar for Connecticut, where Nianlic occupsatiions have heen
reported from Windsor to the mouth of the Connecticut River (Lavin 1984:24),

HISTORIC PERIOD {AD 1638 - 1835)

The firat half of the seventeenth century witnessed the collapse of
traditional Woodland communities throughout the northeasi. Information
concerning the size of historic Indian populations at this time is
limited. Dunhill {1982:9) believes lhat "a few to 100 families" lived on Shelter
Ialand "in semi-permanent villages that were moved in relation toc seasonally
available resources {Lightfoot et al 1885:65).

In 1638, Jamea Farrett, the first Buropean to arrive on Shelter Island.
found it occupied by Algonkian-speaking Manhanset Indians, who were then allied
with the other 12 Long Island tribes in the Montauk Confederacy. Previously, the
Manhansets and their neighbors had been subjugated by the Peguots and forced to
pay them tribute.

"The destruction of the Pequots in 1637 threw fear into all the tribes of
the Scund. With the return of peace, English colonization of their land began in
earnest, and the whites found most Indians anxious to sell them parts of their
countries to have friendly Englishmen living close to them, providing them with
manufactured trade goods, and sheltering them with their power againat iheir
enemies {Josephy 1972:73).

In 1652, an agreement made by Farret with the Manhansets, in which he
claimed te have purchased iheir rightsa to Shelter Island, was contested
succesasafully by the Indians before the Commissioners of the Uniled Colonies of
New England at Hartford, Connecticut. At this time Shelter Island’s first white
settler, the Barbados sugar merchant Nathaniel Syivester, was obliged to
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purchase the island again from the Manhansets.

Although the deed for this purchase notes that the sachem, Yokee, "with sll
his indians that were formerly to said island of Ahaguatawamock did freely and
willingly depart the aforesaid island" (Duwvall 1952:18), it is cerimin that =a
number of Indians remained, and were joined later by others.

The journal of Quaker John Taylor, records that when he visited Shelter
Island in 1659 "a greal many Indians lived on it..." (Wortis 1978:16). FElsewhere
it is mentioned that in 1675, Sylvester permitted Ambusco, a sachem from
Southold, Long Island, and his family, "to dwell on what ia now named for him
Sachem’s Neck" {Loper n.d.:2).

Early colonial documents shed little light on the anthropology of Sheler
Island’s aborigines., The few notes concerning Indians are sketiches mainly of the
sugpicions and dissatisfactions of their new neighbors. These include a decree
of 1672 granting WNathaniel Sylvester constabulary power over the island’'s
Indiang, of which some, on prior occasions, had become drunk and disorderly; a
courl decision of 1675 holding that guns confiscated from the Indians not be
returned, because they had formerly "paid Coniribution to those of
Narragansett"”; and a complaint lodged that same year against four Shelier Island
Indians who had agreed to go whaling for whiles, and failed to keep their
bargain {n.a.:1883).

The Indians ultimate dissclution is manifest in the unpublished journal of
Lodowick Havens (1774 - 1858}, who recorded that half of the Indian "huts" on
Shelter Island were destroyed by fire in 1790, Of the Indians, Havens recalled
that

..most all T can remember then lived on Sachem’s Neck in wigwams, One
old Indian by the name of Stephen, lived beside Henry Haven’s swamp.
There is one lerge burying ground on Sachem’s neck in what is called
the Thicket. Some of their names I recall very well. Peter, an Indian,
with both feel frozen off; Mpl Daniel, who drowned her child in the
mill pond; Sam Gonnav, Geoffrey, Keziah, his wife and two children,
old Tack and his wife, Sabina with six children, Joe Portagee, Old
Sip, Sarah and Belty toby, Old Bet Stephen, Governor Will and his wife
Cuffie Cuff and Sarah his wife, two children and old Stephen.

Havens also notes thai he saw: "...in a grove of shrub oaks...the last
Indian burying ground. I saw twenty braves buried ihere and at the time thare
were only about 30 remaining” (Havens n.d.). The lasi of the "Manhansets" living
on Sachem’s neck, Betty Tobs Caesar, died a Christian about 1835 (Loper
n.d.:8}.

SITES AND SURFACE FINDS

While preparing this report we encountered 47 sites and surficial hot apots
through published literature, discussicns with local informants, and direct
observation. These range in size from an individual activity area about two
meters {gsix feet) in circumference, to a large seasonal camp or residential
hagse. The preponderance of sites are coastal and estuarine, and appear to be
Late Woodland. Only four of the sites we visiled included large shell middens.

Site characteristics are summarized in Table 2. The precise locations of
sites in this paper not previcusly noted in the literature are on file with ihe
Suffolk County Archaeological Association. Three sites discovered by the writer
were studied with some inltensily in the field between 1886 and 198B8. Brief
mention is made of them below.
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Table 2. Shelter Island Site Information {see Lightfoot 1985 for sites 1-18).

NO. SITE CODE TYPE PERTOD LOCATION ___REMARKS

1 c-1-18 camp Woodlaend estuary L, FC

2 C-4-24 quarry ? eatuary L

3 ¢-h658-32 lithic scatter ? estuary L

4 C-6N-6 lithic scatter ? estuary L, F¢, Ch

5 C-5N-10 shell midden Woodland estuary ¢, 8h, Ch

B C-5N-12  shell midden Woodland estuary L, C, Sh, Ch

7 C-5A-3 qQuarry ? estuary L, Sh

B C=5A-5 shell midden ? estuary L, 8h

9 D-2-2 lithie workshop ? estuary L, FC

10 D-3-21 lithic workshop e eatuary L

11 -3-30 lithic workshop Woodland eatuary L

12 D-3-33 shell midden Woodland estuary L, Sh

13 b-5-20 shell midden Weodland estuary L, Sh, Ch

14 D—-7-23 lithic workshop L. Archaic estuary L

15 E-3-2 lithic/ceramic scatter ? estuary L, sh

168 F—4-4 lithic scatter ? coastal swamp L, Sh

17 F-7-4 lithic scatter ? coastal swamp L

18 F-7-12 lithic scatter ? coastal swamp L

19 s$I-1-1 seasonal camp Woodland/ constal L, ¢, Ch, sh,
or village Terminal FC, CL, HL, PL

Archaic AR, P, B, H

20 8I1-2-1 food procesaing Terminal estuary L, Ch, FC, CL,
station Archaic RL, PL, H

21 SI-3-1 lithic workshop Early estuary Sh, Ch, L, CL,

Woodland? H, RL

22 5I-4-1 seasonal camp Late interior L, ¢, Ch, 8h,

or village Wocdlend FC, CL, PL, P,
B, H

23 8I-A-0 ? ? estuary CL

24 SI-B-0 ? ? interior CL

25 SI-C-0 7 K4 coastal P, ¥C

26 5100 7 7 coastal P, FC

27 SI-g-0 camp? Woodland? interior €, 8h, CL, L

28 SI-F-0 camp? Woodland? interior €, Sh, CL, L

29  SI-G-0 7 e estuary B

30 51-H-0 ? 7 coastal P

31 8I-1-0 ? Woodland? coastal Sh, C, CL, P

32 SI-J-0 7 ? coastal P

33 S1-K-0 7 7 interior Ch, L

34 SI-1-0 surface finds 7 estuary CL

35 SIM-0 surface finds ? estuary P, 5h, CL

35 SI-N-O surface finds ? interior CcL, PL

37 SI-0-0 surface finds ? coastal CL

38 SI-P-0 surface finds Weodland? coastal CL, L

35 SI-Q-0 7 ? estuary FC

40 S1-R-0 7 ? estuary Sh, P, B

41 SI-5-0 small camp 7 interior H, L

42 SI-T-0 7 ? estuary Sh

43 81-U-0 ? 7 estuary 5h

44 SI-v=0 ? Woodland? coastal Sh, C, B

45 S1-W-0 ? ? coastal Sh

48 51-X-0 ? Woodland? coastal Sh, C

47 SI-Y-0 7 Woodland? coastal Sh, C

Symbols: L = lithies, C = ceramics, Ch = Charcoal, Sh = Shell, FC = fire-cracked
rock, CL = chipped stone, RL =
polished stone, AB = antler/bone, P = pit, B = burial, H = hearth

rough stone artifacts, PL = pecked, ground %
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Si-2-1: TERMINAL ARCHAIC FOOD PROCESSING STATION

This buried non-siratified sile oan a low-lying tongue of land bordering a
tidal lagoon is predeminantly s lithic scaiter with portions submerged in
adjacent wetlands, Three hundred and five square meters {975 sguare feet) of
extremely acetic humus and sandy clay (about 20% of the site) were excavated,
revesaling the 15 features shown in Figure 2.

Features include platform  heartihs, collections of boiling stones,
stockpiles of worked and unworked pebbles, rock clusters, 20 Busguehanna
tradition preforms cached together (Figure 3}, and a post mold.

Figure 3. Susguehanna Traedition Cache Blades from Sheller Island.
Matarial: 1-20, basalfl.

The rather eguidistant location of the blade cache {Fea. 1) between a mass
of boiling stones (Fea. 2), a stone platform (Fea. 3), and a rock cluater {Feas.
4), indicales that the location was orienled intentionally to these features.
That all the features were made by a small group of people over a short peried
of time is suggesied by iheir relatively even horizontal distribution, with no
fealure impinging upon another, and by their consistent veriical arrangement.

Recovered traits reflect hunting and butchering during the Terminal Archaic
period, The projectile point inventory includes 14 Wading River points, 3 Orient
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Fishtail points (2 of these are shortened variantis) one each of Bare Island and
Rossville varieties, and four problematic points (Figure 4). Crude, percussion
flaked ovate quartz knives and quartz bifaces ars common. Ths absence of
domestic artifacis suggests further that the site was a field camp used for
hunting and food procesaing.

Figure 4. Projectile Points, Site §I-2-1.
Top row: 1,2 poinl blanks; 3-8 narrow stemmed poinis. Middle row: 1-4
narrow-stemmed points; 5 Bare Isiand point; 6-7 QOrient Fishiail
variants; & Orient Fishtail point. Botiom row: I narrow-stemmed "bird
point"; 2-4 narrow-siemmed poini bases.
Material: all, quariz except; middle row, 6, quartzite,

SITE SI-3-1 EARLY WOCDLAND(?) FLAKING STATION

A second discrete site was located 122 m (400 feet) west of SI-2-1, which
proved to be a small, buried, non-siratified gquartz pebble flaking stalion no
greater than 23 m sq (248 ft sq) in area. Six 1.5 m squares were excavated by
stratigraphic levels (Figure 5). Virtually all artifacts from the site came from
a "C" Zone stratum of ashy gray sand, 18 to 23 em (T - 9 inches) thick, This
productive stratum yielded ihousands of white guartz decortication flakes,
practically all of which were secondary products of pressure flaking.

A battered quartz cobbhle anvil was recovered together with associated
arcuate guariz blades and blade fragments {(Figure 6). A single, rhomboidal
quartz projectile poinl {Figure 6:1) is limited evidence suggesting that the
gite is Early Woodland, although we recognize that this point Lype appesars
initially during the Late Archaic, and persists into the North Beach and
Clearview ceramic foci (Ritchie 1971:46).
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Figure 5. Site SI-3-1.

Figure 8. Artifacts, Site SI-3-1.
Top row: 1 rhomboidal (Rossville)

projectile point; 2-6 arcuate
blades. Bottom row: 1-2 biface blade fragmenis; 3 knife or drill base;
4 digceidal scraper.

MATERIAL: all, guartz.
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SITE SI-4-1: LATE WOODLAND CAMP OR VILLAGE

This large site is siluated on the southern and weslern shores of a deep,
spring fed hketilehole laks. It crosses the property lines of nine residents,
some of whom have described interesting buried sand gurficial finds here
including pottery, stone artifacts, shell middens, pits, and human burials.

5]-4~1 measures more than 245 m north-south by 91 m east-west (804 fi by
300 ft), and it includes vestiges of a channel that once connected the lake to
semi-saline mud flais 200 m (656 ft}) to the south.

A portion of the gite is submerged beneath the lake to a depih of .6 m (2
ft)., We studied 37 sq m (398 sq ft) of this portion encountering, first, a
mantle of light colored sand up to 15 cm (6 inches) thick. Modern industrial
artifacts occur in the stratum with decortication flakes, projectile points, and
other chipped and ground stone artifacts {See Figure 7 and Table 4).

Figure 7. Artifacts, Site SI-4-1.
Top row: 1 lanceclate point; 2 narrow-stemmed point; 3-7 Levanna
points, Middle row: 1 Levanna point; 2 Madison point; 3 biface blade
knife or point; tool of unknown use (possibly rechipped Fulton Turhey
Tail point); 5 denticulate end scraper; 6 drill base. Bottom row: 1
whelstone] 2 perforatar; 3 gorgel fragment! 4 knife or spear point.
Material: Top row: all, quartz. Middle row: 1 chert; 2-5 quariz; 6
slate. Boliom row: 1 basalt; 2 traproch; 3 unknown; 4 smoky quarte.

Beneath the sand is s layer of dark, compact sandy loam (pH 8.0), of which
the uppermost 5 cm {2 inches) is impregnated with fire-cracked rock, patches of
amorphous charcoal, and concentrations of burned, broken hard clam and oyster.

_ Fifteen shovel probes were made in this stratum, and the soil thus obtained
was dried and sifted. The process yielded eight thin-walled, shell-tempered
pottery fragments .8 cm (5/16 inches) or smaller in diameter, four small, shat-
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tered mammalian bone fragments, and what mighi be a human molar.

The presence of many pits reported for this site suggests that occupation
was ai least semi-permanent. This agsumption is supported by much evidence that
the occupiers exploited a wide wvariety of shellfish, the availability of which
would have been subject to seasonal and ecological variables (Braun 1974},
Practically all the submerged shell we encountered is hard clam and oyster, On
land, 18 m (69 ft) north, a small individual activily area revealed s scatter of
broken wvalves almost entirely from soft clam and bay scallop. Sixty meters (197
ft} south of the submerged portion of the site, a shell midden exposed during
house consatruction produced many unbroken scallop valves and some knobbed
whelk.

The aite’s large size, choice Ilocation, proximity to merine shellfish
resources, and the kind of deomestic artifacts it is yielding, suggests that we
have here mnother manifestation of the stable, SBebonac focus Windsor aspect
community described by Ritchie (19656:265-267}) and by Smith {(1950:133-34).
Evidence of much Sebonac aclivity locally includes siles al 0ld Lyme and Socuth
Woodstock, Connecticut {Praus 1942, 1945) and nearby on Long Island’s south fork
at Soaks Hides and Squa Cove (Ritchie 1965:265). There are alsc parallels
between SI-4-1 and a site approximately 17 kms {10.6 miles) southwest at
Shinnecock Hills, excavated in 1802 under the auspices of the American Museum of
Natural History (Harrington 1824},

CONCLUSION

Questions seeking answers confront future research into Shelter Island’s
prehistory. Did local Late Woodland peoples practice agriculture, manufacture
wampum, or exploit deep water marine resourcea? How diverse are residential
bases; what are their sizes and seasons of use? Are Manhanset "forts” and early
Contact pericd siles to be found on Shelier Isiand as ethnohistoric evidence
indicates? What varieties of interaction occurred between local aborigines and
those frem the Connecticut and Thames river valleys?

Groundwork has been laid for finding answers. In the field, 2 wenlth of
information is waiting for archaeclogists who can beal developer’s bulldozers Lo
sites yet unrevealed. Hopefully, work to come will be linked to related studies
for southern New England so that regional findings for Shelier Island will be
made more meaningful by their inclusion within a broader context.
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TERMINAL ARCHAIC ’LIVING AREAS’ IN THE CONNECTICUT RIVER VALLEY

PETER PAGOULATOS
RH.A.M,

ABSTRACT

The erganizational struciure of Terminal Archaic ocoupstions assigned ip
the Susquehanna tradition is peorly understoed in the Nertheast. The primary
purpose of this paper is &6 present currest data on Suswyehanna tradition
settlement structure and activity variability in the Commecticut River VYalley.
Data en the chrorological setting and settlement patterps of the Susoushanna
iradition are presented. One occupation zssigned to the Susaushasna tradition is
analyied using descriptive statistical provedwres such as nearest neighbor
apalysis apd the index of avoregakion to discern the spatial clustering of
tools, debitage, ceramics, stone bowi frasaents, and food remains. Subseouently,
intersite comparisens are made in the Consecticut Valiey.

INTRODUCTION

The internal spatial organization of Terminal Archaic pericd occupations
agsigned to the Susguehanna tradition (i.e., activity areas, features) is poorly
understood in the Northeasl. This paper briefly summarizes some current research
on the Susquehanna tradition in the Connecticut River Valiey. Data on tihe
chroneclogical setting and settlement patterns of siles assigned te the
Susquehanna tradition are pressnted, One Susguehanna tradition occupation is
then analyzed  using descriptive siatiatical procedures and  artifact
distributions to discern the sapatial clustering of tools from features. Then
intersite comparisons with olher designated Susquehanna tradition sites are made
for the Connecticut Valley. :

The Terminal Archaic period is a temporal designation for sets of arlifacts
assigned to the Narrow-stemmed and Susquehanna traditions. For the purposes of
this study, only Susquehanna tradiiion sites are evaluated. Narrow-stemmed
tradition occupations have been assessed elsewhere (McBride 1984; Pagoulatos
1986), The Susquehanna tiradition is characterized by carved steatite bowls,
ceramics, groundatone lools and a variety of broadspear points found in sites
which date from 3800 to 2700 B.P. (1650 -~ 720 B.C.) in New England (Witihoft
1963; Dincauze 1968, 1975; Ritchie 1869; Snow 1980; Lavin 1984; McBride 1984;
Pagoulalca 1986). Broadspesr points in Connecticul primarily consist of Snook
Kill, Susquehanna Broad, Mansion Inn, and Crient Fishtail varieties (Figure 1}.

Susquehanna tradition setitlement patterns are clearly oriented itoward the
river and terrace edges in the Connecticut River Valley (McBride and DeWar
1881). Terminal Archaic occupation iz predominantly on the river edge terraces,
averlooking the Connecticut Hiver floodplain. Large, multiactivily occupations
tend io be found on the terrace edges; smaller, [imited activity siles in the
upland locales {Table 1).

b9
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Table 1. Terminal Archaiec Occupation Data

site Eite Radiocarbon

site size (=qm) location Dates

54--25 1500 terrace 2740 +60 (Pagoulatos 19886)
2460 +60 (Pagoulatos 19RBB6)

105-43 1500 riverine 2200 +100 (Pfeiffer 1984)

M40 1500 terrace

54-24 1000 terrace

41-18 1000 terrace 1910 1100 {Pagoulatos 1988)

32-50 500 upland 3380 +130 (Pagoulatos 1986)

32-47 300 upland 3620 +B0 (Beta 15584}

1-1 300 upland

1694 340 upland

105-34 250 upland 3610 +70 (McBride 1984)

61-58 300 upland

19-8 300 upland 3130 +90 (McBride 1984)

12-17 250 upland 3740 +80 (Pagoulatos 1986)

751 250 riverine 2740 +70 (McBride 1984)

54-53 280 riverine

105-33 50 upland 2700 +60 (McBride 1984)

105-08 50 upland

105-01 50 upland 2940 +230 (Pfeiffer 1984)

105-29 50 vpland

105-41 50 upland 3535 +140 (Pfeiffer 1984)

10541 50 upland 3495 +150 (Pfeiffer 1984)

105-41 50 upland 3140 +60 (Pfeiffer 1984)

10541 50 upland 3105 +60 (Pfeiffer 1984}

105-41 50 upland 3005 +70 (Pfeiffer 1984)

105-41 50 upland 2985 +70 (Pfeiffer 1984)

54-23 25 terrace 3550 +90 (Pagoulatos 1986)

41-39 10 upland

TIMOTHY STEVEN’S SITE

The Timothy Steven's site (#54-25) is located in Glastonbury, Connecticut
{(Figure 2). In 1978 and 1881, the Public Archaeology Survey Team iesied here,
revealing extensive prehistoric occupation, including Orient Fishtail points,
chipping debris and retouched tpols (McBride 1984). In 1984 and 1985, testing
wag resumed under my direction. To determine gite limits, test asqguares were
Placed at systematic intervals in the four cerdinel directions {(Figure 3). Test
squares were terminated when two consecutive sterile units were excavated. This
aampling procedure yielded an estimated occupation size of 1500 sgquare meters.
Secondly, squares were placed where prehistoric features had been identified,
including hearths, atorage facililies, postmolds, trash pits, and activity
areas.

ARTIFACTS

The Timothy Steven’s assemblage yields a diversity of raw materials, such
as flint, rhyolite, milistone and guartz {Table 2). Recovered cultural materials
include chipping debris, cobbles, c¢ores, resharpening flakes, Snocok Kill,
Sugquehanna Broad and Orient Fightail points, Mansion Inn blades, retiouched
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tools, ceramics and steatite bowl fragments, indicative of stone tool
manufacturing, maintenance and domestic activities {Tables 3,4},

Figure 1. Susqguehanna Tradition Points, Timolhy Steven’s (54-25). (A) Orient
Fishtail (B} Susquehanna Broad {(C} Snook Hill (D) Mansion Inn Blade
{B} Uniyped Point.

Table 2. Raw Material Frequency {(Timothy Steven’s Site #54-25)

Local # % Nonlocal # %
siltstone 2033 34.9 flint 1475 25.2
quartz 738 12.9 rhyolite 712 12.2
quartzite 434 7.5 felsite 145 2.5
basalt 146 2.5 argillite 160 0.1
slate 67 1.2 other 13 0.1
sandstone 48 0.9

steatite 10 0.1

ceramic 8 0.1

Total 3492 59.9 Total 2345 40.1
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Table 3, Frequency Artifact Classes, Timothy Stevens (#54-25)

Artifact Classes # %

smorphous flakes 3688 65.0
biface reduction flakes 1392 25.2
resharpening flakes 248 4.3
microliths 104 1.8
utilized flakes 1] 1.3
bifaces 75 1.3
prejectile points 45 0.7
chunks 36 0.5
unifaces 25 0.4
modified cobbles 12 0.1
steatite sherds 10 0.1
ceramics (3 g.1
cores & 0.1
drills 3 0.1
hammerstones 3 0.1
Mansinon Inn Blade i 0.1
axes 1 0.1
Total 5837 100.0

Table 4. Projectile Point Types and Provenience

Soil Horizon . _Orient Snock Kill ___ Susquehanna Mansion Inn
Plowzone @Q-12" 7 dq 0 1

B 12-18" 12 5 3 1

c 18-21” 0 0 0 0
Soil Horizon Foint Tips Brewerton Otter Creek Narrow-stemmed
Plowzone 0-127 4 0 1] 0

B 1z-18" 3 2 1 1

C i8-21" 0 1 9 : 0

SUBSISTENCE REMAINS

Charred nut remains consist of hickory, butternut and walnut (Table 5}. The
recovery of wvarious nut wvarieties may suggest the use of at least 1iwo
microenvironments: the floodplains and uplands. Hickory is usually present in
dry upland zones with well-drained scils; walnut and butternut can be found in
bottomlands and floodplains, especially in. rich low mixed deciducus forests, All
three species are available by Seplember and October. Charred seed remains
include ragweed {Ambrosia sp.) which is found in wetland locales and im
available between Augusi and October. These data imply that Timothy Steven’s was
at least accupied in the late summer and fall.

Recovered caleined bone includes white—tailed deer, beaver, and mammals of
various sizes. Aguatic resources include freshwater clam and unidentifiable fish
bona. While a variety of mammals may have been exploited by the inhabitants of
this site, white~tailed deer appears to have been the primary prey {Table 6}.
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Table 5. Botanical RHemains (Site #54-25)

Botanical Assemblage

15 walout fragments (Juglans sp.)
2 hickory fragments (Carya sp.)

1 butternut fragment (Juglans sp)
1 ragweed seed (Ambrosia sp.)

Table 6. Faunal Remains (Site #54-25)

Faunal Assemblage
White-tailed deer (0. virginianus)
3 melars, 1 cloven bone, 3 rib fragments, 5 long bones, 1 phalange fragment,
1 humerus fragment, 1 scapula fragment
Beaver {Castor canadensis)
1 long bone
Bird
1 vertebrae fragment
Fish
1 cranial fragment
Medium—sized mammal
1 radius fragment, 1 ulna fragment, 2 long bones
Small manmal
1 flat bone
Freshwater clamshell
9 clamshell fragments
Mampmal
43 long bones, 34 bone fragments

FEATURES

Features Three, Four and Seven represent hearths. They are roundish in
form, shallow, basin-shaped in profile, and associated with fire-cracked rock,
chipping debris, complete relouched tools, charred nutshell and mammal bone
(Figure 4). Features Five, Eight, Nine and Ten are trash dumps. They are deep,
round, and bell-shaped in form, yielding flakes, broken tools and discarded food
remains., Fealure 2 is circular and basin-shaped in profile. Because il conlained
five complete Orient Fishiail points, the feature may have served as a ‘cache’
io store hunting equipment.

Features One and Eleven represent activity areas. There are oval/round in
ahape, each measuring about 5 meters in diameter. Recovered materials included
clustered scatters of artifacts, such as chipa, bifaces, points, drills,
preserved food remains, ceramics, stone bow! fragments and fire-cracked rock.
Postmoldas exhibiting an oval pattern were recovered from these aclivity areas,
ranging from 5 to 10cm in dismeter and exhibit slightly rounded bottoms.
Charcoal collected from Features One and Eleven yielded radiocarbon dates of
2740 460 B.P. or 790 B.C. (Bete 13404), and 2460 +60 B.P. or 510 B.C. (Beta
16117}, respectively (Pagoulatog 18B86).
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SPATIAL ANALYSIS

Nearest neighbor analysis and the Index of Aggregation statistics provide
information on intrasite aclivities., HNearest Neighbor analysis (R) was initially
introduced to study the distribution and degree of clustering of plant and
animal populations by ecologists (Clark & Evans 1854}. More recently, it has
besn applied to discern clusterings of artifacts on prehistoric oecupation
floors (Whallon 1974},

The Index of Aggregation (Ag) provides a measure of association between two
or more artifact classes, measuring the tendency for artifact classes to be
aggregated in space. The Index of Aggregation is complementary to the Nearest
Neighbor statiastic, While (R) measures the distribution of an individual
artifact clasgs, the Index of Aggregation measures two or more artifact classes
{Price 1878).

These statistical procedures were used {o assess spatial patterns from
Features One and Eleven, the two activily areas at the site. Seven categories
were =Belected for boih statislical analyses: (1) amorphous flakes; {2} biface
reduction flakes; {3) modified cabbles, cores, and chunks; {4} retouched
bifacial and unifacial {ools; (5) projectile points; (6) ceramics and steatite,
and; {7) preserved food remaina (Tables 7,8).

Table 7. Feature One Cultural Materials (Site #54-25)

Artifacts: 200 amorphous flakes, Bl biface reduction flakes, 15 resharpening
flakes, 10 micreliths, 9 Orient Fishtail points, 9 bifaces, 3 chunks,
6 steatite sherds, 2 utilized flakes, 1 core, 1 Susquehanna Broad
point, 1 drill, 1 modified cobble, 1 uniface, 1 Snock Kill point, 1
Mansion Inn blade,

Botanical: 3 hickory nuts, 1 butternut, 1 walnut,

Faunal: Deer -~ 1 phalange, 2 molars, 1 scapula fragment, 1 cloven bone,
Beaver — 1 long bone.
Medium-sized mammal — 1 long bone.
Small mammal — 1 flat bone,
Marmal - 3 leng bones, 5 bone fragments.

Tahle 8. Feature Eleven Cultural Materials (Site #54-25)

Artifacts: 341 amorphous flakes, 144 biface reduction flakes, 20 resharpening
flakes, & utilized flakes, 8 bifaces, b microliths, 3 Snook Kill
peints, 6 ceramic sherds, 3 steatite sherds, 1 Susquehsnna Broad
point, 1 point tip, 1 drill, 1 chunk, Z unifaces.

Botanical: 6 walnuts.

Faunal: Medium—-sized mammal — 1 long bone.

Mammal - 5 bone fragments.

Caleulation of the Nearesi Neighbor statistic across both activily areas
indicates that there is a high degree of clustering of projectile points and
modified cobbles, possibly indicative of hunting =and primary stone tool
manufacturing aclivities. Steatite bowl debris and ceramics alsc represent
anciher clustering which may imply a distribution of ceriain domestic tasks.
Weaker distributional clusterings are found for fleke debris, refouched tcols
and food remains (Tables 9,10).
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Tahle 9. Nearest Neighbor Analysis (Feature 1, Site #54-25)

Artifact Class N P p R(e) R(o) R

steatite ] .0003 .08 27.8 6.7 0.24
cobbles 4 L0002 .014 35.% 15.0 0.42
bhifaces/unifaces 8 . 0004 .021 23.8 17.0 0.71
amorphous flakes 21 0012 .034 12.2 10.8 0.74
resharpening flakes 11 . 0008 025 20.4 14.9 0.74
bone 11 .0006 .025 20.0 15.9 0.80
points 10 . 0008 .025 40.0 21.0 0.53

Area=1B000sq"

Table 10. Nearest Neighbor Analysis (Feature 11, Sjite #54-25)

Artifact Class N P P R(e) Ria) R

ceranic/steatite 3 . 0002 .014 38.5 21.3 0.55
bifaces/unifaces 3 .0aoz2 014 38.5 29.0 0.75
flakes 32 .0018 .042 11.8 9.1 0.77
points 5 .0063 OL7 29.4 26.4 0.90

Area=18000saq”

The Index of Aggregation slatistic suggesats a clustering of artifacis
across both activity areas. Projectile points, flake debris, primary core
reduciion and retouched toaols tend to display a tendency toward aggregation. In
contrast, steatite bowl debris, ceramics, drills and food remains were
clustered. The presence of flakes and cores suggesl stone tool manufacturing and
primary lithic reduction; projectile points indicate hunting related activities.
By contrast, the recovery of ceramics and stealite is indicative of domestic
sitorage; the presence of orgenic remains and drills reflect food processing and
hideworking tasks, respectively {Tables 11,12).

Table 11, Index of Aggregation {Feature 1, Site #54-25)

Artifact Category pts bif refl cob amf]l bone steat
pis 2.00 1.11 0.70 0.68 0.63 0.38 0.37
bif 1.11 2.00 1.25 1.14 1.12 0.69 0.21
refl 0.70 1.25 2.00 0.68 0.80 0.10 0.20
cob 0.68 1.14 0.68 2.00 0.60 0.06 0.G0
amf'l 0.63 1.12 1.06 0.60 2.00 0.80 0.38
bone 0.38 0.69 C.10 0.00 0.80 2.00 1.65
steat 0.37 G.21 0.20 0.00 0.38 1.05 2.00
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Tahle 12. Index of Agdregation (Feature 11, Site #54-25)

Artifact Category pts bif flakes ceram

pts 2.00 1.06 0.78 0.54

bif 1.06 2.00 0.48 0.36

flakes 0.76 .48 2.00 0.52

ceram 0.54 0.36 0.52 2.00
DISCUSSION

Hearths, trash pits, activity aress and e possible storage cache have been
identified at Timothy Steven’s. Statistical analyses of aclivily areas sugpgests
the spatial clustering of particular artifacts. Two different artifact groupings
have been identified. One cluster consists of stone tocl manufacturing and
hunting equipmeni. The other cluster yields domestic debris such as steatite
vessel fragments, ceramics, drills and food remains. These toal clusterings may
be indicative of different work areas {(Pagoulatos 1986).

Similar spatial patterns have been recognized from differeni Susguehanna
occupations in the Connecticut Valley (Table 1 & Pigure 2). For example, large
multi-activity occupations such as Blaschick (6MD40}, Parkeos (41-18) and the
Horse Barn (54-24) near ithe Connecticut River yislded numerous hearths, post-
molds, trash pits and activity areas {Table 13}, These activity areas yieldsd
spatial clustiering of artifacts which suggest woodworking, hideworking and plant
processing work areas (Pagoulatos 1386},

Table 13. Terminal Archaic Occupations/Features

site bearths act/area refuse postmolds storage burials

54-25
EMD40
105-43
41-18
54-24
3250
1-1
32-4%
18-6
12-17
75-7
105-34
105-33
105-086
105-01
105--41 ®
54-23 X

X b, 4 X X
X X X
7

L I A A B -
ks
E

In conirasti, Bear Swamp Knoll (1-1) and Rufus Brook {32-47} are smaller,
limited activity hunting and nut collecling stations situated away from Lhe
Connecticut River, in the uplands (Table 1 & Pigure 2}). Perhaps thesge limited
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Table 1Z2. Index of Aggregation {Feature 11, Site #54-25)

Artifact Category pts bif flakes ceram

pts 2.40 1.06 0.78 0.54

bif 1.06 2.00 .48 0.36

flakes 0.76 0.48 2.00 0.52

ceran 0.54 0.36 0.52 2.00
DISCUSSION

Hearths, irash pits, activily areas and s possible siorage cache have been
identified at Timothy Steven’s. Stalistical analysea of activily areas suggesis
the apatial clustering of particular artifacts. Two different artifact groupings
have been identiified. Oune cluster consists of stone tool wanufacturing and
hunting equipment. The other cluster yields domestic debris such as sileatite
vesael fragments, ceramics, drills and food remains. These tool clusterings may
be indicative of different work areas (Pagoulstos 198G).

Similar spatial paiterns have been recognized from different Susquehanoa
occupations in the Connecticul Valley (Table 1 & PFigure 2}, For example, large
multi-activity occupations such as Blaschick (6MDA40), Parkos {41-1B} and the
Horse Barn (54-24) near the Connecticut River yielded numerous hearths, post-
molds, trash pits and activity areas (Table 13), These activity areas yielded
gpatial clustering of artifacls which suggest woodworking, hideworking and plant
processing work areas {Pagoulalos 1986).

Table 13. Terminal Archaic Qccupations/Features

site hearthsa act/area refuse postmolds storage burials

54-25
6MD40
105-43
41-18
5424
32-50
1-1
32-47
19-6
12-17
75-7
10534
105-33
1685-06
105-01 .
105-41 ' X
54--23 x

X X K X

X x b4
7

EE A R T A T T -
x
-

In contrast, Bear Swamp Knoll (1-1} and Rufus Brook (32-47) are smaller,
limited activity hunting and nut collecting sitations smituated away from the
Connecticut River, in the uplands (Table 1 & Figure 2). Perhaps these limited



TERMINAL ARCHAIC 'LIVING AREAS’ 71

activity sites represent short-term occupations which were used by organized
task groups or domestic units, on a seasonal basis, away from larger riverside
accupations such as Timothy Steven’s (Pagoulatoa 1986},

CONCLUSION

Current data pertaining to the internal spatial organization of Susguehanna
tradition cecupations has been presented in light of recent research underiaken
at Timothy Steven’s and other sites in the Connecticut River Valley. Susguehanna
tradition living areas heve been discerned.

Future archaeclogical research by the author in the Connecticut River
Valley will address guestions concerning the internal spatial structure of
smaller, limited activity Iloci in the uplands, in relation to larger multi-
activity occupations near the Connecticut River. Data will be used to assess
differential feature distribution, cultural activities and S8As0n of
occupation. These daia should allow us to develop testable hypotheses regarding
mebility patterns and activities of hunter-gatherer populations during the
Terminal! Archsaic period in ithe Northeast.
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ABORIGINAL WEIRS IN SOUTHERN NEW ENGLAND

MARC BANKS
UNIVERSITY OF CONNECTICUT

ABETRACT

Hoirs present a rather unigque opporbunity for archaeoiogists. The likeli-
hood of these features being preserved iz greater than for other forss of
fishing. Yniika the portsble artifacts which are eviderce of cartaln other
fishing methods, the weirs represent the major component of & method that had
the capacity to yield substantial guantities of fish. In additien to answering
qeestions abont subsistence, the weirs provide insight into the ancient settle-
mant patterss and social erganization.

INTRODUCTION

The importance of fish to ithe early aboriginal inhabitants of southern New
England is obscured by the emphasis generally placed on their use of terreatrial
regources and shellfish. Nonetheless, a muliitude of references pertaining tio
the abundance of fish species in this area and ito the Indiansg’ exploitation of
them are found in the early descriptions and histories of New England., In
addilion, there are many artifacts that provide direclt evidence of wvarious
Amerindian fishing technologies.

The degree to which modern-day hunter-gatherers rely on fish for food
appears o he a function of latitude (Lee 1968)., This is in part a resull of the
relative scarcity or abundance of resources at different latitudes. A second
factor is the reliability of the resource. Hunier-gatherers depend to a greater
extenli upen hunling at high lmtitudes, on fishing at middle latiludes, and on
gathering at low latitudes. If this world-wide pattern also held true for
Amerindians, the potential for Ilarge-scale fishing was ceriainly present in
gsoulhern New England, whare the presence of fish cannot be questioned.

Early accounts of large gquantities of shad, salmon, alewives, herring, and
eels are numerous {e.g., Eaton, 18B31; Josselyn 1833; Poiter 1856; Wood 1867}.
The accounis also frequently mention siurgeon, bass, irout, perch, mackerel,
pickerel, sucker, and bullhead, While Carlson (1988) suggesais that salmen played
a very minor role in aboriginal subsistence, shad, sturgeon (both anadromous),
and eel {catadromous} could have represenied a sizable food resource, Excepti for
salmon and sturgeon, these fish species are still present today.

As far as the fishing technclogy available to the Indians is concerned,
Wood (1967), Josselyn (1833), DeForesi (1851), and others describe the use of
torchlight with spears and clubs, nets, hooks, bow and arrow, traps, and weirs
for our area. Of these methods, weirs while requiring much labor to construct,
would have been the most productive in terms of the guantity of fish they would
yield. Weira would have been most effective when employed to catch anadromous
fish,

While it iz impossible lo delermine Lhe Indians’ preferences among tLheir
food resources, the many references to the Indians' use of some fish for food
and others for fertilizer indicate that fish were an important resource. This
importance is further emphasized by the names of the months in Lhe aboriginal
calandar., Their monihs were named {o correspond tc the wvarious seasonal
activities (Thomas 1876:5-6), The month which corresponds to paris of March and

73
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April is named for the catching of fish. PFish would heve been available in large
guantities in the apring, when other foods would have been limited. In his
History of the Indians of Connecticut, DeForest (1851:3) states that "every
spring, great numbers of shad and lamprey sels ascended the rivers, furnishing a
geasonable supply to the natives when their provisions were exhausted by the
long and severe winter.” The Americen Eel, ithe most nutritious of the food fish,
would have been particularly abundant in the spring, although eels would have
been available to some degree all year round (Rostilund 1952:35).

Aboriginal weirs were fence-like siructures composed of wooden siakes
driven into the river boltom at strategic locations such as at fall-lines and in
areas where a river's water level fluctuated with the tides. Often, these
pointed stakes were driven through the silt deposita into the underlying clay.
In areas where the river’s currenl was Lloo swift, rocks were used to help
support the stakes, The stakes were interwoven with branches of wvarious sizes,
Lhus creating a barrier thal preventied the fish from returning downsiream once
they had gotten beyond the weir. The fish, thus confined, could be taken easily
with dipnets or spears. This method would have been especially effective during
spawning runs, when enormous qguantities of fish would be entering the rivers.
QOften, various types of pen-like iraps were incorporated inlo the weir's design
in order to further confine the fish. Fig. 1 is an example from Mains.

Fig. 1. Modern day weir in Maine. Photograph couriesy of ihe Roberi §. Peabody
Foundation for Archaeology, Andover, Massachuselts.
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In southern New England, weirs have been recorded in Mew Hampshire along the
Merrimack River near the outlet of Lake Winnepessukee (Potter 1856:32-33), in
Massachuseits near the Charles River (Willoughby 1927}, and in Connecticul along
the Housatonic River (Coffin 194%), and in Lake Bashan (Pfeiffer 1983) (Fig.
2}, The use of weirs was not confined to southern New England bul has been

ABORIGINAL FISH WEIRS
REPORTYED IN SOUTHERN
NEW ENGLAND

Pig, 2. Aboriginal fish weirs reported in Southarn New England,
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employed throughout the world. A mep {(Fig. 3) taken from Roatland’s (1552)
Freshwaler PFish and Fishing in Native North America indicates how common weir
technology was in MNorth America. This widespread use of weirs can best be
explained by the fact that the concept involved in this fishing method is quite
simple. Although considerable labor is involved, the equipment necessary to
construct and use the weir is very bhasic,

Vo

Fig. 3. Locations of aboriginal fish weirs reporied by Rostland (1852).
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The aboriginal weirs are of archaeological interest for m number of
reasons., A primary reason ig the potential for their preservation. Aside from
stone netsinkers and occasional bone fish hooks and probable gorges, few traces
remain of olher fishing methods that were used by the Indians. While =silt
deposits may have obscured the presence of weirs, there have been instances in
which the ailt has aided in preserving poriions of these early siructures. In
faster-moving water where silt did not build up, the stone walls used to support
the weirs may be in evidence. Some of these stone walls may have besn used as
weirs without wooden stakea {(Warner 1972).

The presence of Lhe fish weirs may also provide some insight into the
social organization of these early people. The size of some of the known weirs
precludes their having been the work of a few individuals {Johnson 1942; Coffin
1947). A considerable amount of cooperation would have been necessary to build
and maintain these weirs. The groups involved would have had to schedule their
seasonal movements to imke advaniage of the fish resources, since the latier
would have been available for a limited time. Also, the guantities of fish that
the weirs could provide would have helped tc support larger populations. Larger
populations would have necessiiated grealer social organization.

SOME WEIRS RECORDED IN SOUTHERN NEW ENGLAND

In his Hisiory of Manchester {New Hampshire}, Poiter {1856:32-33) describes
the Indian's use of large rocks and interwoven brushwood for weirs at the outlet
of Winnepesaukee., Here they caught shad which had made their way up the
Merrimack River, seeking the warm waters of the lake. These weira were used in
bolh ihe spring and the fall. Weirs Beach gets it name from Indian weirs that
were known to have been used in the area. Eels, shad, and salmon are reported to
have been iaken with the use of a weir at Namoskeag Falle, which iz also on the
Merrimack River (Meader 1868).

The Boyleston Strest Fishweir in the Back Bay District of Boston afforded
archaeclogisls a rare opportunity to see just how such weirs were constructed.
The weir also raised a number of questions aboul the environmenti at the time of
its use. In addition, it provided some clues as to just how far into the past
such dewvices were used.

Bvidence of the weir firsl appeared in 1913 during construction of the
Baylston Stresei Subway {(Johnson 1942}, A number of partially decayed upright
stakes with horizontal "wattling" were found buried under a substaniial deposit
of gilt. Approximately 65,000 stakes covered a two-acre area. This represented
only a portion of the area that the weir may have encompassed. What atiracted
the attention of archaeclogists was the fact that the stakes were located some
thirty feet below the sireet surface (Willoughby 1927). Alihough radiocarbon
dating was not yet available, there was good reason to suspect that the weir had
been constructed thousands of years earlier. The upper 18 feet {5.5m) above ihe
weir was fill that had been dumped there during the nineteenth century. Below
the fill was about 15 feel (4.6m) of silt, which had built up over the centuries
gince the time of the weir’s construction. Clearly, the landscape had changed
dramatically (Fig. 4).

The weir became visible once again during excavation for the New England
Mutual Life Insurance Company. It was during this time that further observationsa
of the weir were made by Johnson {1942). This excavation revealed six walls
farmed by the wooden stakes as well as six other =areas with less defined
concentrations of stakes. The stakes, which were from four io seven feei (1.2 -
2.1m} in length, were sharpened at the boitom and ranged from one to four inches
(2.5 - 10cm) in diameter. There were groups of four to eighi stakes within a
sgquare fool area as well as individual siakes. In some places, the stakes were
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BOYLSTON STREET FISHWEIR

PROFILE
"RECENT
FILL
PEAT
SILT
PEAT
i BLUE  CLAY

Fig. 4. Profile from excavation ai the Boylston Sireet Fishweir., Adaptied from
Johnson (1952). Couriesy of the Robert 5. Peabody Foundation for
Archaeology, Andover, Massachusetts.

driven inito the blue clay that formed the lowesti level. Some of the stakes were
driven into a thin layer of peatl above the clay, and other stakes were driven
inlo the sill that had built up aboave the peat. The stakes had been driven about
eighteen inches (46cm} deep. The variation in the length of the stakes may have
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been an indication of work being done on the weir at different times. It also
indicaies that the area had already begun filling in with sgilt at the time of
the weir's construction. Some of the stakes are shown in Fig. 5.

Fig. 5. Wooden stakes recovered from the Boylsion Street Fighweir., Pholograph
courtesy of the Roberi 5. Peabody Foundation for Archaeology, Andover,
Massachuselts,
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During this excavation, the tops of the wooden stakes were found toe be
covered by approximately twelve-end-one-haif-feet (3.8m) of gmilt. Rising =sea
level was having a profound effect on this area. Because the horizaontal
watiling, which was composed of brush, was not present everywhere and because a
sequence to the wattling’s addition to the weir could not be detected, it was
not possible to determine which portions of ithe weir had been constructed first.
It appeared as though some portions of the weir had been used at different times
and as though some portiions had been abandoned.

A microacapic examination of some of the stakes from the weir reveaaled that
sassafras, alder, beech, and ocak were the woods most often selecied (Johnson
1942). This exemination alsoc disclosed the fact that all the work done on the
weir iook place in the spring. This being the case, it strengihens ithe notion
that a large labor force would have been needed to carry out the work on the
weir,

Several layers of shell found within ihe sill deposils also provide chlues
to the environment at the time of itheir build-up. These shell layers had
occurred after construction of the weir. Some of the species ithat comprised
these layers seem to indicate that the water temperature was warmer and not as
brackish as at present. 1sing these shsll layers to mark previous low-tide
levels, we can see the developing trend of increasing sea level,

Because this excavalion pre-dated the use of radiocarbon daling, the age of
the weir had to be determined from geological evidence. Placing a date on
construction of the weir was difficult at best, considering the many
uncertainties about the time and rate of submergence that was occurring along
the Atlantic comst. Based on this limited information, Johnson (1942:194)
suggested a date of about five thousand years ago for the building of the weir,
Since the iime of Johnson’s study, a number of radiocarbon dates have been
acquired for the weir that generally accord well with his estimate. When
calibrated, these dates fall within the middle to late 3rd-miliennium B.C. (See
Fig, 6).

Figure 6. Calibrated Radiocarbon Dates for the Boylston Street Fishweir.
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Last year, contract work was carried out on an area approximalely the size
of a city block (Dena Dincauze, personal communication, 1988). Allhough the data
are still being analyzed, radiccarbon dates that were oblained all fall within
the range of previous dates, However, it appears that some of the wooden stakes
are still older and younger than those which have been dated.

Coffin (1947) reported on weirs that had been constructed both at the mouth
of the Houeatonic River and at a number of locations upsiream slong the river.
At the mouth of ihe river, wooden sinkes were encountered by oyster men digging
down to old shell layers to get shell for their oyster grounds. These stakes
were below about four feet (1.22m) of mud and covered by another three feet
(.9Im) of shell. Like the stakes from ihe Boyleston Street Fishweir, these
slakes were two and ihree inches {5 - 8cm) in diameter and ranged from three to
six feet (.81 - 1.83m) in lengih. As had been the case at the Boylesion Stireei
Fishweir, the tops of most of the stakes had been twisted off, apparently by
gsome natural process. The stakes, which were spaced about two inches (5cm)
apart, were in five rows that extended four to five hundred feet (120 -~ 150m}
from Smith’s Paint to Hell’s Island. To ithe easi were two somewhat shorter rows
in a zigzag patiern.

Here again, it is obwviocus that a substantial effort was necessary to build
and maintain these weirs and that the efforis of a number of people would hawve
been required, even if only portions of the weir were being used al any one
time. Some level of leadership would have been reqguired to make decisions about
the constructicn of the weir and ito maintain the cooperation of the people
invelved. If these episodes of work on the weir represent s time when smaller
socinl unite were aggregating 1o obtain large quantities of figh, octher =ocial
activilies could =ziso have been taking place. These activities might have
included rituals, the obiaining of marriage partners, Lhe exchange of infor-
mation, and trade.

The weirs along Llhe Heousalonic River were of a different type of
construction than those discuased previously. Coffin states that rocks, some
guite large, were made into walls thai extended thirty to fifty feet (9.1 -
15.2m) oul into the river. He speculasies that the stakes were driven belween
these rocks to support them against the current. These siakes were identified as
red onk. As stated earlier, it may be that these rocks were themselves the
weir. However, some of these rock walls may be the remains of weirs used by
colonists in historic times (D.F. Jordan, University of Connecticut, Depariment
of Anthropology, personal communication, 1988). Two similar rock walls were
located at inlets to Lake Bashan following the lowering of the lake’s waler
level in the fall of 1982 (Pfeiffer 1983). Stone net sinkers found in
associalion with one of these weirs suggesi an aboriginal origin for this weir.

DISCUSSION

Weirs present a rather unique opportunity for archaeclogisis. The
likelihood of themse features being preserved is greater than for other forms of
fishing., Unlike the portable artifacts which are evidence of certain other
fishing methodg, the weirs represent the major component of a method that had
the capacity to yield substantial guentities of fish. In addition to answering
questions about subsistence, the weirs provide insight into the ancient
setitlement patterns and social organization. )

The radiocarbon dates for the Boyleston Street Fishweir demonstrate that
fish had become an important part of the Indians' subsistence as early as Late
Archaic times. The opportunity io exploil the large numbers of anadromous fish
that entered southern New England’s rivers came at a time of the year when other
plani and animal foode would have been available in limiled quantities., Many



82 CONNECTICUT ARCHAEOLOGY BULLETIN, Volume 53, 1980

early accounts refer to the Indians’ seasonal exploitation of resources.
Joaselyn (1675:305), for example, states, "Their fishing followes in the spring,
summer and fall of the leaf.” Pishing thus filled the voids between the time of
hunting and the times of planting and harvesting the crops. Weirs would have
enabled Indians to cbtain more fish than any other form of fishing {Rostlund
1952).

The fact ihat weirs of the magnitude of the Boyleston Sireet Fishweir were
conatructed demonstrates that fish were available in quantities large enough to
warrant such labor efforts. The presence of these weirs also provides evidence
that these people were aware of the habits of the fish in southern New England’s
waters. More than anything else; il was possgibly the fish resources that drew
Indian groups to riverine seitings.

CONCLUSION

The back ssat fishing has taken in many archsaeological discussions of
Indian subsistence reflects the difficulty of locating sites where there ir
evidence of this activity. Poor preservation of fish remaing and site
destruction due to natural causes =nd consiruction are only pari of the problem.
It may be necessary to rethink how firhing sites were selected in the past. Not
all locations along a river would have been equally suitable. An understanding
of anadromous fish and the techniques employed to exploit them may provide
ingight into locating these sites and further our knowledge about the Indian’s
uae of this food resource.
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THE POINT OF THE MATTER

JEFFREY TOTTENHAM

ABSTRACT

From a sheiter i excavated ie Biford, Connscticut, some guestions came fo
pino over & few of the various tvpes of projectile points. They are ol ques-
tions about distinctive cultural stvies or their relztionship to other cullures
of phases, but guestions about the utilitarianise and effect of the points. ..
specificaiiy the differeni pensiretion of & poinl lype as oppossd fo a siailar
puint.

Some of the points from ihis hunting =shelter were the distinguishable
QOrient Fishlail type; olhers were notched, and some stemmed with a sprinkling of
itrianguloids (Figures 1 - 3). I call the shelter a hunting shelter because all
that was found were whole or broken projectile points and cne wing of a ban-
nerstone, There was complete lack of any domesiic gonds. Thus, in my limited
experience, I called it a hunting shelter.

From my experiences how hunting, I have come to learn that peneiration and
the resulting hemorrhaging are the ingredients necessary to kill a deer. Right
of the 60 projectile points I found in the shelier had what looked to me to be
unfinished bases (Fig. 1:%,5,7,9,12,14; Fig. 2:38, 40). The other points from
the sheliter were flaked in ithe usual masnner -- their bases were flaked and
finished as sharp as their blades. When a base as sharp as the blade of a point
is fastened in the noich of the arrow shafi, the chance of spitting the shaft
upon impact is likely.

At first thought, il seemed thal the flat base poinits were that way to save
the maker some time in manufacture. Now keeping in mind the penetration needed
10 cause hemorrhaging, and the sharp wedge shape of a finished base poini, it
would seem upon impact that the point might be driven up the shaft, splitting it
to an extent and thereby reducing the degree of penetration. In fact, I
experienced such a mishap with one of my own arrows I had Lipped with a finished
base point. On the other hand, a point with a flai unfinished base would nol be
driven to split the shaft upon impact because of its flat surfaces. Indeed, the
unfinished bamse poinl would have a hammering effect, driving the head and shaft
the full extent of their velocity, losing no penetration by the negative shafi-
aplitting action {Figure 4).

Over the peat 10 years I have had much praclice in manufacturing arrows. I
can knap a stone arrow point in about 10 minutes. Working, straightening, and
notching the wooden arrow shafi, however, takes about three days. If the use of
flat base points increases the use-life of an arrow shafl, the savings in energy
expenditure would be considerable,

Here we have two points similar in shape and size except for the basal
finish, What I am questioning is: Is the flat base of some points by design to
increase penetration, or ig it Lhe inability of the stone worker to shape or
thin out this particular piece of material?

If the flat base were by design, learned through the aplit shaft
experience, then perhaps it could be classified as s distinct functional point
within an salready classified type -- one with a flat base with more penetrating
ability for larger animals, bul still the same size as the one with finished
base with less abilily to peneirate the smaller game. Because the two poinis
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FINISHED BASE POINTS
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were so close in size and shape, il would be unnecessary to create a new style
or type for the twe functions.

Finished base Fa;nf Unfinished bage Fm'n'i'
S;clc View Side view

§ Shaft ishaﬁ 1?
| B \

dpen impact, peral would be
driven 1o $F||1' Shatt

Flat base Fn'm"' upan |.mrqr.1'

WouH I\pwe “\Ammer;nj
QFFEQY'

Figure 4. Comparison of peneirational abilities of finished and unfinished base
points,

In the hafting process, a finished base point could possibly have been used as
its own shaft notecher; this would seem &n advantage because each point is
different and reguires a secure customized seat for fastening. Whether from
experimentation or haste, the flat-based point in my estimation would have been
more lethal.

In my years of collecting, the overwhelming majority of puoints have the
finished base, and I must admit they are more appealing to the eye. From time to
time, T have made surface finds of procjectile peoinis with unfinished bases, the
flat base being the cortex of the cobble from which it was struck.

I would seriously like io believe the flat base poinls were made with
intent, which would give more credence io the adage "simpler is better”. The
possibility iz real.



THE CONTRIBUTORS

JUDITH FARBER ABRAHAM received her M.A, in archaeclogy from Yale University, She
is presently editor of Archaeotext, the newsletler for the Archaeology Club of
Norwalk Community College, and a field director for the Weigand archaeclogical
contracting firm. Her major interest is shellfish analysis.

MARC BANKS is currently enrolled in Lhe doctoral program for Archaeclogy in the
Department of Anthropology at the University of Connecticut. His primary
interestis are prehistoric mettlement and subsistence in southern New England. He
is presently invelved in archaeological research in the Farmington Valley.

JORDAN KERBER received his Ph.D. degree in anthropology from Brown University,
Currently, he holds =z position at The Public Archaeology Laboratory, Inc. in
Pawtucket, Rhode Island as co-Director of the Lambert Farm Field School. He is
also a member of the faculty al Colgate University.

PETER PAGOULATOS received his Ph.D. in anthropology from the Universiity of
Connecticut. He is a member of the archaeoclogical consulling firm, RAM.

LORETTA J. RIVERS is a M.A. candidate in American History and Archival
Management at The University of Connecticut, Storra where she received a B.A. in
Anthropology/Archaeclogy. Currently she is employed as an archival consultant at
the CIGNA Corporation, Bloomfield. She has worked on prehistoric and historic
archaeological excavations in New England and the Midwest, and as a research,
lab, and field assistant for a coniracl archaeology firm. In addition to being
curator of education at the Jefferson County Hislorical Society and at the Lutz
Children’s Museum, she was a museum teacher and interpreter at 0ld Sturbridge
Village. Recently Loreita served as archaeological consultant for the initial
planning of the iraveling exhibit "Preserving Connecticut’s Archsaeological
Heritage."

JEFFREY TOTTENHAM is an amateur archaeclogist and primitive technologist.
JOHN CHARLES WITEK iz a profesaional writer, who has pursued regional Long
Island archaeclogy as an avocation for twenty years. He is a member of the New

York State Archaeological Association, Metropolitan Chapter, and the Suffolk
County Archaeological Association.

81



	CONTENTS
	DATA FROM SHELLS: THEORY IN SEARCH OF A METHOD
	SAVING ENDANGERED SITES IN SOUTHERN NEW ENGLAND: PUBLIC ARCHAEOLOGY AT LAMBERT FARM, WARWICK, RHODE ISLAND
	ARCHAEOLOGY: A TOOL FOR THE RECOVERY OF DATA FOR LOCAL HISTORY
	AN OUTLINE OF THE ABORIGINAL ARCHAEOLOGY OF SHELTER ISLAND, NEW YORK
	TERMINAL ARCHAIC 'LIVING AREAS' IN THE CONNECTICUT RIVER VALLEY
	ABORIGINAL WEIRS IN SOUTHERN NEW ENGLAND
	THE POINT OF THE MATTER
	THE CONTRIBUTORS

