
BULLETIN OF
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SOCIETY
NUMBER S6

THE
OF CONNECTICUT

1993

Edited by LUCIANNE LAVIN

CONTENTS

Editor's Corner
LUCIANNE LAVIN 1
Yale College in the 19th Century: An Archaeological Perspective
LISA R. BRODY 3
An Amateur's Comparison of Indian Artifacts Between Western and South
Central Connecticut
GORDON S. MILLER 25
Guide for the Avocational Archaeologist, Part I: The Dig
FRED W. GUDRIAN 33
A Mysterious Polished and Perforated Artifact from Fairhaven
LUCIANNE LAVIN 55
The Manufacture of Eastern Connecticut Quartzite Tools: An Experimental Study
PETER PAGOULATOS 57
Prehistoric Pottery from the Morgan Site, Rocky Hill, Connecticut
LUCIANNE LAVIN, FRED W. GUDRIAN, and LAURIE MIROFF 63
Hopeville Pond: Archaeological Evidence of a Middle Woodland Jack's Reef
Component in Eastern Connecticut
JOHN PFEIFFER 101
The Contributors 115

Cover Illustration: Excavation at the Morgan site, Rocky Hill, Connecticut.

THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL SOCIETY OF CONNECTICUT, P.O. BOX 386, BETHLEHEM, CT 06751

ISSN: 0739-5612

-



EDITOR'S CORNER

The contributors to this volume of the Bulletin offer its readers a broad
range of archaeological topics. They include documentary studies, excavation
tec hniques, lithic and pottery analyses, experimental archaeology, and culture
history.

Lisa Brody's article describing excavations on the campus of Yale University
provides a wealth of information on how archaeology contributes to a better
understanding of everyday life in the historic era. Brody's use of excavation data
in combination with historical documentation produces a unique perspective of
student life in New Haven during the 1800's.

Fred Gudrian's paper details the art of excavating a site and recording its
contents. The importance of these procedures can never be over-emphasized,
since once one has dug a site it is destroyed and no one will ever be able to
derive any more information from it. Fred provides a thorough discussion of
tools, recording forms, and digging techniques, including the excavation of post-
molds and features.

Gordon Miller presents a comparative analysis of lithic artifacts from western
and south-central Connecticut using old collections from the Northford and North
Branford areas. Lavin, Gudrian, and Miroff show how attribute and typological
analyses of the potsherds recovered from undisturbed levels at the Late
Woodland Morgan site in Rocky Hill help provide a better understanding of inter-
group relationships and changing regional contacts over time. Peter Pagoulatos'
paper on the manufacture of tools from an eastern Connecticut quartzite is one
of a series of knap ping experiments with various types of lithic materials
previously published in the Bulletin and other journals. Pete's replicative
experiments in tool manufacture and use should provide important information on
patterning to researchers doing usewear studies on archaeological lithic
assemblages.

John Pfeiffer's report on a Middle Woodland Jack's Reef component in south-
eastern Connecticut could have important repercussions for our present model of
local and regional culture histories. Lastly, Lavin's article on the polished and
perforated artifact from Fair Haven continues our series of mystery artifact
photos to tease and tantalize our readers into commenting on the possible
functions of these strange objects. Any ideas? Let us know!
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YALE COLLEGE IN THE 19TH CENTURY:
AN ARCHAEOLOGICALPERSPECTIVE

LISA R. BRODY
INSTITUTE OF FINE ARTS
NEW YORK UNIVERSITY

ABSTRACT

The history of American universities is a fascinating subject within the field of American
history. Most institutions of higher education reserve a section of their libraries for archives
relating to their own history. Occasionally, archaeological excavations on the site of the university
may supplement this body of information. In the summer of 1110, such an excavation was carried out
on the grounds of Yale University in New Haven, Connecticut. The project yielded a large amount of
data, in the forms of historical artifacts and construction materials from a 11th century dormitory.
Thus, conclusions could be drawn about the students' personal possessions, their activities and
hobbies, the stores from which they made purchases, and also the precise location and appearance of
one early student dormitory. By combining the archaeological evidence with information gathered from
historical documents, historical archaeologists can reconstruct life at Yale in the 11th century
accurately and thoroughly.

INTRODUCTION

In Plancus' days, when life was slow,
We dwelt within the Old Brick Row

Before Durfee or Welch was built
Or gilded youths in Vanderbilt

Looked down upon the mob below.

As one of the oldest educational institutions in the United States, Yale
University has a rich and interesting history which previously had been known
solely through assorted historical documents and drawings. To supplement this
documentary information about Yale's history with material remains and artifacts,
a preliminary archaeological excavation of the Old Campus was undertaken during
the summer of 1990. This central area of the Yale campus was once the location
of the Old Brick Row, a series of Georgian brick structures that existed from the
mid-18th century until the end of the 19th century. The 1990 excavation focused
in particular upon one of these old Brick Row buildings, known as North Middle
College or Berkeley Hall, which stood from 1801 until 1896 (Fig. 1).

The excavation yielded thousands of artifacts, including buttons, ceramics,
bottle glass, window glass, bricks, mortar, tiles, roofing slates, animal bones and
teeth, oyster shells, slate pencils, clay pipe fragments, a wooden toothbrush, a
clay marble, coins, nails, keys, a dinner fork, an ice skate, pulleys, hinges, and
various other metal objects. The majority of these finds were located in the
stratigraphic levels between a depth of approximately 80 ern (ca 31 inches) and
the floor (218 cm or ca 86 inches). This area was apparently the original
basement of North Middle College, which was filled in with dirt, discarded objects,
and construction debris from the building when it was demolished in 1896. Many
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of the artifacts excavated from these levels date to the end of the 19th century,
thus supporting the interpretation. The analyses of the various diagnostic
artifacts are explained below.

The excavation proved to be a very successful means of testing Yale's archi-
val materials through archaeological research. It revealed the construction tech-
niques and the general appearance of North Middle College, and substantiated its
overall similarity to Connecticut Hall, which still stands today. By uncovering part
of North Middle College's foundation wall, the buildings exact location on the Old
Campus quadrangle could be precisely determined, while confirming its placement
on the surviving 19th century maps and plans. Finally, through excavating a
large quantity of unique, fascinating artifacts from the period of North Middle
College's occupation, information about Yale's history and about student life at
that particular time has suddenly become more accessible and comprehensible.

Figure 1. Photograph of North Middle College and the Old Brick Row (Courtesy
of Yale University Archives, Manuscripts and Archives, Yale University
Library).

ARCHITECTURALHISTORYOF YALE

Yale College was founded in the year 1701 by the Reverend James Pierpont
and other Congregational ministers, but it was located in Saybrook, Connecticut
until 1716, when the trustees of the college voted to move it to its present loca-
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tion in NewHaven (Pierson 1976:87). The very first Yale College building in New
Haven. simply known as "Yale College", was built during the years 1717-18 in the
southeast corner of the Old Campus, where Bingham Hall now stands. This
building stood until 1782 and contained a kitchen, a dining hall, several dormi-
tory rooms, a library, and a chapel. The kitchen and dining room continued to
be used until the building was torn down (Carroll 1979:88).

The next academic building to be constructed by Yale College was
Connecticut Hall (started in 1748 and completed in 1752), which is the only sur-
viving 18th century Yale building still used by the university today. Connecticut
Hall was the first of several brick structures to be built in a line across the Old
Campus, and this series of buildings soon came to be known together as the "Old
Brick Row." The Old Brick Row was the subject of the 1990archaeological excava-
tion, since it was the main area of the campus during the 19th century. The
other structures in this row included Union Hall or South College (1793-1893), the
First Chapel or Athenaeum (1761-1893), Berkeley Hall or North Middle College
(1801-1896), the Connecticut Lyceum (1803-1901), North College (1820-1901), and
the Second Chapel (1823-1896) (Pierson 1983:552-555).

The cornerstone of Connecticut Hall was laid on April 17, 1750. A Georgian
building modelled after Harvard's Massachusetts Hall, Connecticut Hall was con-
structed of approximately 230,000 bricks and cost a total of £1,660 sterling
(Pierson 1983:552). It was 100 feet long by 40 feet wide and could house 100
students (Tucker 1962: frontispiece). Yale's First Chapel, later called the
Athenaeum, was constructed in the years 1761-1763 using university funds.
Although Connecticut Hall and the First Chapel were the only constructions under
President Clap's administration, he foresaw that there would be a need in the
future for the growing college to expand toward "the north and west for better
accommodations (Dexter 1969:26).

Due to the college's financial problems, the Yale campus remained virtually
unchanged for the next few decades of the 18th century after the Chapel was
built. In the 1790's, Yale experienced a rapid increase in enrollment, so President
Timothy Dwight initiated several expansion projects around 1796. For example, the
college purchased most of the northern half of the Old Campus, increasing its
land holdings by almost 200 percent. In addition, President Dwight was respons-
ible for renovating many old buildings and constructing new ones. In 1792 a new
dormitory was needed, and the architect/artist John Trumbull was asked to sug-
gest a general plan for future expansion. He proposed "a row of buildings facing
the Green, similar to those already there and repeating the rhythm of low
building and tower" (Yale Alumni Magazine 1951: 13) (Fig. 2). His design was
accepted by the college, and the cornerstone for Union Hall (later called South
College) was place on April 15, 1793. In 1796 Yale conducted several renovation
projects, and they set forth a proposal for another dormitory (Berkeley Hall) and
a new building to hold a library and classrooms (the Connecticut Lyceum). The
next year a fourth floor was added to Connecticut Hall, making it structurally
parallel to Union Hall (Kelley 1974:128). Also, on September 14, 1803, the Yale
Corporation voted to plant a row of elm trees on either side of the Old Brick
Row.

Berkeley Hall and the Connecticut Lyceum were designed to look like existing
structures of the Row, in order to preserve the "balance and stylistic continuity
of the campus buildings (Kelley 1974:128). The architect in charge of both these
structures was Peter Banner. The Lyceum was to look like the existing Chapel,
and Berkeley Hall was designed to be like Union Hall. One journal article says
that at this time "there seems to have been a definite prejudice against anything
new" (Keith 1956:53). Internally, Berkeley Hall (later called North Middle College)
was designed to be very much like Union Hall, except that its rooms were to con-
tain studies "in lieu of bedrooms, with not less than two, and where it may be
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done with three Study rooms." The partition between the study and the living
room would contain a foldaway bed for the student, which would let down into
the living room when it was needed (Kelley 1974:128). The Lyceum, constructed
in 1803-4, contained a library, lecture and recitation rooms, and a chemistry
laboratory.

Y,\LL IN Illh.<;

Figure 2. Plan of Yale College grounds. Scribner's Monthly, April 1876, p. 769.
(Courtesy of Yale University Archives, Manuscripts and Archives, Yale
University Library.)

In the early years of the 1820's, a second wave of increased enrollment at
Yale created the need for yet another dormitory structure (North College, 1820)
and a new chapel (the Second Chapel, 1824) (Kelley 1974:146). North College was
designed to be structurally identical to earlier buildings, namely Connecticut Hall,
Union Hall, and Berkeley Hall. The Second Chapel was dedicated in November of
1824, and the Yale College library was moved to its fourth floor. Once these new
structures were finished, all seven of the Old Brick Row buildings were finally
completed. They remained as the central focus of Yale College until the end of
the 19th century, when the appearance of the Old Campus was drastically altered.

These drastic architectural changes were partially motivated by financial
bequests from Joseph Battell, Henry Farnam, and Bradford Durfee for the purpose
of building a chapel and dormitories on the Old Campus (Dwight 1903:447). The
gifts precipitated the problem of where to locate these new structures. At the
same time, there was real need for additional college buildings, since Yale under-
graduate enrollment had grown from 587 students in 1846 to 2,511 students in
1899 (Dwight 1903:459). Indeed, the college officially became a university in 1887,
due to its tremendous growth during the 19th century. On July 23, 1866,
President Noah Porter (1871-1886) received the following letter from a New York
architectural firm that had been hired to propose a long-range building plan for
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the college:

In accordance with the request of your Committee, we have made a
preliminary visit to the Yale College property, with a view to giving
some general advice in regard to the location of several new buildings
that are in conternplat ion.v.a chapel, a building for scientific purposes,
and several dormitories ...As the present dormitories are proposed to be
removed, there will remain on the principal quadrangle only the library,
the Art building, and the Alumni Hall.

Vaux, Withers, and Co.
110 Broadway, New York
July 23, 1866

(Courtesy of Noah Porter Papers, Manuscripts and Archives, Yale
University Library.

According to this document, Yale determined in the 1860's that the solution to its
problem would be to construct new college buildings around the outer edge of
the Old Campus quadrangle, facing inward. The university's long range plan was
to remove the Old Brick Row entirely, making the Old Campus into a large open
courtyard bordered by buildings. Previously Yale had been very open to the
town of New Haven, but with the building changes of the late 19th century, the
college and its architecture began to look inward, isolating itself from the rest
of the town.

All of the Old Brick Row structures were demolished (with the sole exception
of Connecticut Hall) during the end of the 19th century. Once the Yale adminis-
tration of the time decided that the central part of the Yale campus should be
reorganized in the format of an open quadrangle, the Old Brick Row was des-
troyed and the present-day Old Campus buildings arose in their place. The fol-
lowing structures were gradually erected during the end of the 19th century as
the Old Brick Rowwas torn down: Farnam Hall (1869), Durfee Hall (1870), Battell
Chapel (1874), Dwight Hall (1885), Linsly-Chittenden Hall (1888), Welch Hall (1891),
Vanderbilt Hall (1894), Phelps Hall and Archway (1896) (Pierson 1983:552-555).
Although these construction projects occurred during the successive presidencies
of three different men, Theodore Dwight Woolsey (1846-1871), Noah Porter (1871-
1886), and Timothy Dwight (1886-1899), they adhered to the same building plan.

Most of the reorganization of the Yale campus occurred under the presidency
of Timothy Dwight (the grandson of the earlier President Dwight), during the last
few decades of the 19th century. of the 29 buildings which were owned by Yale
when he took office in 1886, President Dwight removed 6 structures and added
21 (15 of these by construction and 6 by purchase. Several of these new Yale
structures comprise the modern Old Campus quadrangle: "five [buildings] were
erected on the College square, and by this means the quadrangular arrangement
was completed, preparatory to the removal of what remained of the older Brick
Row" (Dwight 1903:462).

Since the archaeological excavation of 1990 focused exclusively on the site
of Berkeley Hall/North Middle College, some additional detail is needed here about
the construction and use of this particular building. It was erected during the
years 1801-1803, and began to be used in 1804. The construction was financed
with a 1798 legislative grant from the Connecticut General Assembly (Dexter
1911:105). Berkeley Hall was 106 feet long, 40 feet wide, and 4 stories tall, like
both Connecticut Hall and Union Hall. It was made entirely of bricks, with
sandstone foundations and window facings. It was heated with steam, and also
had gas and water utilities from the time of its construction. Despite a rumor
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that the building was supposed to be inhabited by a ghost, North Middle College
was one of the most popular Old Brick Row dormitories. It could accommodate a
total of 96 students, and its rooms were regularly chosen by seniors until the
new North College was built in 1820 (Yale University Archives).

GOALSOF THE EXCAVATION

The principal goals of the 1990 archaeological excavation of North Middle
College at Yale University included the following:

1. to test the information provided about the Old Brick Row structures in
various historical documents and architectural plans

2. to determine the exact location of North Middle College by finding part
of its building foundation

3. to determine the architectural techniques used in constructing North
Middle College and the other Old Brick Row buildings, and to compare
them to the construction of Connecticut Hall

4. to uncover artifacts from the activities of students at Yale in the 19th
century, so that people today could see actual material remains from one
period of Yale's history

5. to gather information about 19th century life, at Yale specifically, from
the material remains uncovered through excavation.

METHODOLOGY

The purpose of the excavation was to investigate a small sample of the area
where the Old Brick Row originally stood, in a straight line with Connecticut Hall.
The exact location of the sample depended to some degree on avoiding the Old
Campus walkways and trees. The cardinal directions of the excavation were estab-
lished based on the alignment of the Old Brick Rowand the modern Old Campus,
so that "grid north" lay in the direction of the modern Durfee hall. A datum
point was established in the southeast corner of the quadrangle, between
Connecticut Hall and Welch Hall. From this point, the excavation grid was laid out
using a surveying transit, and the excavation squares were chosen. Each excava-
tion square was then labelled with north and west coordinates based on their
distance (in meters) from the datum. The excavated units included N30W22,
N36W22,N34W21,and pits N35WI5-22. The excavation mainly centered around the
1 by 8 meter trench that consisted of N35W15through N35W22.The foundation of
North Middle College's western wall was discovered in the excavation squares
along the W21 line.

All the excavation units were one meter square, and they were excavated
according to natural stratigraphic layers. Natural layers deeper than 10 cm (4
inches) were subdivided into arbitrary levels of 10 cm. Each of the different
natural layers was designated by a number, and the 10 ern artificial levels within
them were designated by lowercase letters. All of the soil was screened through
1/4" wire mesh, and soil samples were taken from all of the natural levels and
most of the artificial levels. Each of the soils was analyzed for color using the
Munsell Soil Color Chart. All unit profiles and significant features were recorded
with both drawings and photographs.
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RESULTS

The excavation of North Middle College consisted of three squares which
were situated outside of the buildings, and eight squares within the interior. The
upper 30 cm (12 inches) of the stratigraphy was clearly disturbed, since there
was a system of PVC sprinkler pipes running through the entire area at a depth
of approximately 30 cm. Despite being obviously disturbed, these levels yielded
many different artifacts, including some very modern objects (plastic, cigarettes,
duct tape, etc.) as well as some artifacts from the 19th and 18th centuries
(Staffordshire ceramics, transferware, an old key, etc.). Ceramics, glass, pipe-
stems, nails, etc. continued to be recovered from depths of 30 to 80 cm (12-31
inches). This area, however, appeared to be somewhat less disturbed. The soil
was probably spread over the site to cover the building remains and to keep the
surface flat and level over time.

The foundation wall of North Middle College was discovered in the W21
squares, from a depth of approximately 110 cm (43 inches) to the floor, so that
about 110 cm of it above the floor was preserved (Fig. 3). The foundation was
made of large stones, held together with mortar, and it was 70 ern (28 inches)
wide. Along the outside of the foundation wall (in squares N30W22, N35W22, and

Figure 3. The interior of the North Middle College foundation wall, with metal
plumbing pipes found near the basement floor.
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N36W22)was the original builder's trench from the construction of North Middle
College. It was filled with sand, and no artifacts were found in that particular
area. Inside the foundation wall (actually beginning approximately 30 cm (12
inches) before the top of the preserved foundation, at a depth of 80 cm or 31
inches) was an area of fill from the time the building was destroyed, in 1896.
This level consisted of a large quantity of bricks, mortar, and other construction
materials, as well as the bulk of the excavated artifacts. Most of the diagnostic
artifacts from this area of the site can be dated to the late 19th century, sup-
porting the idea that this level was deposited when North Middle College was
destroyed. The analysis of these diagnostic artifacts is discussed in the following
section. Because these artifacts were all deposited at one time, they are treated
in this paper as a single assemblage.

MATERIALSANDANALYSIS
Ceramics

A total of approximately 1300 ceramic fragments were recovered from the
1990 excavation of North Middle College. The different ceramic types that were
present on the site included the following (Brown 1982:1982): yellowware, pearl-
ware, creamware, shell-edged creamware & pearlware (handpainted in underglaze
blue or green), various colors of transfer-printed pearlware, glazed and unglazed
redware, salt-glazed stoneware, porcelain, Gaudy Dutch (hand-painted polychrome
underglaze), Staffordshire s lipware (clear lead glaze over brown slip on buff
paste), Jackfield redware (glossy black glaze), Rockingham ware (mottled glaze
decoration in yellow and brown), Whieldon ware (cast and molded in rustic,
rococo, & naturalistic forms, and decorated in polychrome colors), Annular and
Banded wares (horizontal bands of color), Mocha ware (brown fern-like decoration
on annular wares), etc.

Ranges of dates for these various categories of ceramic artifacts can be seen
in Table 1, along with their relationships to all the ceramic types found. The
majority of these ceramic categories coincide precisely with the known occupation
of the North Middle College site. Some of the ceramics may actually date from the
end of the 19th century, when the destruction of the building occurred and most
of the artifacts were deposited. Ceramic typologies thus provide an additional
means of dating an archaeological site, and can be very useful for confirming
dates reached through other methods. However, some of these ceramic types date
several decades earlier than the destruction of North Middle College. Considering
that Yale students in the 19th century were probably of a primarily upper-class
background, they may well have owned fine ceramic objects from China or
England that would have been used for many years as family heirlooms before
being discarded. Ceramics may also have been saved for a long time by lower-
class families. if its owners could not afford to replace it. This sort of practice
was not uncommon in colonial America, since pottery is extremely durable and can
be used for many years.

Several different types of ceramic objects were represented in the
assemblage that was excavated from the North Middle College site. There were
many different qualities of pottery in the sample: fine porcelain, general earthen-
wares, and heavy utilitarian ironstone and stonewares. Some of the fragments
were quite fine and expensive, while many others were typical 19th century
ceramic wares. So, in addition to ceramic pieces that were probably personal
belongings of the Yale students or their families (fine teawares and stoneware
mugs), some of the excavated materials were probably used in the college's dining
hall, such as the undecorated plates and other utilitarian wares.

Yale had kitchen and dining hall facilities in the original Old College
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building, which were used until the building was finally demolished in 1782. At
that point in time, a new building was constructed to contain the kitchen and the
dining hall (called the Commons). This structure was not a part of the Old Brick
Row, but it was located only a few yards to the west. The Commons building
stood on the Old Campus from 1782 to 1888. Thus, the students living in North
Middle College and the other Old Brick Row dormitories had a dining hall very
close to their dorm room during the entire 19th century. Despite the fact that
most students ate at the college dining hall rather than preparing their own
meals, it is possible that they also had their own china, as many student do
today.

There are a few ceramic artifacts from the excavation that were unique and
especially worthy of note. For example, there was one complete salt-glazed stone-
ware ale bottle, buff-colored with a brown glaze on the neck (Fig. 4). It has a

Figure 4. Complete stoneware ale bottle with maker's mark: Buchan
1

Porto bello

ring collar neck finish with two secondary rings underneath. The bottle is
approximately 23 cm (ca. nine inches) high, its base is about 7 or 8 ern (three
inches) in diameter, and its capacity is about 15 ounces. Ale was a strong, fer-
mented malt beverage, which was darker and more bitter than beer (Wilson 1981:
10). Close to the base of the bottle is an encircled maker's mark which has the
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following words:

BUCHAN
1

PORTOBELLO

In 1867, Mr. Buchan bought this pottery firm from a family named Tough, A
few years later, he became partners with Mr. J.F. Murray, and the business was
known as Murray and Buchan until Mr. Murray resigned in 1877. Murray was
succeeded by a man named William Machlachlan, who held a managerial position
for a few years until he also resigned. At this time, the business passed entirely
into the hands of Mr. Buchan, when it was renamed A.W. Buchan and Co. The
company produced large quantities of stoneware up until 1923 (Wilson 1981:129).
Because the mark on this particular bottle includes only the name Buchan, it
must date from the very end of the 19th century, after both partners had left
the company. Like other diagnostic artifacts from this excavation, this bottle has
a date that is consistent with the occupation of North Middle College.

Another interesting pottery specimen is half of a jar lid made of white
ceramic. It is white, with pink lettering and floral decorations around the outside.
The date of this piece is not known for certain, but since the decoration is a
pink transfer print, it was probably made after ca. 1825. The lettering on the
surviving part of the lid says:

...awarded

... s of ~w York

...adelphia & New York
Eugene Roussell
114 Chestnut st.
Philadelphia

The exact function and origin of this particular ceramic artifact are still not
known for certain. However, it does provide indisputable evidence that students
in New Haven had some sort of contact with the larger cities of the Northeast.
Possibly the students came from families who lived in those cities, or some of
them did their shopping there, or NewHaven merchants may have simply stocked
their stores with products from Philadelphia and New York. It is difficult to trace
this commerce precisely, but since other ceramic evidence suggests that many of
the students came from wealthy backgrounds, it would not be surprising that
they had commercial contact with these metropolitan areas.

This category of artifacts has been one of the most helpful for dating
purposes, and it includes some extremely interesting complete or nearly complete
bottles. These bottles reveal information about the products used by 19th century
Yale students, the companies that created them, and the locations of their manu-
facture. Out of the glass artifacts recovered from the North Middle College exca-
vation, there were approximately 1680 fragments of window glass and approx-
imately 1198 of bottle glass. There were 11 examples of bottle glass with legible
lettering impressed on them. Many of these have been analyzed to obtain informa-
tion about the various manufacturers and retailers whose products were used by
Yale students in the 19th century.

In addition to the bottles with lettering on them, several plain bottles
excavated from the Old Brick Row site were datable from their various manu-
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facturing characteristics. For example, some artifacts of bottle glass from this
excavation display pontil scars on their bases. The production technique that
created this mark was used from the early 19th century until the year 1857.
Several other bottles from this excavation can be clearly dated to the end of the
19th century by their mold seams. These bottles have seams showing along the
entire body of the bottle from the base to the neck. Most of these bottles were
manufactured with the use of a two-piece mold, while their lips were applied by
hand. This particular stage of the bottle-making process dates approximately from
1870 until 1903. This chronology is appropriate for the Old Brick Row site, since
North Middle College was demolished in the year 1896.

The excavation uncovered one dark olive green "Hunyad i Janos" bottle base,
approximately 7 ern (ca. three inches) in diameter. The complete bottle would have
been 23.5 ern high (ca. nine inches). It originally contained mineral water from
Budapest, Hungary, which was manufactured by Andreas Saxlehner from 1863
until the turn of the century. Its presence on American archaeological sites dates
from approximately 1890 to 1910, which is also the time period for the North
Middle College site. It was exported to the United States by the Appollinaris
Company, Ltd. in London. It is surprisingly common on American sites, con-
sidering how far away the water originated. It came from the Hunyadi Janos
Mineral Spring, which was named after a Hungarian national hero of the 14th or
15th centuries. The water was awarded a Merit Medal at the Vienna Exhibition in
1873, and a Bronze Medal at the Lyons Exhibition of 1872. The manufacturer
claimed in advertisements that the product had a gentle laxative quality, calling
it a "Natural Aperient Water" (Fike 1987:41). The water's German name, "Bitter-
quelle " means "bitter spring" and has led modern analysts to believe that the
water may have contained the mineral magnesium sulfate, which would have given
it a bitter taste as well as possible effectiveness as a laxative (Ventur n.d.:IV.40)

Another fragment of glass from the excavation is the complete base of a
mason jar, with the words "PAT May 10, 1870" around the edge of the base. The
function of the mason jar was for storing preserves. A similar base was dis-
covered at the Quintana excavation in Texas (Ventur n.d.: IV, fig. 4ge). This sort
of dated find is extremely helpful for the archaeologists, because it provides an
explicit terminus post quem date. This particular artifact is useful for confirming
the date of the North Middle College excavation because its date coincides neatly
with dates arrived at from other artifacts and with the occupation date of the
site.

Another interesting bottle, which was completely unbroken, measures 10 ern
(four inches) from base to neck, and has a base of 2.5 x 6 em (1 x 2.5 inches).
The bottle is labelled with the words "Rubif'oam for the Teeth" (Fig. 5). It was
advertised as "Liquid Dentifrice, Alcohol 45%, Contains No Grit, No Acid, or
Anything Injurious" (Fike 1987:65). This tooth powder was manufactured by E.W.
Hoyt and Company, in the town of Lowell, Massachusetts, who also produced
"Hoyt's German Cologne" (Adams 1969:99). The product "Rubifoarn" was listed in
the 1897 catalogue of Sears, Roebuck, and Company under "Tooth Preparations--
miscellaneous" for the price of 20¢. It was not listed in the 1902 catalogue. Inside
the bottle, presumably trapped by its narrow neck, was some residual remains
of the tooth powder. The bottle, like many that were found in the excavation, has
a mold seam and applied lip, which would date it from 1870 to 1903.

A complete pharmaceutical bottle was also found in the excavation, and it has
provided several interesting pieces of information. The drugstore, called the
Osborn Hall Pharmacy, was owned by D.J. Brennan. It was located at 1008 Chapel
Street, less than one block away from Yale's Old Campus (a restaurant, the
Copper Kitchen, is located at that address today). The bottle has a patent date
of June 4, [18]'89. Again, this date provides support for a late 19th century
deposition date of the artifacts. It also agrees with the bottle's manufacturing
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Figure 5. Complete glass bottle (1870-1903) with impressed lettering:
Rubifoam for the Teeth
put up by E. W. Hoyt & Co.
Lowell, Mass.

characteristics; it has a mold seam and applied lip, which would date it from 1870
to 1903. A third means of dating this artifact comes from the fact that Osborn
Hall was a Yale building on the site of today's Bingham Hall (and of the original
Old College). It contained lecture rooms and classrooms, and it stood from 1888
to 1926 (Carroll 1979:86). If the pharmacy was named after this building, it is
probable that they existed at approximately the same time, or at least the
pharmacy was started after 1888, when Osborn Hall was built. The date on the
bottle (1889) conforms to this assumption. In addition, it is known that the
pharmacy was out of business by at least 1933, because the New Haven directory
of that year lists a store called "Miller I Shoes" at the address of 1008 Chapel
Street. There is also a company's name embossed on the bottle, "B.B. & Co.",
which may have been the firm that manufactured the bottle itself.

One other excavated bottle, made of thin, light blue glass, has the trademark
"W.T. & Co." on its base. Although this Old Brick Row artifact only has its base
preserved, it may be part of a medicine bottle, such as the one described in Rex
Wilson's Bottles on the Western Frontier. This bottle has the same trademark on
its base, and in addition it had the following words embossed on its front:

GEOW. HOYT
PHARMACIST
CHEYENNEW.T.

The bottle described by Wilson, which may be the same type as the exca-
vated example, had a capacity of approximately 9 ounces, and it dated from 1870
to 1889 (Wilson 1981:59). Again, this range of dates is consistent with the date
of occupation for North Middle College and with the deposition date of the
artifacts.

Another, nearly complete, bottle probably contained some type of carbonated
beverage. The lettering on the front reads: The Property of John Clancey, New
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Haven, Conn." and on the back are the words: "Registered This Bottle Not To Be
Sold."

On the base of another bottle is the manufacturer's mark of "Karl Hutter,
New York". This provides another piece of archaeological evidence, like the white
and pink ceramic lid described earlier, that there was some commercial contact
between Yale students in the 19th century and nearby metropolitan areas such
as New York.

A uniquely shaped bottle, which has only the body and base preserved, is
a molded toiletry bottle with an octagonal base, approximately 3 ern in diameter
(ca one inch). It is molded and made of clear, transparent glass. Similar examples
in Wilson's catalogue date from 1865 to 1890 (Wilson 1981:68-69). Again, this range
of dates is quite conceivable for an artifact found on the North Middle College
site.

One other very interesting bottle from the North Middle College excavation
is a small, unbroken glue bottle. It can be identified as a glue bottle because a
stopper with a brush for the glue was found in place inside its neck, similar to
those used in modern rubber cement bottles. The bottle clearly dates between
1870 and 1903, since it has a molded seam along its body and a lip that was
applied by hand. This unique bottle, along with all of the other examples, pro-
vides good archaeological evidence about the life and material possessions of Yale
students in the 19th century.

Fragments of clay tobacco pipes are common artifacts on most historic
American archaeological sites. The long stems of the pipes fractured easily and,
because they were so inexpensive, the broken pieces were simply thrown away
and a brand new pipe was purchased. Thus, the pipestem fragments accumulated
very quickly on archaeological sites. Also, the pipes were owned and smoked
socially by a large percentage of the American population during colonial times,
since tobacco was plentiful and the threat of lung cancer was not yet associated
with smoking.

On this particular excavation, there was a special source of clay pipes, since
it is a tradition at Yale commencement ceremonies (continued even up to the
present day) to give each graduating senior a clay pipe identical to the colonial
examples. Since Yale's commencement has always been held on the Old Campus,
virtually on top of the North Middle College excavation site, it is logical to
suppose that many of the pipe fragments found in the excavation were deposited
there as a result of this tradition, and may actually be more recent in date than
the actual occupation of the site. However, there is no stratigraphic evidence for
this theory because most of the artifacts were found in disturbed soil, making
their context virtually irrelevant.

The tradition of giving each graduating senior a clay pipe at commencement
dates from a very early period of Yale's history. This ceremony used to occur
on Presentation Day, a senior festival which evolved into the current Class Day.
Presentation Day as started in July of the year 1751 by Tutor Ezra Stiles, under
President Thomas Clap. Its original purpose was to present the graduating class
to the president of the college as degree candidates, with an appropriate Latin
speech. Over the years the event became filled with elaborate ceremonies,
including the following: a class dinner, reading of the class poem, an oration, a
class history (started in 1853), planting of the class ivy (started in 1851),
serenading the buildings and professors, and smoking of the clay pipes (Kelley
1974:221). About the pipes, one historical account says, "In the afternoon [of
Presentation Day1 the seniors lounged on the grass or brought out benches and
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there they smoked the pipe of peace ...Later they went to the campus, formed a
ring, smoked their pipes which were then broken, and said good-bye to each
other" (Havemeyer n.d.: 45).

Although most clay pipe fragments are usually plain and undecorated, there
were some interesting pipe specimens excavated from North Middle College that
show impressed designs, lettering, and traces of paint. Approximately 10 of the
pipes contain an impressed maker's mark on their stem, all of which are the
same: "Goedewaage n a Gouda". One other pipestem has "GLASCOW"on one side
and "78" on its reverse. This number may represent a date, possibly the year
1878. If so, the date of this pipe would be consistent with the dating of the site
arrived at through various other methods of artifact analysis. All of the pipe
bowl fragments which were found with a heel had an impressed trademark design
on the bottom of the heel with a small crown and the letter "TM". Some of the
excavated pipestem fragments were made in a decorative mold so that they had
a running spiral around the stem. Also, approximately eight of the pipestem
fragments showed evidence of being colored with blue or green paint.

Faunal remains

There were quite a few shells and animal bones excavated from the Yale 1990
excavation. Most of these artifacts were probably discarded food remains. The
shell artifacts included examples of both oysters and clams (Fig. 6). The condition

Figure 6. A sample of clam and oyster shells from the excavation.

of these shells ranges from extremely good to extremely poor, and complete shells
as well as crushed fragments were present on the site. Most of the shells are
approximately 5 to 7 cm (two to three inches) across. Oysters and clams were
popular food items in 19th century New Haven, since it was situated very near
the coast. Residents of NewHaven probably would have eaten these shellfish fre-
quently because the town is located very close to the shore of Long Island
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Sound, where these animals exist. This assumption is supported arc haeolog ica lly
by the large numbers of oyster and clam shells that were discovered in the Old
Brick Row excavation.

The animal bones from the North Middle College site included both food
remains (such as cow & pig) and naturally deposited remains from small rodents,
and pets. The most complete group of excavated bones includes the left tibia and
tarsals from the leg of a pig (Fig. 7). For the purposes of this report, a complete

Figure 7. Bones from the left leg of a pig, including the tibia, astragalus,
calcaneum, naviculo-cu boid, internal cuneiform, and external/middle
cuneiform.

inventory has been made of the best-preserved, identifiable bones. Where pos-
sible, their body part, side of the body, and species have been identified. The
small, not readily identifiable fragments of bone have been excluded from the
inventory. The analysis done on these faunal remains included figuring the site's
NISP (Number of Identified Specimens) and MNI (MinimumNumber of Individuals).
The actual species population of any archaeological site lies somewhere between
these two numbers. These computations from the North Middle College faunal
remains are summarized in Table 2.

The various species of animals that are represented in the sample also
provide information about what percentage of the faunal assemblage included food
debris and what percentage included naturally deposited remains. The species
that produced the most numerous remains in this excavated sample were most
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TABLE2. FAUNALREMAINSFOUNDIN EXCAVATION

fuJeci es NISP %of Total MNI
Cow 28 39 3
Pig 12 16 3
Turkey/Chicken 11 15 2
Rodent 10 14 1
Cat 5 7 1
Sheep/goat 4 6 1
Lamb 1 1 1
Rabbit 1 1 1
Dog 1 1 1

Total 73 100% 14

probably discarded food debris: cows, pigs, turkeys, and chickens. The next two
groups included rodents (such as mice, rats, and squirrels) and cats. These were
probably at the site naturally; rodent bones are especially common on historic
archaeological sites. The other groups of fauna, which were not very highly
represented, included sheep and goats (food remains) as well as rabbits and dogs
(natural remains). This type of faunal analysis is extremely interesting in that
it provides some first-hand information about the diets of Yale students in the
19th century. According to the data from this excavation, the student's diet
consisted primarily of beef, pork, turkey, chicken, oysters, and clams. Rodents,
rabbits, cats, and dogs were clearly present on the site at some point in time,
though they were probably not eaten.

Miscella.neous

In addition to the above categories of material remains, the Old Brick Row
excavation provided many unique and interesting artifacts that can provide a
great deal of information about the students and other people who deposited
things at the site. There were a dinner fork (Fig. 8), an old key, a clay marble,

Figure 8. Complete 4-pronged dinner fork from the excavation.

slate pencil fragments, and buttons among the excavated artifacts. A wooden
tooth brush, lacking its bristles, was also found and its very different appearance
from modern toothbrushes provides some fascinating information about personal
items of the colonial period (Fig. 9). A metal ice skate was also excavated. It is
the type that can be attached to the bottom of a shoe, and it seems to be about
a size eight (although it was adjustable). The historical sources say that "Skating
... was popular at the various ponds around New Haven" (Havemeyer n.d.: 6) and
"As in the 18th century, the main sports were walking, swimming, skating,
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Figure 9. Wooden toothbrush handle from the excavation.

hunting, and sailing" (Havemeyer n.d.: 212). AlI of these artifacts help to create
a general picture of life at Yale Colle ge in the 19th century.

There were approximately 500 bricks recovered from the basement area of
North Middle College during this excavation. Apparently, they are the remains of
the structure which were deposited en masse into the basement when it was
demolished in 1896. Many of the bricks are burnt on one or more sides; this may
be a result of a fire (Connecticut HalI suffered two severe fires), or it may be
a result of the bricks being located inside a fireplace or chimney. Other bricks
show traces of white paint, which indicates that at least some parts of the
building had no insulation or plaster on its interior walls.

Although most of the bricks were excavated from the basement level of the
excavated building, from approximately 80 cm to 218 cm below the surface (31 to
86 inches), there was a smalI number of bricks found in earlier levels. Four of
these were saved and recorded because they contained an impressed manufac-
turer's mark. Out of the excavated sample, these were the only ones that had any
lettering on them, and they were also made of a buff-colored clay that was very
different from the typical brick-red of alI the other excavated examples. These
four brick artifacts had the following lettering (alI of which clearly represents
a single manufacturing company):

1. found in N35W15.1b
".... DGE, N.J."

2. found in N35W15.3a
II •••• N.J."

3. found in N35W15.3a
"c. ANNESS....

NO....
.... OODBRID.... "

4. found in N35W15.3a
"ANNESS ..

MF ..
N ..

WOODBR.... "
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It is immediately clear from these fragmentary trademarks that the manu-
facturing company of these particular bricks, if not of all the bricks, was located
in the town of Woodbridge, New Jersey, Since they were found in a different
stratigraphic area from the majority of the other excavated bricks, they actually
may not be remains of the North Middle College walls, though the others clearly
are. It is possible that these four brick fragments may have been used in the
building's basement, around the furnace or boiler. All of the excavated bricks
and their assorted characteristics provide fascinating information about the
construction of North Middle College.

CONCLUSIONS

The archaeological excavation that took place on the Old Campus of Yale
University during the summer of 1990 has proven to be extremely interesting as
a means of learning more about Yale history, particularly the period of the 19th
century. This is a significant site because many people are interested in the
recent history of such well-known institutions as Yale University. This interest
is clear from the fact that Harvard University has been excavating the site of
its first college structure each summer since 1986 (Harvard Magazine 1987:6-7).
It is true that the 18th and 19th centuries can be studied through historical
documents, but archaeological investigation of colonial and post-colonial sites
frequently supplements the information in these documents and often provides
new information that would otherwise remain unknown. Being able to see and
touch actual artifacts from the 19th century is a good means of getting closer
to the past and understanding the minds and activities of the people who lived
at that time. Such is the case with the artifacts discovered by the North Middle
College excavation.

Since the dig revealed part of the foundation of North Middle College, as
well as a portion of its basement, a lot of primary information about the con-
struction techniques used for the Old Brick Row is now available. The excavation
also confirmed the location of North Middle College in relation to Connecticut Hall
as shown by historical drawings and plans of the Row. In all respects, the
appearance of the excavated building was clearly very similar to that of
Connecticut Hall, and it was situated along exactly the same line. The North
Middle College was constructed with a stone and mortar foundation, red brick
exterior walls, and a slate roof. The plumbing consisted of jointed iron pipes,
approximately 5 ern in diameter (two inches). Actual remains of these construction
materials were recovered during the archaeological excavation.

The foundation wall clearly stood at least 1.10 meters (ca. 1 little over 3 and
one-half feet) above the basement floor, but its exact height cannot be recon-
structed because it was partially destroyed when the building was demolished in
1896. A wide variety of bricks were used in the construction, including both
machine-made and hand-made ones. The slate for the roof was cut into rectan-
gular shingles, and they were attached to the building's frame by iron nails.
Some excavated slate fragments had preserved squared edges and nail holes. The
large quantity of excavated iron nails indicates that they were used in much of
the construction. A few of these nails had decorative white ceramic heads, so that
they were clearly used as ornamentation in the interior of the structure. Many
of the inside walls were clearly plastered and painted either white, yellow, or
red, since fragments of this painted plaster were found during the excavation.
However, some of the walls were obviously neither plastered nor insulated, as
shown by the fact that several of the excavated bricks have sides that are
covered with white paint. The basement of the structure had a dirt floor, which
is located 218 cm (86 inches) beneath the present soil surface.
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The material remains from the 1990 North Middle College excavation have
provided extremely important evidence about the life of Yale students in the 19th
century. The glass artifacts have been especially useful, since they include
several complete or nearly complete bottles with embossed lettering on them. By
researching the manufacturing companies and stores represented by these bot-
tles, a great deal of fascinating information has been obtained about the history
and economy of this period. students clearly frequented businesses that were
very close to the campus (like the osborn Hall Pharmacy), as well as ones farther
away (in places like New York and/or Philadelphia). Many of the various" miscel-
laneous" artifacts from the excavation are similarly fascinating because of their
uniqueness and their frequently personal nature.

Analysis of the excavation's ceramic fragments leads to the conclusion that
at least some of Yale's student population in the 19th century came from the
upper class. This is because many of the ceramic artifacts are fine, well-made
porcelain and pearlware tea-wares. The presence of several types of the ceramics
dating from the 18th century may be an indication of wealthy families, saving
fine china as family heirlooms, or of lower-class families who could not afford to
purchase new pottery. The artifact assemblage also included everyday, utilitarian
dinner-wares. These pieces may have been the belongings of less wealthy stu-
dents, but it is also likely that they came from the college dining hall, which was
located in various buildings close to the Old Brick Row. Thus, it is difficult to
reconstruct precisely the social status of the student population solely from the
archaeological evidence.

The excavation of North Middle College yielded many different types of his-
toric artifacts. Many of these are diagnostic, so that they provide information
about the date of the site and about the people who occupied it. Through
studying and analyzing such artifacts, archaeologists are able to truly under-
stand the people who once inhabited an excavation site. In this case, the archae-
ological investigation of Yale's Old Campus, combined with information from his-
torical manuscripts and plans, has helped provide a clear picture of Yale's 19th
century campus and student life.

Starting in the fall of 1991, further areas of the old Campus are being
excavated as part of Yale's course in Archaeological Field Techniques, under the
supervision of Professor Michael Dietler. It will be interesting to investigate other
buildings along the Old Brick Row. Areas outside of this area may also yield
informative artifacts, since there were other structures on the Old Campus during
the 19th century besides those in the Row (such as the college dining hall) which
can provide archaeologists with fascinating information about the life of Yale
students at that time in American history.
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AN AMATEUR'S COMPARISON OF INDIAN ARTIFACTS
BETWEEN WESTERN AND SOUTH CENTRAL CONNECTICUT

GORDON S, MILLER
GREATER NEW HAVEN ARCHAEOLOGICAL SOCIETY

ABSTRACT

This paper confirms what one would suppose to be the similar relationship of Indian artifacts
found in .estern and south central Connecticut,

INTRODUCTION

The January 4, 1989 newsletter of the Greater New Haven Archaeological
Society reminded me of two things; one, to pay my dues, and two, to recall
Lucianne Lavin's admonition to write an article on an unusually large cache of
Indian artifacts gathered from the surface of the Newton/Northford site (Figure
1) -- this, though I am strictly an amateur,

Lucianne's r'emar k s took place during a lunch at Mory's, as we discussed the
collection of 426 artifacts. At least 75% of these had been picked up from the
Newton site during the first half of this century as the fields were plowed and
weeded (Figure 2). The balance had been found on farms from adjacent towns,
and some from the area of Newark, N.J. These artifacts, as well as another 226
found in North Branford by other local farmers (Figures 3 - 10), were photo-
graphed, sites identified and submitted to David Thompson for inclusion in the
State archaeological files.

THE COLLECTIONS

The number and variety of these collections were eye-openers for one
accustomed to finding perhaps a few artifacts each year in the locally tilled
fields. It served as a stimulant to learn more about the local prehistory of the
town. So, using references appearing in The Bulletin of the Archaeological Society
of Connecticut, a number of publications were purchased.

The first task was to identify the artifacts. Using as a prime sou rce of
information A Typology and Nomenclature for New York Projectile Points by
William A. Ritc hie (1961, Rev. 1971), the artifacts were sorted out by profile and
description and then grouped according to tradition/culture. All of the reference
material, however, contributed to my general comprehension of the subject matter
and the sorting-out process. The identification and assignment of the relative
ages of the artifacts were reviewed by Lucianne Lavin and found to be essen-
tially correct for 495 of the total 652 pieces. The balance consisted of 32 knives,
drills, scrapers, gun flints, and 125 unidentified artifacts.

Happily, a copy of Edmund Swigart's The Prehistory of the Indians of
Western Connecticut (1974) was among the publications purchased. It was obvious
that a further examination be made to relate the local artifacts to Swigart's
report on western Connecticut. Table 1 demonstrates the similarities and
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Figure 2. Chipped stone artifacts
from the Lewis Newton collection,
Northford.
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Figure 4. Chipped stone artifacts
from the Al Guarino collection,
North Branford.
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Figure 3. Chipped stone artifacts
from the Charles Alling collection,

North Branford.

,i! .....

Figure 5. Chipped stone artifacts
from the Al Guarino collection,
North Branford.
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Figure 6. Chipped stone artifacts
from the Burton Hall collection,
North Branford.

Figure 8. Chipped stone projectile
points from the Nelson
Cecarelli collection, North
Branford.

Figure 7. Chipped, ground, and rough
stone tools from the Ken Burr
collection, North Branford.

Figure 9. Chipped stone artifacts
from the Bob Walczak collection,
North Branford.
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Figure 10. A stone metate, pestle, and grinding stone from the Bob Walczak
collection, North Branford.

differences of the prehistoric artifact collections between the two geographic
locations.

CONCLUSIONS

The similarities are about what one would expect based on a rough 40-mile
separation between the two points. The presence of essentially identical cultures
and the similar percent of points per culture are noteworthy.

Aside from the absence of Clovis points locally, which is not unexpected, the
only significant anomalies appear in the Middle and Late Archaic stages (3,000 to
2,000 BC). This South Central location had a much greater relative presence of
the Laurentian tradition/culture while western Connecticut experienced a similar
presence of the Small Stemmed group.
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TABLE 1. CHRONOLOGICAL/CULTURAL COMPARISONS OF THE PREHISTORY OF
WESTERN AND SOUTH-CENTRAL CONNECTICUT, BASED ON THE NUMBER AND
PERCENTAGES OF PROJECTILE POINT TYPES RECOVERED FROM EACH REGION

DATE STAGE TRADITION/ Yl!AIlS SWIGART SWIGART
CULTUIiK OCCUPATION TOTALS PEllCK!IT •

10000 Be

9000 Be PALEO
8000 Be Clovis + 2000 7 0.3

7000 Be

6000 Be EARLY ARCHAIC
5000 Be Bifurcated + 1000 14 0.5

4000 Be Neville :': 1800 45 1.6
Stark + 1200 2 0.1

3000 Be MIDDLE Laurentian
ARCHAIC Otter Creek 5 0.2

Vosburg :': 1200 73 2.4
Brewerton 83 2.8
Genesee -- --

2000 Be LATE/ 1) Small Stem' :':700 1438 49.4
TRANSITIONAL 2) Side
ARCHAIC Notchect'* :': 700 244 8.4

Squibnocket
A

Beekman A. 8 0.3
Atlantic :': 300 139 4.8
Snook Kill 4 0.2
Perkiomen 9 0.3

3) Mansion Inn
:': 300 11 0.4

Rossville 53 1.8
Susquehanna

1000 Be EARLY Orient 138 4.7
WOODLAND

Meadwood :': 500 23 0.8

Adena + 300 5 0.2
0

MIDDLE Greene -- -
WOODLAND

Steubenville :': 300 50 1.7

Lagoon -- --

AD 1000
LATE WOOD LA/ill Jacks Reef :':300 6 0.2

Levanna :': 600 541 18.6
AD 1500 Madison -- -

TOTALS 2986 100.0

• includes Lamoka, Sylvan Lake, Squibnocket Stemmed, Wading River, Bare Island, and Poplar Island
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NEWTON/ NEWTON/ NORTllFOllD / NORTllFOllD / NEWTON/ NEWTON/
NORTllFOllD NORTllFOllD N. BRA!IFOllD N. BRA!IFOllD OTIIKR OTIIKR
TOTALS PI!llCENT. TOTALS PI!llCENT. TOTALS PIlRCE1IT •

-- -- -- -- -- --

4 1.2 1 0.6 5 1.0
-- -- 5 3.2 5 1.0
2 0.6 -- -- 2 0.4

·2 0.6 3 1.8 5 1.0
14 4.1 7 4.4 21 4.2
51 14.9 19 12.0 70 14.1
7 2.1 3 1.9 10 2.0

108 30.7 50 33.0 158 31.9

46 13.6 7 4.4 53 10.7

1 0.3 -- - 1 0.2
11 3.2 9 5.7 20 4.0
1 0.3 -- -- I 0.2
1 0.3 -- -- I 0.2

9 2.6 1 0.6 10 2.0
2 0.6 6 3.8 8 1.6

-- -- 2 1.3 2 0.4

6 1.7 3 1.9 9 1.8

1 0.3 3 1.9 4 0.8

3 0.9 1 0.6 4 0.8

3 0.9 7 4.4 10 2.0

2 0.6 -- -- 2 0.4

3 0.9 1 0.6 4 0.8

60 17.6 27 17.1 87 17.5
2 0.6 1 0.6 3 0.6

339 100.0 156 100.0 495 100.0

" includes Sylvan Side-Notched and Normanskill
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GUIDE FOR THE AVOCATIONALARCHAEOLOGIST,PART I: THE DIG

FREDW. GUDRIAN
ALBERTMORGANARCHAEOLOGICALSOCIETY

ABSTRACT

This guide discusses the tools and methodology used by avocational archaeologists. The guide is
directed toward work at prehistoric sites. The information is based on my experiences working with
the Albert Morgan Archaeological Society lAMAS) at the Morgan site in Rocky Hill, Connecticut, and
with professional archaeologist Lucinda McWeeney at the 2 Baker site in Westport, Connecticut.

INTRODUCTION

The goal of this guide is to help people who are interested in archaeology
understand what takes place during a dig. I hope to show how detailed the work
is by avocational archaeologists in the affiliated organizations of the
Archaeological Society of Connecticut (ASC) and other volunteer organizations.

Avocational archaeologists are those people who spend their free time pur-
suing their interest in archaeology. They volunteer their time and energy to such
groups as the affiliates of the ASC or work directly with individual archaeolo-
gists. Unlike "pot.hunter s", avocational archaeologists do not dig up artifacts to
own a piece of antiquity. They spend a great deal of time carefully documenting
and analyzing what they find. They spend many hours reading and researching
to better understand the material that is uncovered by the digging.

I have divided this guide into two major parts, the dig and the analytic
work. I have broken each of these parts into many sections so that a more
detailed explanation can be given to specific items. In a future publication, Part
II: The Analysis will discuss how to store and analyze what you found during an
excavation.

Let us not forget that the purpose of archaeology is the scientific and
systematic recovery and study of the remains of human life and culture. We hope
to answer the question of 'what happened here?', and the bigger question 'what
does it all mean?' (see list of references at end of text for additional information
on archaeology as the scientific study of past human Iifeway s),

Much of what I discus in the guide will deal with digging with the AMAS,
but everything applies to any organized dig that an avocational archaeologist
would take part in. The information is also of interest to individuals who do go
off on their own to dig their own sites. This guide will show them what they
need to do to truly record their finds and not just 'pot hunt' a site.

I strongly suggest that anyone who finds artifacts on their own contact the
state archaeologist or a local archaeological society to report the location. It is
important that every site found in Connecticut be recorded so we can have as
complete as possible an understanding of our local history. Very often, critical
pieces of history are lost because the person who tried to dig a site on their
own did not recognize the total assemblage of artifacts but merely looked for
'arrowheads' that they later stored in an old shoe box.
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THE TOOLSWE USE

I would like to start with a brief description of each tool with which new
volunteers should be familiar. Starting with a basic tool kit, and then adding to
it as the site requires, will insure you will arrive at the site prepared to start
to dig. Some groups will supply the bigger items such as sifters and shovels, but
the rest should eventually make up your personal tool kit. A basic kit should
include string, a trowel, line-level, pencils, clip board, dust pan, root clippers,
metric/English folding rulers along with a whiskbroom, paint brush and tooth-
brush. The list will allow you to dig at any site and not have to wait around to
share tools with someone else. Many avocational archaeologists have their own
sifters which are shared among everyone at a dig site.

The most important tool you will use is the TROWEL.Trowels can be found
in most hardware stores. Try to find one with good straight edges. The handle
shank and the blade should be forged into one piece. Avoid those where the
handle is welded to the top of the blade because they tend to break easily. A
trowel with a 10 cm (or four inch) long blade is a good length, but some people
like even shorter ones. You will use the trowel as your main digging tool.
Marshalltown trowels are favored by many archaeologists.

The LINE-LEVEL is a short metallic cylinder containing fluid and a bubble
and has a small hook at each end to attach this item to a string. Usually, a
string is attached to a wooden stake marking the corner of an excavation unit
(or square) at ground level. Attach the line-level to the extra string tied to the
corner stake of the square where you are digging. Hold the line and move the
slant of the line up and down until the bubble in the line-level is centered. You
now have a level line that represents ground level, from which you measure
depth with your folding ruler. By measuring down at several points where you
are digging you can determine if you are scraping a level area. You also use the
line-level when you measure up to record the depth below ground level of an
artifact.

The next tool is the DUST PAN. This is one of the most useful items to have.
Get a strong but light plastic one with a rounded handle. Avoid heavy metal ones
with rough sharp handles. You will use the pan to pick up the dirt you just
scraped up with the trowel. Its use will make dumping the dirt into a pail so
much easier. Some archaeologists prefer the black metal dust pans for durability.

PAILS are used when you fill a dust pan with troweled dirt. Empty your pan
into plastic pail and when the pail is 3/4 or so full, carry it to the sifter for
sifting. Make sure that before you start digging you find a pail with a good
handle. It will make carrying dirt a lot easier. If the dirt is damp, don't fill the
pail up. It will weight too much to carry easily and when you try to sift that
much damp dirt it will be difficult.

You should have at least one PAINTBRUSH and one TOOTHBRUSHin your
array of tools. You will use these to brush dirt off items you find, usually while
the object is still in place (in situ) in the ground. They are also used after you
have removed the item from the dirt and you want to check out the surface of
the object found. Do not brush any project ile points nor pottery with carbon
(black matter) still stuck to the surfaces. These items can later be cleaned off
and the residue analyzed.

BAMBOOPICKS are used to dig gently around any bones that you found
while digging. Because of the fragile condition some bones are in, great care
must be taken when working around them. Chop sticks sharpened to a point work
well, also. A fine pick, like a dental pick, can be used for any detailed digging
around any object and not just bone. You can make a very good pick out of the
teeth of a bamboo rake.

Bring PENCILS (no pens). You will use pencils to write on the bags, forms,
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tape etc. Do not use pens. If ink gets wet it runs, but the pencil lead will not.
Bring several; points break and other pencils seem to disappear into thin air.

FOLDING or ROLLUP RULERS are used all the time in plotting the location
of objects you found in the square. Rulers are used to measure the distance from
the line-level to determine the depth at which you are digging. They are also
used when drawing the profiles of excavation units and features. Try to get one
with at least a one meter (six foot) length and with an English scale on one side
and a metric scale opposite it. Some professional archaeologists use the metric
scale, while others use the English scale. Try to have two rulers so when you
plot in the location of an object you can lay one down to be the 'X' axis and the
other the 'Y' axis.

SHORT HANDLEDHOES are used much like a large trowel and are good for
removing dirt quickly. They are best used when working in soft dirt and when
some sterile soil is encountered. Take a LONG HANDLEDHOE and cut it down to
a half meter (1 1/2 foot) length handle. You can also cut the blade to a five
centimeter (two inch) height.

SHORT, FLAT, SQUARE-EDGED SHOVELS are often used to remove large areas
of harder soil quickly. If you are using one and run into any artifacts, immedi-
ately switch to the trowel for the rest of that area and only return to shoveling
when sterile soil is encountered. The flat shovel is also used when checking a
site for possible occupation. You use the shovel to shave the dirt in one
centimeter (half inch) levels rather than troweling. This technique is called
shovel-shaving, and is often used when digging test pits and in salvage work
where time is at a premium.

The SIFTER is equally important as the trowel for digging. A sifter is
basically a wooden box with a wire screen (hardware cloth) on the bottom. The
sifter allows you to separate from the dirt the small artifacts you have missed
while troweling. We usually use quarter inch mesh in our sifters, but some sifters
have eighth inch mesh. Some versions have legs to hold the box up while others
are just held up by hand.

ROOT CLIPPERS are always very helpful to have on hand. Never pull up on
a root but rather use the clipper to cut the root while still in place. If you pull
on a root it may well dislodge an artifact or destroy the surrounding soil level.

MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS TO BRING

Bring the following items with you. While not req uired, they will make your
day digging more enjoyable: gloves, insect spray, clip board, styrofoam pad or
a rug and a camera. Gloves will protect your hands will digging and insect spray
will keep the insects away. The clip board is useful when you are filling out all
the forms you will be dealing with. The styrofoam pad is good because you will
be spending a lot of time kneeling and your knees may get sore. They keep you
off the damp ground and will keep you a little cleaner. A rug can be used as a
substitute for the pad. A camera is useful in recording these treasured moments
of your life and in recording artifacts, features in situ and the stratigraphy.

THE SITE

When visiting a dig site you normally will see a cleared area divided into a
number of squares. At the corner of each square you will see a wooden stake.
Connecting the stakes are strings forming the outline of each square.

All the squares have been laid out with a north-south orientation and have
been located from a common point called the datum. The squares are referred to
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by their distance from this common point. When someone refers to square N50E20
they are actually talking about the square located 50 meters or feet north and
20 meters or feet east of the datum point. please note that most sites are
excavated in metric units, and archaeologists usually work in one meter by one
meter squares.

All the measurements you will be taking within your square will be measured
from a corner stake designated by the dig director. Attached to the stake from
which you will be measuring, you will find an extra string. This string is placed
at ground level and you will attach the line-level to it.

Some squares seem to have a great deal more artifacts than others but you
still have to take the same care while digging all the squares. Never forget that
at any moment while digging you may uncover an artifact, so try not to get dis-
couraged if you don't find one for a while.

SETTINGUP SQUARES

If you are setting up your own squares there are several things that you
must do. Your first step is to establish your datum point, to which all your
measurements will be related. The datum point should be a place that is rea-
sonably permanent so that you can come back later and locate that exact spot.

Next, you will layout a center line from which you will measure your
excavation units, or squares. Orient the string line, using a compass, on a north-
south heading. position all the squares along that line using a one meter length
for tne sides. Most sites are using a metric scale so try to use them on your own
digs. Mark each one meter length with a stake to indicate the corner. You then
should check the placement of the stakes by measuring the hypotenuse of the
square. The distance between the opposing corners on a one meter sq uare is
1.4141 meters.

Accurate placement of these stakes is extremely important for recording the
position of artifacts within the square. Connect the stakes with string to high-
light the sides of the square. Layout as many squares as you need to cover the
area you plan to dig. You can always add new squares as needed.

TECHNIQUESFOR DIGGING

This is a brief description of how we dig. Each of the specifics such as
identifying a feature etc., is discussed in more detail later.

When you arrive at the dig as a volunteer, you will be assigned to a square.
If you are just learning how to dig you will be working with someone else for
a while so that you can become familiar with what to do and learn what objects
are archaeologically relevant. You will also be given a 'level' bag for storing
items you find. Make sure the bag is labeled with the site and information
pertinent to your unit.

If the square you are digging in has not been started by an earlier digger,
there are several things that have to be done. First, start at a corner stake and
follow the string that marks the sides of your square and using your trowel
deepen the line about two centimeters (ca one inch). Do this to all four sides,
thus highlighting the square you will be digging.

Next, at each of the four corners you will measure from the stake five
centimeters (two inches) along the string in both directions and connect those
two spots with an angled line. This will form a triangle with approximately five
centimeter (two inch) sides. The triangle will keep the stake in place throughout
the digging and when the other three adjoining squares leave their triangle
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there will be a 10 centimeter (four inch) square of dirt holding up the stake.
This square column of dirt is called the baulk. Keeping the stake in place is very
important, since all the measurements are taken from them. They also define the
extent of the squares.

Some archaeologists leave all four side walls of the square intact: they leave
about 15 centimeters (six inches) of soil between squares. This makes the site
look like a giant waffle.

When we dig, we remove the dirt in levels. We try to dig in natural strati-
graphic levels, but if they are not present then we use arbitrary levels. The dig
director will decide the thickness of the arbitrary levels to be used but com-
monly five centimeter (two inch) levels are used. The thickness of the level
should be based in part on the artifact density found at the site along with the
depth of the soil that has built up over time.

By now you are probably wondering why we dig in levels and not just dig
by shoveling away the soil. When we dig in levels, we are looking to discover the
living levels represented by the artifacts and the age of the artifacts. There are
two basic principles upon which digging in levels is based. The first principle
is that older items are normally found below younger items, if the soil is undis-
turbed. The second principle is that items found at the same level should be of
the same relative age. Both principles are reasonable when we think of how the
artifacts were originally left. By digging in levels we will find the artifacts in
the context that they were deposited in, assuming that they have remained
undisturbed. When we find items at the same level we can suggest that they are
associated together and are of the same relative date and could represent a
living level. If we can date one object then we can relatively date the others in
that same level. When we find artifacts at several levels and we have a date for
one item we can suggest that the items below are older than the dated item and
those above are newer, so we have at least something to go on for dating. Roots,
tree throws, animal and insect holes, plowing and frost are just a few of the
things that can cause disturbance of levels.

Using a trowel, scrape the earth down one centimeter (a quarter inch) at a
time. Take the whole unit down to the same depth unless you find a dark stain
in the soil or an artifact. Fill your dust pan with the dirt you have just
removed. When the pan is full, pour the dirt into your pail. When the pail is 3/4
full, pour the pail into the sifter and sift looking for artifacts (things either
made or modified by humans) and ecofacts (things unmodified by humans such
as plant remains, bone etc. but used by humans).

Dump your pail of dirt on the mesh spreading it around by hand. Gently
rock the sifter from side to side and the dirt will fall through. Unfortunately,
dirt is sometimes wet and won't go through. In this case, you can carefully work
the dirt through the mesh by trowel or by hand (but wear gloves -- some arti-
facts are sharp!). After you are finished sifting, theoretically there should not
be anything left because you should have found everything by your careful
troweling of the soil prior to sifting. There are some people that never have
anything left in their sifter. But if you're like me, there may be something left
such as small stone pieces, pottery, etc. Everything that you find in the sifter
should be placed in your bag except for natural stones with no sign of manipula-
tion, wear or use.

Attach your line-level to the corner stake string and periodically use it and
a ruler to measure down at several points where you are digging to see if your
square is level. If you find high spots, scrape those down to the same depth as
the rest of the square.

Every five centimeters (two inches), except in the plow zone (See below),
you will be storing anything you find in a new level bag. Make sure that you
have a bag # for it and have written the SITE IDENTIFICATION#, SQUARE,BAG#,



38 BULLETIN OF THE ARCH. SOC. OF CT., Volume 56, 1993

DEPTH,DATE,and your NAMEon the bag.
After scraping the entire surface of the square down one centimeter (a

quarter inch) you can then repeat the process over. If the five centimeter (two
inch) level has not produced any artifacts, then write 'sterile' on the empty bag
and do not re-use it. If you reused the bag you might forget to erase the
original number, and putting in the new artifacts might cause confusion later on
when washing and "cataloguing" the bag's contents.

As you dig down make sure that the sides of your square are straight. They
tend to slope inward, and so require correction. The straight sides are especially
useful in identifying features and in locating soil strata and living levels.

PLOWZONE

At most sites you will encounter an area called the plow zone. This is the
area that has been disturbed by a farmer's plow. It can extend anywhere from
25 centimeters (10 inches) to 60 centimeters (24 inches), depending on the type
of plow. Your dig director will let you know if you are to bag the plow zone
artifacts in arbitrary layers, or just treat the whole zone as a single layer and
bag the artifacts accordingly.

The plow zone has been greatly mixed by the plowing, and so artifacts are
often found out of the sequence in which they were originally deposited. Frag-
ments from one tool or pot may be found many meters apart and at different
depths.

FINDINGARTIFACTS

As you scrape down the surface of the square you will run into all sorts of
items, some of which will be artifacts and others are not, so care must be taken
while digging. At the first contact with any non-dirt item, stop digging! Gently
scrape the surrounding dirt and, using your paintbrush, clean the item until it
can be identified. WARNING!DONOTPICK IT UP.

Leaving the item in place, continue scraping the rest of the square until the
next artifact of five centimeter (two inch) level is reached. This will pedestal
items so that any relationship between items can be noted. If there seems to be
a relationship, such as pieces of fire-cracked stones or pottery sherds, then a
photo might be taken and a separate map should be drawn plotting in the arti-
facts. The whole group of items found can be plotted on your grid map and then
bagged. If decorated pottery, rim sherds or an identifiable artifact are found,
they are always plotted and are placed in individual small bags. Always clean off
any stones and look for wear marks, polished areas or any signs of human
action. When in doubt, ask someone. Many artifacts are hard to visualize when
they are broken and dirt-laden.

We plot in all artifacts and record their depth for very good reasons. The
context in which we find items is critical in evaluating what the assemblage of
artifacts really mean. When artifacts are plotted in we make a permanent record
of what we found and where we found them. Archaeology is a destructive act,
and when digging proceeds to a lower depth only the written records and the
artifacts will remain. If items are found together then one explanation may be
suggested, but if the same items are found in different locations and depths then
an entirely different reconstruction as to what they mean must be suggested.
Therefore, documenting context is everything in archaeology.

If you notice carbon on any artifact don't clean it, but put it in a small bag
with a note. The black may be burnt organic remains -- such as food -- that can
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be analyzed. Most of the time all pottery is plotted on the grid map. Because of
the shear volume of undecorated sherds in a plow zone at a site, the dig director
might decide not to plot every undecorated body sherd, but rather just have a
note made of them on the grid map.

FINDINGBONE

If you find something that looks like a bone, great care must be taken. Make
sure you have recorded the bone on the grid form and have had someone knowl-
edgeable look at it for identification. Before removing the bone, make sure that
the surrounding area has been dug down to see if there are more bones from the
same animal nearby.

If human remains are uncovered SEE THE DIRECTORIMMEDIATELY!One very
important thing to remember is that when human bones are found they should
always be treated with a great deal of respect. The state coroner and the state
archaeologist must be called to the site. There are more rigorous instructions for
skeletal excavation and removal should never be attempted without prior
approval. If the decision is made to excavate the skeleton then the state
archaeologist will decide on the removal procedure.

When the bone has been identified by someone knowledgeable, leave it sur-
rou nded by some dirt and carefully dig underneath it. Take a plastic container
and put a layer of dirt inside to cushion the bone, then place the bone in the
container. Cover the bone with more dirt and place the cover back on. Take a
piece of masking tape and place it over the top. Write on the tape: SITE ID#,
SQUARE,DEPTH, COORDINATES,WHATIT IS, and the DATE.

The reason for treating bone carefully is that it is quite perishable,
especially when subjected to drying in the air. Bone should be treated with a
chemical preservative as soon as possible and very often can be treated while
the bone is still in situ.

If a large number of bones are found together, then the whole group is
sometimes removed in one block for later analysis. At the Morgan site, the bones
of a dog were found and removed this way.

FINDINGCHARCOAL

If you find a piece of charcoal, record it on your grid form. DO NOT PICK
IT UP. Get a piece of aluminum foil and fold it into an envelope shape. Carefully
dig out the charcoal with a trowel and place it inside the foil. Seal the edges and
write on a piece of masking tape: SITE ID#, SQUARE, DEPTH, CO-ORDINATES,
DATE, and WHATIT IS. I hope you remembered to use a pencil, not a pen. Place
the tape across the foil and place inside your large bag.

The charcoal can be used for dating the level through Carbon 14 dating.
Very little charcoal will be dated this why (it costs over $200 per sample).

The type of tree from which the sample was derived can often be identified.
It can be used to determine what the climate was at the time and what the
environment looked like (i.e.; forest, meadow, etc.). From these botanical remains
we can tell what was growing in the area at the time the site was occupied.

FINDINGFEATURES

A feature is an artifact that in most cases cannot be moved without causing
its alteration or destruction. I will limit my discussion here just to hearths, pits
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and postmolds, but features also include walls, buildings and burials.
Many features are areas of discolored soil that when viewed in profile have

a 'U'. 'V', or bell shape. Many are somewhat circular in plan view. They can vary
in size from only a few centimeters (inches) wide, in the case of postmolds, to
several meters or feet across for some hearths. Features can range in depth from
shallow forms less than two centimeters (one inch) deep to well over a meter
(three feet) for deep pits.

Hearths are the area used to contain a fire. They can be either lined or
unlined. Lined hearths have a series of stones lining the inside of a hole that
has filled in with dirt and hopefully artifacts, plant and other food remains. The
stones in a hearth are usually fire-cracked from the heat of a fire, or from
coming in contact with cold water.

Other Features are unlined and just appear as a dark discoloration in the
soil. At the Morgan site, every feature I saw was without a stone lining, but they
sometimes did contain fire-cracked stone. At least one feature was found that may
have had a lining of grass; it was perhaps used for storage.

Pits appear in many sizes and shapes. At the Morgan site they appeared as
circular discolorations in the soil and were a half meter (18 inches) or more deep.
They can also be irregular-shaped. They may show several levels of dark
layering caused by the partial filling of the pit on more than one occasion with
sterile soil (lighter color), either intentionally or through natural means such as
annual flooding or wind blown material. Pits are thought to have been used for
food storage and, in some cases, used in cooking. Most were ultimately used as
a place to discard garbage.

Postmolds appear as small, circular areas of soil discoloration. When viewed
in profile they are somewhat cone-shaped. Postmolds are the remains from ends
of wooden stakes or poles that were stuck into the ground -- such as for a
lodge, palisade, wind break or drying rack, and subsequently decayed. Postmolds
from lodge structures may measure five to 15 centimeters (two to six inches) in
diameter and between 10 and 20 centimeters (four and eight inches) long. Post-
molds from palisades may be larger and longer. Postmolds sometimes contain char-
coal from when the end of the wood was burned to help preserve it before being
stuck in the ground. You may find postmolds angled and the direction and angle
may help in reconstructing the use of the pole and size of the structure
associated with it.

Keep an eye out for animal burrows and root channels because they often
look like postmolds (same color and diameter). When the entire width and depth
of the feature are excavated in profile the identification of a true postmold can
be made. If what you have found turns out to be a natural stain then make a
note of it on your records. On the grid forms you should make drawings of the
stain as you dig down and indicate if it is a possible postmold. If it turns out
to be natural, that information needs to be corrected on the same grid form.

Features are dug very carefully, since they often contain artifacts and/or
botanical remains that are a key to under stand ing what foods and tools were
used at the site. You may find within a feature several layers of material showing
several periods of use.

A feature is sometimes hard to identify. Keep an eye out for soil darker than
the surrounding soil. The color comes from charcoal and/or the discarded organic
de bris placed in the hole. Occasionally you will find reddish brown staining,
showing that the area was possibly burned and so may be part of a fire pit.
Some people can spot features immediately. I know when I had one pointed out
to me I only saw it when I dug further down where the discoloration was
greater. If you are lucky and at least one of the surrounding squares is lower
than the depth you are digging at, you can more easily spot the profile of the
feature.
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Draw the feature outline on the grid form and once a profile is visible then
draw it on a profile diagram. Carefully clear around the feature to define it but
save the sediment for flotation, a process whereby the dirt from the feature is
floated in water to find charcoal, pollen, seeds, nuts etc. that may be in the
feature and survived all these years. This debris can provide data useful to
interpret climate, environment and cultural lifeway s.

When you remove the dirt from a feature, you will not sift the dirt but
rather just place the dirt in its own plastic bag by arbitrary levels. In a later
section (Removing a Feature) I will discuss how you should actually remove a
feature.

FINDINGPOTTERY

Pottery often looks like a flat stone but is lighter in weight for a stone the
same size. Pot sherds have also been likened to broken graham crackers. Some-
times only when washed can pottery and stones be distinguished. Pottery can
range from a light brown color to a dark black. On many pieces of pottery
(called sherds) at least one side is somewhat smooth.

Pottery appears in both decorated and undecorated form and can have a
variety of surface treatments such as smooth, cord marked or brushed. Look at
the edges of the sherd and most of the time you can see small broken pieces of
material such as quartz or shell imbedded in the clay. These pieces are called
temper.

FINDINGFIRE-CRACKEDROCK

If a stone you find has somewhat rough, broken off edges and an area of
reddish or blackened color on one or more areas then you very possibly have
a fire-cracked rock. A plow very seldom breaks a stone and only very rarely
into small pieces (Brennan 1973: 92). Often the stone still has some cortex
(original stone surface) attached.

These stones cracked when heated and moisture in the stone vaporized.
Depending on the length of the heating the stone either cracked (short heating)
or exploded (long heating). When cooled, they could crack under the change in
temperature. These fire-cracked rocks, when found, are often one of the first
signs that a possible archaeological site has been located.

You would be surprised how much can be determined from fire-cracked rock
analysis. Archaeologists have suggested ways to identify how the stones cracked
(heating a liquid or in a hearth) and for how long. If the stone was found in an
area with charcoal then it may have been part of a hearth feature, especially
when found with a grouping of other stones.

FINDINGFLAKESANDOTHERSTONE

Finding flakes of stone is another good sign that an occupation site has
possibly been found. These broken stone pieces are often the debris from the
manufacturing process in making Or res harping projectile points and other tools.

Save every flake you find in your level bag with all the information about
where you found it. Brennan (1973:91) estimated that at least half the large
flakes and chips we find at a site were actually tools containing evidence of use
on the edges and half of the remainder were also used but don't show signs of
use. This is one reason we always keep every flake. We also keep them because
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they can tell use something about the manufacturing process.
Just finding a stone with sharp edges does not mean that a prehistoric site

has been found. The context it is found in and the other associated artifacts will
suggest some type of human activity. There are natural forces such as glacial
activity, animal hoofs etc. that can also account for broken stones that by them-
selves might appear to be manufactured.

If the flakes are large, it is often a sign of the first phase of manufacturing
activity and if the flakes are very small it is often a sign of the end phases of
manufacturing, or re-sharpening. A great deal has been written explaining what
can be learned from studying flakes. The number of flakes you will find at any
site will indicate the intensity of manufacturing of tools and points at the site.

FINDINGPIPE

If you find small, then, smooth surfaced and very curved pottery you may
have actually found a piece of pipe. Almost all pipe we found at the Morgan site
was untempered, but we have found a few containing temper. All the pipe we
found was extremely smooth on the interior and exterior. The pipe sherds can be
decorated or undecorated. You may have found a piece of pipe stem if the piece
is thick and tubular. At the Morgan site we have found over thirty pieces of
pipe. Finding pipe is very rare at most sites in New England. If you find some-
thing that appears to be pipe, have someone who has seen pipe examine it so it
can be plotted in as pipe and not as smooth pottery. You may find pipe made
from stone and also white kaolin clay. The kaolin pipes were made during the
colonial period.

FINDINGPROJECTILE POINTS

The term 'arrowheads' refers to artifacts mounted on a thin shaft and fired
with a bow. Many artifacts referred to as 'arrowheads' were either mounted on
a heavy shaft or used as a cutting instrument and so shouldn't be called by that
term. 'Projectile point' is the currently more acceptable terminology, but even
this term does not recognize the possible use as a cutting tool along with its use
as a projectile.

Projectile points come in a variety of shapes and sizes and are made from
a variety of stones, bones, antler and even metal. In general, they all have a
point at one end, except if broken, and have a triangular-like overall shape.
Many projectile points have a stem at the base where that piece of the tool was
inserted into a wooden shaft and hafted, using sinew and glue to hold the point
securely.

At the Morgan site, if you find a triangle-shaped quartz or chert object you
probably have found a projectile point. The thin triangle-shaped point (known
as a Levanna point) is the only type found so far at this site. The Levanna point
only occurs during a certain time period in southern New England, ca. A.D. 1000-
1600 -- the Late Woodland period, and is therefore, a diagnostic artifact of that
period. At the Morgan site, it indicates that all of the site's occupation levels
date to this period of time.

Make sure you have recorded all points on your grid form and individually
bagged them. Don't wipe the point nor wash it because that would remove pos-
sible microscopic debris that can be analyzed later for pollen, phytoliths and
blood to determine use.
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FINDINGOTHERSTONETOOLS

You may find a variety of other stone tools such as drills, scrapers, axes,
celts, pestles, hammerstones and hoes at any site. I will discuss only briefly a
few of these items.

Drills look like a projectile point but have a long and narrow tip. They were
used to make holes in hard materials. If the tip is rounded, it is thought that
it was used to make holes in soft stone and if the tip is pointed it was used for
making holes in wood (Brennan 1973:160).

Scrapers come in several types: thumbnail scrapers, flake scrapers, side
scrapers, and end scrapers are the most common. They were often used in
scraping animal skins to remove any material stuck to them. Scrapers may have
been used for scraping wood, bone, plant material and possibly even fish scales.
They have one flat side and have flakes taken off the other side, giving it is
working surface (i.e., they are unifacial).

Thumbnail scrapers are small and shaped like a thumbnail -- roundish and
usually humped on the top surface. Some stone flakes have chips taken out of
one edge but otherwise look just like a regular flake and these are called flake
scrapers or utilized flakes. Other scrapers have a long narrow stem and are
flaked on one or both ends and are called end scrapers; they can also be stem-
less. If just the sides of the stone was worked then it is called a side scraper.

Axes are stone tools whose edges are sharpened to a point at one end and
round or flat at the other. An axe may be polished or not and, may have a worn
band, or groove, around the middle where it is tied to a handle. Axes were used
in woodworking. If there is no groove around the axe, they are called a celt.

Gouges are very similar to the celt but have a 'V' pointed tip and have a
'U' shaped channel running from the thin end for at least part of the length of
the interior. Gouges were also used in woodworking.

Pestles are long stone tools with rounded ends that were used for pounding
and/or grinding. They usually show wear marks at their ends, indicating that
use.

Hammerstones are roundish or elliptical shaped stones, generally smooth but
with battered edges. They were used in tool manufacturing to break up stones
and may have been used for a number of activities such as smashing bones,
grinding temper, smashing roots and plant fibers.

Hoes are thin, sometimes two to five centimeters (half to one inch) thick,
rectangular to trianguloid-shaped stones often showing some work on the edges
to make them rectangular. The tip is often rough and wide. A hoe cart be
extremely rough-shaped with only minimum working on the edges. Hoes would
have been used in digging up soil to prepare the land for planting. Broken
pieces of hoe are sometimes found in fields. If you find any rough rectangular
stones at a site it was probably used as a hoe and should be treated as one
until the analysis is done later on after everything is cleaned.

ARTIFACTOR NOT?

Every item you find you must check carefully to see if it is an artifact or
not. Look for signs of wear on the edges or anything that appears to be
unnatural. Look for signs of polishing on the edges since this is a sign found
on some utilized objects.

When in doubt, bag it. It can later be discarded during analysis. Artifacts
come in the most amazing shapes, sizes and materials. Also, after an item is
washed it is often a lot easier to identify.

If you come across anything that you don't know how to handle ask someone
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nearby. It's better to ask now than not ask and lose something.

SURFACEHUNTING

Surface hunting is one of the most fun things to do at a site. If the site is
a plowed field, try to visit it after a good rain. To find artifacts all you have to
do is bend over and walk. While walking, keep a look out for any non-dirt item.
When any artifacts are found, they should be plotted in on a grid that repre-
sents the site area. Find a permanent feature on the landscape to use as a datum
point for the plotting.

By plotting in all the surface finds, concentrations of artifacts can be used
to determine the extent of the size and can be used in determining where to
locate the placement of squares. Placing a small flag in the ground next to each
surface find is also another way to visually locate concentrations and is helpful
in plotting the surface finds.

You should resist the temptation of surface hunting merely to build a col-
lection of artifacts. Some professionals hate the idea of surface hunting in any
form but I believe that if properly done, surface collecting can be an important
way that avocational archaeologists can contribute to site identification. All
surface finds are placed in a bag labeled: SITE ID#, BAG#, SURFACE FINDS,
LOCATIONon SITE MAP.

WHATTO SAVE IN YOURBAG

If you find an identifiable stone artifact like a projectile point or tool it
should be plotted in on your grid form before moving it; then bag it separately
in a small bag. The larger bags are used to store each of these separately
bagged items as well as all other stones or pottery without designs that were not
plotted in. Rim sherds and decorated pottery always require individual bags. Put
the small individual bags into the corresponding large bag.

WHATTO WRITEDOWNON THE LEVEL BAG

On the large bag in which you have stored all the items found from a
specific level put: the SITE IDENTIFICATION(name and site #), SQUARE#,BAG#,
your NAME,the DATE, STRATUMif working in natural levels and DEPTH (usually
the arbitrary level determined at the beginning of the dig such as a five
centimeter (two inch) level). If you are doing cleanup, or working on a feature
write that, too. This bag must have a bag number on it. If it does not have a
number then see the explanation on filling out the bag log and sample in the
section called LIST OF BAGSUSED.

An example of what to write:

6HT120 (site id ), N50E20 (square #), #645 (bag #)
FREDW. GUDRIAN(name), 07/23/90 (date), 12-14 cm (depth)
FEATURE#110 (feature #)

On the small bag where you have stored individual items that you plotted
in on the grid form, you write all you put on the large bag plus the GRID
COORDINATESof the plotted-in piece and WHATIT IS, ie: DESIGNEDPOTTERY,
POINT etc.
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An example of what to write:

6HT120 N50E20 #645 FREDW. GUDRIAN 07/23/90
12 cm DEPTH, 23 em North X 51 cm East, DESIGNEDPOTTERY

Note: This piece should also be on GRIDMAPplotted in for the same location.

REMOVINGA FEATURE

When you have discovered a feature, recorded it in the FEATURELOG,drawn
it in plan and have had a picture taken of it, then you are ready to start to
remove the feature. The dig director will determine what arbitrary levels should
be used for removing the feature. As you trowel your way through the feature
make sure that you have a separate bag for any items found. You will be
handling the dirt with special care. Put a large garbage bag into your pail and
into that bag put all the dirt. DONOTSIFT! This bag should be tied at the neck
and a tag attached identifying the SITE#, FEATURE#,GRID, DATE, BAG#, e.g.;

6HT120 FEATURE#110 N50E20 07/21/90 BAG 1.

Make up two tags and place one inside the bag and tie the other to the
neck of the bag. Both tags will be used during flotation so it is best to make up
two now. Place each tag inside a small zip lock bag to protect it from moisture.
Make sure the label is written with indelible ink or pencil.

If the feature is a layered pit or other deep disturbance it is nice to remove
the dirt in natural levels. If there are none, then remove in five centimeter (two
inch) arbitrary layers and label the tag accordingly so that during flotation of
the feature fill a layer by layer record can be made. Do not fill the bag to the
top of the pail; it will be very heavy and difficult to remove. You may well need
more than one bag for a feature. For FEATURE#110 at the Morgan site, I filled
more than 20 bags.

One of the best ways to remove a shallow feature is to draw a line through
the center of the feature that will indicate the diameter. Using the trowel, remove
one half of the feature, then draw the profile. Next, draw a line across the top
of the remaining half, dividing that into a quarter slice of the original feature
and remove one side. Draw the remaining profile. The technique will give the
profiles of the two views across the feature.

A method to remove a wide feature is to measure in from the nearest edge
15 centimeters (six inches) and remove by troweling all the dirt in that area.
Draw another profile and then measure in another 15 centimeters (six inches) and
remove that. Continue this until the complete feature is removed.

Sometimes we remove the feature in-block for analysis in the lab. To do this,
we square off the area and remove the surrounding dirt, leaving the feature
within a block standing by itself. We then dig down until the bottom of the
feature is found. The feature can then be removed in a block.

THE WEATHERANDINSECTS

Listen to the radio the day of the dig and if it sounds like rain coming
contact the dig director to see if the dig is still on. Most digs are canceled when
it rains. Bring sun screen and insect spray with you just in case it's a nice day.
Mosquitoes always seem to be a problem.
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WHATTO WEAR

Wear layers of clothing. When you arrive at a site it may be cool, but it
could warm up as the day goes on. It sometimes gets cold fast. So, by layering,
you can add or take off clothes as needed.

You will be sitting on dirt for most of the day, so it would be wise not to
wear very good clothes nor good foot wear. When you do sifting you often get
covered with dirt.

Most scheduled digs usually start in late spring and end in late fall but I
have taken part in digs that went into January, where it was only 20 degrees
outside and a 40 mile a hour wind was blowing. If working in salvage archae-
ology, you should be prepared for any type of weather conditions.

RECORDKEEPINGANDFORMS

Record keeping is the most important part of our dig. If what we find is not
carefully documented then the entire dig is just a hunt for relics. Only through
careful and detailed notes can the analysis of what we find be made. The inter-
pretation of the analytic work allows us to make an educated guess as to what
happened at a site. To keep the record keeping standard we use several forms
that I will describe in detail and provide an example of each. If you are digging
your own site, then you can make up your own forms modeled after the ones I
describe. It's not important what form to use but rather what information to
record.

THE GRID FORM(Figure 1)

The first form you will encounter is the GRIDFORM.It is used to record the
location of artifacts found at a specific level in a specific square. Grid forms
usually reference five centimeter (two inch) levels unless you are dealing with
an area of soil known as the plow zone or with natural stratigraphic levels.

All large stones, bones and pottery are plotted on the grid form. Also, draw
the outlines of any dark stains that appear in the soil. These stains may turn
out to be features that can be clearly identified when digging down to lower
levels. Or, the staining may later turn out to be nothing more than natural dis-
coloration. You never know whether or not it is a valid feature when you first
come across the stain, so you must record it when first spotted. You should fill
out the information on the top of the form (site ID, etc). On the grid, draw in
the 5 centimeter (two inch) level showing all artifacts in their position, all
features and anything else that you feel will help show what you have uncovered
at this level.

Write out a brief description of what you have drawn, giving each an identi-
fication number and write that number next to the item on the drawing. For
every item found write down the coordinates where it was located, the depth
below ground level, the length and width of the object. Draw a rough outline of
the object and any other information you have.

On the form you will see a grid with a scale 0-100 on two of the sides.
These numbers represent the number of centimeters on that side or axis of the
square. When using inches the grid will be 0-60 noting that 60 inches equals five
feet (the length of one side of a five foot square).

These rough notes are useful in straightening out descriptions later during
analysis, i.e., if bags are mislabeled. This form is a key in understanding what
went on at this level when comparing all the grid forms from different squares
for the same level.
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PROFILE OF FEATURE DIAGRAM(Figure 2)

Another form we fill out is the PROFILE OF FEATURES DIAGRAM.It is used
to record a view of a feature. Normally at least two views are drawn, one when
the feature is cut in half and a second when the remaining half is cut in half.
The two views will together give a 3-dimensional layout of the feature. Sometimes
only a series of profile views from the same side are drawn every 15 centimeters
(six inches) into a feature. This last technique is best done for large pits.

We often use a grid form for recording profiles and so you just have to
change the scale on the edge to reflect the depth below ground level. When
drawing the profile of a feature make note of any levels found in the feature
itself. Very often a deep feature will contain several levels showing successive
deposition and partial filling-in.

In drawing the feature profile, first select several reference points along the
edge of the feature. Next, measure the location of these points on the profile and
record this data on the feature profile form. Then, you can connect the reference
points with a line and in this way you have recorded accurately the profile of
the feature. Make notes on the profile form as to the color of the soil you found
in the feature. Also record any artifacts that appear in the profile view on the
form.

POSTMOLDDIAGRAMS(Figure 3)

Postmolds appear as small circles of discolored soil and are usually cone-
shaped when viewed in profile. I have previously described what they are and
what to look for to identify one.

POSTMOLDDIAGRAMSare prepared to show the feature from a side view, and
can be drawn on graph paper or on a grid form. Also, write the DIAMETERand
LENGTHof the postmold and beginning DEPTH below the surface (or below the
surface of the stratum in which it begins if these are natural levels) in addition
to the SITE ID, SQUARENUMBERand LOCATION(GRIDCO-ORDINATES).You should
also draw a view showing the postmold after you have removed the remaining
half still in the ground. The second view is used to tell the difference between
animal burrows and true postmolds.

LIST OF BAGS USED (Figure 4)

A very important form is the LIST OF BAGS USED. The need for this list to
be kept accurate cannot be over emphasized. An entry is made here for every
paper bag given out to the diggers. This list is usually found at the dig
director's table. If no one is assigning numbers then fill out the next available
entry and use that number. Also, remember to put this information on the bag.

Do not reuse a bag number. If a bag is empty because nothing was found
at that depth, then make a note of it in the bag list. If you need more than one
bag for the same depth get another bag number. NEVEREVERUSE THE SAMEBAG
NUMBEROVERAGAIN!Remember, one bag one number. Write down the SITE ID,
BAGNUMBER,SQUARE,DEPTH, DIGGERSINITIALS and the DATE.
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Bag Number Feature Square Depth Initials Date Remarks
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Figure 4. List of bags used.

LIST OF FEATURES LOG (Figure 5)

The LIST OF FEATURES LOG is a list of all the features found at the site.
This list is handled exactly like the bag list. Usually the dig director fills out
this form, but you may have occasion to fill it out yourself. Write down the SITE
ID, FEATURE NUMBER, SQUARE, DEPTH, DIGGERS INITIAL and the DATE.

Site: (, H1"J .2.0
Feature Number Square Depth Initials Date Remarks
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Figure 5. List of features.

DAILY LOG (Figure 6)

The dig director also keeps a DAILY LOG that describes by date: who dug,
what in general was found and a general narrative of that day's work. This
record can be used later if a question comes up on what squares were dug on
a given day, etc.
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Figure 6. Daily log.

CONCLUSIONS

I hope that the information I have tried to pass on here has been of some
help in understanding what avocational archaeologist do at a dig. While it may
sound complicated it really is not. When volunteering your time at a dig you will
always have the help and support of your friends in the surrounding squares
and the dig director.

When I started digging with the Albert Morgan Archaeological Society I knew
almost nothing about the proper techniques, etc., that are used in subsurface
archaeology. With the great deal of help and encouragement that I received I
started to realize what archaeology really entails. Later, when working with
Lucinda McWeeney at the 2 Baker site I got to see even more of what avocational
archaeology is about.

I'm sure every archaeological organization does things differently, but what
is described here are the basics that are or should be done at every dig site.
Following this guide, you will be able to dig with confidence that you know what
to do and why. For a more in-depth look at archaeological techniques of excava-
tion and analysis, the reader is referred to the references listed below.
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A MYSTERIOUSPOLISHEDANDPERFORATEDARTIFACTFROMFAIRHAVEN

LUCIANNELAVIN
GREATERNEWHAVENARCHAEOLOGICALSOCIETY
ALBERTMORGANARCHAEOLOGICALSOCIETY

During my stint as a curatorial affiliate in anthropology at the Peabody
Museum of Natural History at Yale University in the early 1980's, I frequently
perused the Connecticut artifact drawers in search of illustrative specimens for
the upcoming exhibit on Connecticut archaeology, of which Ben Rouse and I were
co-directors. One of the most interesting and enigmatic objects I encountered was
the pecked, highly polished and perforated stone artifact (pictured in Figure 1)
from the Fairhaven section of New Haven, Connecticut.

The artifact measures 12 cm. (4.7 inches) long and six cm (2.4 inches) wide,
and weighs about a pound. It was manufactured from a dense, unidentified
material with dark and light mottling. A biconical hole had been drilled as closely
as possible to one end of the object (see arrow in Figure 1).

M ••••••• • • •• •
Figure 1. Mysterious artifact from the Fairhaven section of New Haven, CT.

Its function remains a mystery. Although shaped like a celt, its edges are
flattened and extremely blunt. Although perforated, it seems useless for hanging.
It appears too heavy for a pendant. The asymmetrical and fragile placement of
the hole as close as possible to the object's corner edge also belies its use as
a neck ornament.

I am aware of the existence of only two other such edge-perforated objects.
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Both were found along the upper Delaware River in northwestern New Jersey
(Kraft 1986:20). The fragility of its perforation and the amount of time spent in
shaping and polishing the artifact precludes its use as a netsinker, however.

A more plausible use had been suggested by one of my former students, an
accomplished weaver who thought it might a 100mweight. The weight holds taut
the warp (vertical) strands of thread so the artisan can weave the weft (hori-
zontal) strands through them. The fact that the weight would be placed on the
ground, and not suspended in mid-air would make the hole less subject to
breakage. Although northeastern Indians did not use the European type of loom,
they did practice fingerweaving and mat weaving.

Has anyone found or seen similar edge-perforated artifacts? Does anybody
have any ideas as to their use? Any information on the subject would be
appreciated.

REFERENCESCITED

Kraft, Herbert C.
1986 Pecked, Polished and Perforated. Bulletin of the Archaeological

Society of New Jersey 40:20.

ERRATUM:On page 1 of Bulletin 55 the dates of birth and death of amateur
archaeologist Cyrus Sherwood Bradley should be 1868-1948 and not 1863-1946
as originally noted. The editor thanks Sally Strazdins for providing the
correct dates.



THE MANUFACTURE OF EASTERN CONNECTICUT QUARTZITE TOOLS:
AN EXPERIMENTAL STUDY

PETER PAGOULATOS
CULTURAL RESOURCE CONSULTING GROUP

ABSTRACT

This paper presents an experimental study concerning the maintenance of bifacially-worked stone
tools, An artifact, made of locally derived eastern Connecticut quartzite, was bifacially-worked using
percussion flaking techniques employing a hammerstone, The biface and associated flake debris were then
subsequently analyzed for observable edge alteration,

INTRODUCTION

The primary purpose of this paper is to present the results of an experiment
to infer the relationship between specific sequences of biface reduction and
associated forms of edge damage from manufacture. In this study, a biface tool
was manufactured under experimentally controlled conditions. Subsequently, this
biface, as well as the by-products of manufacture (i.e., biface reduction flakes)
were examined under a lOx low-power microscope, for comparative purposes. Test-
able hypotheses were then developed, pertaining to patterns of retouch and edge
alteration from manufacture.

Studies in ethnoarchaeology and experimental archaeology have contributed
significantly to archaeological method and theory (Semenov 1964; Ingersoll, Yellen,
and Macdonald 1977; Binford 1978; Hayden 1979; Gould 1980: Keeley 1980). How-
ever, the nature of biface manufacture of artifacts made of locally derived stone
raw materials common to the Northeast is still poorly understood (Dincauze 1976;
Callahan 1979; Barber 1981; Pagoulatos 1986; Strauss 1986). Until recently, the
interpretation of stone tool technology was largely based upon studies outside
of the Northeast (Bor daz 1969; Crabtree 1969, 1972; Newcomer 1971; Odell and
Odell-Vereecken 1980; Speth 1972, 1975: Sheets 1973; Swanson 1975; Ericson and
Purdy 1984; Cotterell and Kamminga 1987).

With these studies in mind, a controlled experiment was conducted to assess
whether the manufacture of quartzite would produce patterns of retouch and
associated damage from manufacture. It was hoped that specific stone alteration
characteristics resulting from tool manufacture would be observable. In turn, the
producing of specific tool manufacturing characteristics under experimentally con-
trolled conditions would aid in archaeological interpretation, and allow for the
development of hypotheses which then could be tested against the archaeological
record.

METHODS

Quartzite, used in this study, is a light-gray (7.5 YR 7/0), coarse-grained
metamorphic rock, which was collected by the author from a source area collec-
tively known as the Plainfield formation in eastern Connecticut (Dixon 1965). The
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Plainfield formation was intensively quarried by prehistoric Native American
populations in eastern Connecticut (McBride and Soulsby 1989).

The raw material was initially reduced, using percussion flaking techniques
with a quartz hammerstone; the completed biface had a 30 degree edge angle. The
biface was then examined for any observable edge damage and retouch. Subse-
quently, twenty-five flakes (by-products) were randomly selected from the manu-
facturing experiment; flakes generally ranged from five to ten millimeters in size
(biface fragments which snapped off during the manufacturing process were not
include in the study). Each flake by-product was then examined for any observ-
able anomalies (e.g., retouch and edge alterations).

All artifacts were examined using a low-power (10-30x) stereoscopic micro-
scope, recording observable attributes such as retouch and edge damage. Attri-
butes were recorded using a polar coordinate system, similar to an approach used
by Tringham et aJ. (1974) and Odell and Odell-Vereecken (1980). Artifacts were
subsequently photographed using a lOx magnified 35 mm camera attachment.

ANALYSIS

Once the experiment was completed, artifacts were photographed and ana-
lyzed. Subsequently, the data were compared using simple quantitative measures
such as frequencies and percentages. Each artifact was analyzed in terms of edge
damage and retouch in relation to biface manufacture. The results from the
experiment are presented in Table 1.

TABLE 1. BIFACIALLY-WORKED TOOLS AND MANUFACTURING DEBRIS
Variable Quartzite
Biface weight
Mean flake weight
No. flakes with wear from manufacture
% flakes with wear from manufacture

60 g
0.80 g
7
3

Quartzite biface manufacture produced flake scars and crushed edge damage
(Figure 1). Flake scars from bifacial retouch extended about 10 mmfrom the edge
of the tool; observable edge damage from manufacture extended 1 - 2 mm from
the edge. A total of seven flakes (28%) had observable damage from biface
manufacture, exclusively in the form of crushing (Table 1, Figure 2).

CONCLUSIONS

Quartzite was one of the raw materials most widely used by prehistoric
Native American populations in eastern Connecticut (Basto 1938, 1939: Wadleigh et
aJ. 1979: McBride et aJ. 1980a, 1980b; McBride 1984; Pagoulatos 1986; McBride and
Pagoulatos 1988; McBride and Soulsby 1989). However, until this study, little was
known concerning the manufacture of eastern Connecticut quartzite tools. These
current data suggest that observable edge alteration does result from biface
manufacturing of eastern Connecticut quartzite. Tool manufacturing produced
observable edge damage on both the biface and associated flake debris. As a
cautionary note, crushed edge damage produced by biface manufacturing is very
similar in observable manifestation to that produced when working hard items
such as bone and wood for extended periods of time (Odell and Odell-Vereecken
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Figure 1. Manufactured quartzite biface with magnified crushed edge damage, lOx.

Figure 2. Quartzite biface reduction flake with magnified crushed edge damage,
lOx.

1980). Therefore, workshop areas yielding edge-altered formed tools and associ-
ated flake debris in archaeological contexts could be misindentified as possible
tool manufacturing, woodworking, butchering, or tool maintenance work areas.

Further research should include an evaluation of different stone tool manu-
facturing techniques. Carefully controlled studies should be initiated using
pressure-flaking techniques, to see whether different retouch and edge alteration
characteristics result on eastern Connecticut quartzite. In addition, using dif-
ferent percussion instruments (e.g., wood, stone) of different hardnesses could
result in very different retouch and edge damage manifestations (see Crabtree
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1969).
Other avenues of investigation should include an in-depth comparison of edge

damage attributed to resource processing, stone tool manufacturing and tool
maintenance. Carefully controlled experiments should be initiated, working eastern
Connecticut quartzite with contact items of different hardnesses. These data
should then be compared, in an attempt to differentiate edge damage resulting
from these very different behavioral processes.
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PREHISTORIC POTTERY FROM THE MORGAN SITE, ROCKY HILL, CONNECTICUT

LUCIANNE LAVIN
GREATER NEW HAVEN ARCHAEOLOGICAL SOCIETY
ALBERT MORGANARCHAEOLOGICAL SOCIETY

FRED W, GUDRIAN
ALBERT MORGANARCHAEOLOGICAL SOCIETY

LAURIE MIROFF
ALBERT MORGANARCHAEOLOGICAL SOCIETY

ABSTRACT

The Morgan site is an early Late Woodland settlement located in the drainage of the lower
Connecticut River Valley in Rocky Hill, Connecticut, Excavations uncovered an area of intensive food
processing and pottery manufacture, A total of 13,685 sherds were recovered; 6,089 of them were
excavated from undisturbed contexts, of these sherds, 2,498 were classifiable, This paper provides
a detailed analysis of the latter sherds. While demonstrating close ties to the Windsor ceramic
tradition centered along the Connecticut coast, the study also shows increasing interactions with non-
lindsor groups to the west, The surprising mix of pottery types and attributes suggests we rethink
our traditional models of Northeastern culture history,

INTRODUCTION

The Morgan site (6HT-120) is located on the floodplain of the Connecticut
River in Rocky Hill, Connecticut (Figure 1), It was investigated by the Albert
Morgan Archaeological Society from 1985-1990 under the co-direction of Lucianne
Lavin and David Cooke. Surface finds indicate that the aboriginal occupation(s)
cover several acres. Only a small portion of the site has been excavated, a rec-
tangular area covering about 1225 square feet.

Thousands of artifacts and ecofacts were recovered. Over 100 features were
located and mapped. Charcoal from four of the pit features was radiocarbon dated
to A.D. 1170, A.D. 1170, A.D. 1320, and A.D. 1360 (uncalibrated dates).

The earliest dates are from features found 20-21 inches below the surface,
while the latest dates are from features located 14 and 12 inches below the sur-
face, respectively. They suggest at least two major Late Woodland occupations of
the Morgan site: a late 12th century occupation(s) whose remains lie about 20
inches into the lower soil levels, and an early to mid-14th century occupation(s)
whose remains lie 12-14 inches into the upper soil levels. Based on this informa-
tion, we assume that ceramic materials recovered from levels and features orig-
inating 20 inches and below the surface represent occupations dating to the
12th century and earlier, while those sherds excavated from undisturbed levels
and features originating above 20 inches B.S. represent post-12th century occu-
pations (that is, 14th century and, possibly, 13th century occupations).

Processing and analysis of the materials by members of the society and by
specialists are ongoing. The analyses indicated that the site represents an
important, fairly sedentary, early Late Woodland settlement whose community was
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supported by a mixed economy of maize horticulture and the hunting and
gathering of a wide range of terrestrial and aquatic animals and plants (Lavin
1988; Lavin, Gudrian, and Miroff 1993; Storrs n.d.).

Pottery manufacture was a major activity. A total of 13,685 potsherds, 20
clay pipe fragments, one clay whistle or flute fragment, and 44 unfired clay
lumps and coil fragments were recovered. Clay deposits were locally available
along the banks of Goffe Brook and the Connecticut River.

Six thousand and eighty-nine sherds (6,089) were recovered from undis-
turbed contexts; that is, from features and excavation levels below plowzone. Of
these, 3,591 sherds (59.0%) were unclassifiable due to their small size and/or
eroded surfaces. The remaining 2,498 sherds (49.0%)were analyzed according to
the attributes of paste, surface treatment, decorative technique and motif, and
vessel form. In this way, we were able to place them into specific classes, or
sherd lots consisting of sherd groups and types.

Following Lavin (1986:5), we define a sherd group as

a category whose members share a combination of traits distinct from
those of other sherds in the assemblage. It should not be confused with
a type, however, as it may represent the undecorated lower walls and
base of a previously typed decorated sherd lot, or it may represent an
idiosyncrasy rather than a cultural entity.

A type is a class of objects whose members share a combination of traits that
were consistently chosen by the potters of a specific culture. As a result, types
reflect spatial and temporal patterning. They are restricted in both space and in
time, and so the various pottery types at a site should provide some information
as to the identification and geographic extent of the cultural group who occupied
the site, as well as an estimated date of its occupation.

Definitions for most of the attributes of surface treatment and decoration are
based upon Smith (1950:188-189). The techniques of wiping and stamp & drag are
defined in Lavin (1980:5). Tempering material has been divided into three sizes:
fine (less than 1.0 mm in length, medium (1.0 to 3.0 mm in length), and coarse
(over 3.0 mm in length).

Sherds ranged in body thickness from 3 mmto 12 mm.The majority were in
the 5 to 7 mm range. Thickness appears to be a function of several factors:

1. Location of the sherd on the vessel. Basal and lower collar sherds may
be quite thick, while lip and neck sherds are usually relatively thin.

2. Quality of clay. Low quality clays require thicker body walls to prevent
slumping.

3. Size of vessel. Larger vessels require thicker body walls than miniature
vessels.

Sherds range in color from grays to gray browns to browns., yellowish
browns, reddish browns and reddish yellow (5 YR 6/4-6, 7.5 YR 5-6/4, 10 YR3-
4/1-3, 10 YR 6/3 on the Munsell color scale). Sometimes these variations were
found in a single sherd, suggesting that the pots were fired in an open hearth
in a fairly oxidizing atmosphere.

The 2,498 identifiable sherds were classified into 51 sherd lots which con-
sisted of 38 sherd groups and 13 types. They are described in detail below
(Tables 1-15, Figs. 2-5).
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UNDECORATED SHERD LOTS

Two thousand ten sherds are undecorated (80.5% of the total classifiable
sherds). They have been classified into 27 sherd lots consisting of 25 sherd
groups and two types. Tables 1-5 list the provenience of sherds .belonging to
each of these sherd lots.

TABLE 1: PROVENIENCE OF UNDECORATED SHERDS WITHIN EXCAVATED UNDISTURBED UPPER
NON-FEATURAL LEVELS, MORGAN SITE, ROCKY HILL, CT.

Cordmarked/Smoothed
Cordmarked/Eroded
Cordmarked/Brushed
Jack's Reef Corded or

East River Cordmarked
Smoothed and

Cordmarked/Smoothed
Smoothed Over

Cordmarked/Brushed
Smoothed Over

Cordmarked/Smoothed
Smoothed Over

Cordmarked/Eroded
Cross-Paddled

Cordmarked/Smoothed
Cross-Paddled

Cordmarked/Eroded
Cross-Paddled

Cordmarked/Brushed
Smoothed over Cross-Paddled

Cordmarked/Smoothed
Possible Hollister Plain
Smoothed/Smoothed
Smoothed/Eroded
Smoothed/Brushed
Brushed/Smoothed
Brushed/Eroded
Brushed/Brushed
Fabricmarked/Smoothed
Fabricmarked/Brushed
Fabricmarked/Eroded
Impressed {Cordmarked

or Fabricmarked)/Smoothed
Impressed {Cordmarked

or Fabricmarked)/Brushed
Roughened/Smoothed,

Roughened or Eroded

TOTALS

10-16"
64
7
5

12-18"
7

16-20"
16
5

2 1

6 2

107 4 52

9 6

57 39

5 2

3

3 2

258
22
1

7 127
4
1
2
1
7
1

5
3
7
1
1

4
1

1

2

1 1

566 23 274

1

Totals
87
12
5
1

8

163

15

96

7

3

5

o
392
26
2
6
7

10
8
1
2
o

2

2

863

Percentages
10.08%
1.39%
0.58%
0.12%

(%)

3 0.35%

0.93%

18.89%

1.74%

11.12%

0.81%

0.35%

0.58%

0.00%
45.42%
3.01%
0.23%
0.70%
0.81%
1.16%
0.93%
0.12%
0.23%
0.00%

0.23%

0.23%

100.00%
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TABLE 2 : PROVENIENCE OF UNDECORATED SHERDS WITHIN EXCAVATED UNDISTURBED LOWER
NON-FEATURAL LEVELS, MORGAN SITE, ROCKY HILL, CT.

18-22" 18-24" 20-24" 24-30" 30-36" 36-44"48-52" 52-58" Totals Percentages (%)
Cordmarked/Smoothed 7 1 6 6 36 19 76 19 ,39%
Cordmarked/Eroded 1 1 o ,26%
Cordmarked/Brushed 2 o , 51%
Jack's Reef Corded or 0 0,00%

East River Cordmarked
Smoothed and 0,00%

Cordmarked/Smoothed
Smoothed Over 0, 26%

Cordmarked/Brushed
Smoothed Over 24 28 31 15 104 26,53%

Cordmarked/Smoothed
Smoothed Over 1,28%

Cordmarked/Eroded
Cross-Paddled 10 22 5,61%

Cordmarked/Smoothed
Cross-Paddled 1.28%

Cordmarked/Eroded
Cross-Paddled ° ,26%

Cordmarked/Brushed
Smoothed over Cross-Paddled 0,00%

Cordmarked/Smoothed
Possible Hollister Plain 1 1 0, 26%
Smoothed/Smoothed 33 46 28 16 12B 32.65%
Smoothed/Eroded 2 4 1 8 2,04%
S,oothed/Brushed 2 2 4 1.02%
Brushed/Smoothed 3 1 7 1.19%
Brushed/Eroded 2 0,51 %
Brushed/Brushed 2 4 1.02%
Fabricmarked/Smoothed 8 10 2.55%
Fabricmarked/Brushed 0 0,00%
Fabricmarked/Eroded 1 0,26%
Impressed (Cordmarked 8 2,04%

or Fabricmarked)/Smoothed
Impressed (Cord,arked

°
0,00%

or Fabric,arked)/Brushed
Ro~ghened/Smoothed, 0, 51%

Roughened or Eroded

TOTALS 18 14 104 126 28 ]g 392 100.00%
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TABLE 5: UNPECORATED SHERDS WITH NO PROVENIENCE, MORGAN SITE, ROCKY HILL, CT.

Totals Percentages (%)

Cordmarked/Smoothed 11 9.73%
Cordmarked/Eroded 0 0.00%
Cordmarked/Brushed 1 0.88%
Jack's Reef Corded or 0 0.00%

East River Cordmarked
Smoothed and 0 0.00%

Cordmarked/Smoothed
Smoothed Over 0 0.00%

Cordmarked/Brushed
Smoothed Over 17 15.04%

Cordmarked/Smoothed
Smoothed Over 3 2.65%

Cordmarked/Eroded
Cross-Paddled 7 6.19%

Cordmarked/Smoothed
Cross-Paddled 0 0.00%

Cordmarked/Eroded
Cross-Paddled 0 0.00%

Cordmarked/Brushed
Smoothed over Cross-Paddled 0 0.00%

Cordmarked/Smoothed
Smoothed/Smoothed 55 48.67%
Smoothed/Eroded 11 9.73%
Smoothed/Brushed 0 0.00%
Unknown/Brushed 0 0.00%
Brushed/Smoothed 0 0.00%
Brushed/Eroded 0 0.00%
Brushed/Brushed 1 0.88%
Fabricmarked/Smoothed 3 2.65%
Smoothed Over 0 0.00%

Fabricmarked/Smoothed
Fabricmarked/Brushed 0 0.00%
Fabricmarked/Eroded 0 0.00%
Impressed (Cordmarked 2 1.77%

or Fabricmarked/Smoothed)
Roughened/Smoothed, 2 1.77%

Roughened or Eroded

TOTALS 113 100.00%
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1. CORDMARKEDEXTERIOR/SMOOTHED
INTERIOR(266 sherds)

Temper: Most of the sherds are
grit tempered (medium to fine); many
are shell tempered (fine particles or
leached out); a few have no visible
temper.

.Surface Treatment: Cord-wrapped
paddle impressions on exterior. The
interior is smoothed. Several sherds
have wiped marks on the interior.
Cords of several different sizes were
used to impress the sherds. Some-
times. a single sherd exhibits the
impressions of several differently
sized cords. Cord impression may be
placed either close together or far
apart. Cordage varies from fine to
coarse.

Form: Several sherds exhibit coil
breaks. Neck sherds are present in
this sherd lot.

2. CORDMARKED/ERODED(18 sherds)
Temper: 17 grit (medium to fine);

1 has no visible temper.
Surface Treatment: Cord-wrapped

paddle impressions on exterior. The
interior surface finish is unknown
due to erosion. Cords of several dif-
ferent sizes were used to impress the
sherds. Sometimes. cords of several
different sizes were impressed upon
a single sherd. Cord impressions may
be placed either close together or far
apart. Cordage varies from fine to
coarse.

Comments: Carbon residue is pres-
ent on one sherd.

3. CORDMARKED/BRUSHED(9 sher ds)
Temper: Grit (medium to fine).
Surface Treatment: Cord-wrapped

paddle impressions on exterior. The
interior is brushed. One sherd dis-
plays exterior smoothing over cord-
wrapped paddle impressions. Cords of
several different sizes were used to
impress the sherds. Sometimes a
single sherd exhibits impressions of
several differently sized cords. Cord
impressions may be placed close
together or far apart. Cordage varies
from fine to coarse.

Form: A few sherds display coil
breaks. One sherd has a coil break
that is 42 to 45 mm in thickness,
suggesting that the potter used what
WilliamA. Ritchie calls a 'lute' (Robert
Funk, personal communication, 1991) -
- a very thick band of clay, rather
than a thinner coil.

4. JACK'S REEF CORDED OR EAST
RIVERCORDMARKED(2 rim sher ds)

TempS'_]':Grit (coarse to fine).
Surface Treatment: Cord-wrapped

paddle impressions overlap at right
angles to each other or are vertical
or oblique on exterior. The interior is
smoothed.

EQrm: Thickness ranges from 6 to
8 mm. A coil break is present on one
sherd. Lips are flat with cord-
wrapped paddle impressions. Rims are
straight.

Comments: Carbon residue is
present on one sherd. These sherds
fit the type descriptions for East
River Cordmarked (Smith 1950) and
for Jack's Reef Corded (Ritchie and
MacNeish 1949).

5. SMOOTHED AND CORDMARKED/
SMOOTHED(6 sherds)

Temper: Grit (medium to fine).
Surface Treatment: Cord-wrapped

paddle impressions and smoothing on
exterior. The interior is smoothed.
Some sherds comprising the neck and
shoulder areas of a vessel have dif-
ferent surface treatments on the neck
than on the body. This means that a
sherd placed in one undecorated
sherd lot may actually be from the
same vessel as a sherd placed in
another sherd lot. Of the three neck-
shoulder sherds in the smoothed and
cordmarked/smoothed sherd lot, one
has a cordmarked shoulder and a
smoothed neck; one has a smoothed
shoulder and a cord marked neck; and
the third has a smoothed over cord-
marked shoulder and a smoothed
neck.

Form: Three sherds are neck-
shoulder sherds.



6. SMOOTHED OVER CORDMARKED/
BRUSHED (20 sherds)

Temper: Most are grit tempered
(medium to fine); some shell (fine
particles or leached out); 3 have no
visible temper.

Surface TreatmeIlt: Smoothed over
cord-wrapped paddle impressions on
exterior. The interior is brushed.

Fo_rm:One possible shoulder sherd.
(:_D_mments: Carbon residue is

present on one sherd.

7. SMOOTHED OVER CORDMARKED/
SMOOTHED (403 sherds)

Temper: Most are grit tempered
(medium to fine) -- one sherd also
contains a small amount of grog tem-
per and another also contains
possible vegetal temper; some shell
(fine particles or leached out);
several have no visible temper.

Surface Treatment: Smoothed over
cord-wrapped paddle impressions on
exterior. The interior is smoothed.
Wiping is visible on the exterior and
interior of the sherds.

Fcrm: Coil breaks are present on
several sherds. One possible basal
sherd, one near-basal sherd, one
basal sherd, and one neck-shoulder
sherd are present in this sherd lot.

Comments: Carbon residue is pres-
ent on several sherds. One sherd has
a small punctation, 3 mm wide and 2
mm deep. This punctation is either
decoration or a mending hole.

8. SMOOTHED OVER CORDMARKED/
ERODED (27 sherds)

Temper: 26 grit (medium to fine) -
- one sherd also contains a small
amount of grog temper; 1 sherd has
no visible temper.

Surface Treatment: Smoothed over
cord-wrapped paddle impressions on
exterior. The interior surface finish
lli unknown due to eros0n.

9. CROSS-PADDLED CORDMARKED/
SMOOTHED (180 sherds)

Temper: 174 grit (coarse to fine);
3 shell (fine particles or leached out);
3 with no visible temper.

Surface Treatment: Cord-wrapped
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paddle impressions overlap at right
angles to each other on exterior. The
interior is smoothed. Wiping is visible
on the interiors of several sherds.
Three sherds have a partially
smoothed over cross-paddled cord-
marked exterior. Several differently
sized cords were used to impress the
sherds. Sometimes, cords of several
different sizes were impressed upon
a single sherd. Cordage varies from
fine to coarse. One sherd may exhibit
a fabric-marked exterior. One neck-
shoulder sherd exhibits a smoothed
neck and a cross-paddled cord marked
shoulder.

Forrn: A coil break is present on
one sherd. One sherd is 11 to 12 mm
in thickness.

CO.mments: Carbon residue is pres-
ent on several sherds. One possible
base has a hole at one edge approxi-
mately 6 mm in diameter that does
not go all the way through the
sherd. Possibly, it is a partially
drilled mending hole.

10. CROSS-PADDLED CORDMARKED/
ERODED (13 sherds)

Temper: 8 grit (coarse to medium);
1 shell (fine particles or leached out);
4 have no visible temper.

Surface Tr~atment: Cord-wrapped
paddle impressions overlap at right
angles to each other on the exterior.
The interior surface finish is
unknown due to erosion. Several dif-
ferently sized cords were used to
impress the sherds. Sometimes, dif-
ferently sized cords were impressed
upon a single sherd. Cordage varies
from fine to coarse. One sherd may
exhibit a fabric-marked exterior.

Comments: Carbon residue is
present on one sherds.

11. CROSS-PADDLED CORDMARKED/
BRUSHED (6 sherds)

Temper: Grit (medium to fine).
Surface Treatment: Cord-wrapped

paddle impressions overlap at right
angles to each other on the exterior.
The interior is brushed. One sherd
has a smoothed over brushed
interior. Several differently sized
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cords were used to impress the
sherds. Sometimes differently sized
cords were used to impress the
sherds. Cordage varies from fine to
coarse.

Comments: One sherd has a hole
which is 6 mm wide at the exterior
and tapers to 2 mm at the interior
surface.

12. SMOOTHEDOVER CROSS-PADDLED
CORDMARKED/SMOOTHED(6 sherds)

Temper: Grit (medium to fine).
Surface Treatment: Smoothed over

cord-wrapped paddle impressions
which overlap at right angles to each
other on the exterior. The interior is
smoothed.

13. POSSIBLE HOLLISTER PLAIN (1
sherd)

Temper: Grit (medium) with a small
amount of shell (fine particles or
leached out).

Surface Treatment: Smoothed
exterior. The interior is smoothed.

EQ.rm: The lip is slightly rounded.
There is a slight constriction
approximately one inch below the lip.

Coml!lents: The description fits the
Windsor type Hollister Plain (Lavin
1980), but the sherd is small, and so
we have labelled it a 'possible'
Hollister Plain.

14. SMOOTHED/SMOOTHED(852 sherds,
including 11 rims)

Temp",r: Most are grit tempered
(medium to fine) -- one sherd also
contains a small amount of grog tem-
per; several shell (fine particles or
leached out); several have no visible
temper.

Surface Treatment: Smoothed
exterior. The interior is smoothed.
Wiping is present on the exterior or
interior of several sherds. The wiped
marks run parallel to each other on
some sherds. One sherd has a single
line of cord marking on the exterior.

Form: Coil breaks are present on
several sherds. Neck sherds, possible
necks, neck-shoulder sherds, possible
collar sherd, basal sherds, possible
basal sherds, possible near-basal

sherds, and shoulder sherds are
present in this sherd lot. Three
adjoining sherds form a molded base.
It has a coil break along one edge,
indicating that the clay coil was
added to a pre-existing handmolded
base. Thirty-seven body sherds are
from a single reconstructed vessel
with a constricted neck, a bag-like
body, and a rounded base (Figure 2).
Some of the basal sherds exhibit
impressions, as if they had been
molded upon a mat or piece of fabric.
Five rim sherds from this vessel have
been placed in the
sherd lot.

Nine rims are
range in thickness
One is 3 mm thick

Niantic Incised

un collared and
from 3 to 5 mm.
and is probably

from a miniature vessel.
One collar is applied and one is

extruded. Most of the lips are flat or
bevelled. One is impressed perpen-
dicularly to the rim. Two rims include
necks. One is very slight and the
other is short and curved. One sherd
exhibits a castellation.

Comments: The rims described
above are quite small. Some measure
only 6 mm in length and may have
been 'decorated below the extant lip
area. Consequently, they have not
been typed. Carbon residue is
present on several sherds.

15. SMOOTHED/ERODED(59 shc rd s)
Temper: Most are grit tempered

(medium to fine); 3 shell (fine par-
ticles or leached out); several with no
visi ble temper.

~Surface Treatment: Smoothed
exterior. The interior surface finish
is unknown due to erosion. Wiping is
visible on the exterior of several
sherds. Evidence of brushing is
visible on the exterior of one sherd.

Form: One sherd is from a con-
stricted neck.

16. SMOOTHED/BRUSHED (7 sherds,
including 1 rim)

Temper: 6 grit (medium to fine); 1
shell (fine particles or leached out).

Surface Treatment: Smoothed
exterior. The interior is brushed.
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Figure 2. Reconstructed Niantic Incised vessel from the Morgan site, Rocky Hill,
CT.
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Wiping is visible on the exterior of
one sherd.

Form: One sherd is from a
shoulder area. One sherd represents
an uncollared rim which is too small
to be typed.

17. UNKNOWN/BRUSHED(1 sherd)
Temper: Grit (medium to fine).
Surface Treatmen t: Exterior

unknown. The interior is brushed.
Form: This sherd exhibits extreme

body curvature.

18. BRUSHED/SMOOTHED (19 sherds)
Temper: 16 grit (medium to fine);

3 shell (fine particles or leached out).
Surface Treatment: Brushed

exterior. The interior is smoothed.
Wiping is visible on the interior of
one sherd. Exterior brushing was
applied in parallel rows and
randomly. Some of the sherds display
shallow and light brushing.

Form: One sherd is a possible
neck sherd.

19. BRUSHED/ERODED (16 sherds)
Temper: 5 grit (medium to fine); 7

shell (fine particles or leached out);
4 have no visible temper.

Surface Treatment: Brushed
exterior. The interior surface finish
is unknown due to erosion. Smoothing
is evident on the exteriors of some
sherds. Exterior brushing occurs
randomly and in parallel rows.

20. BRUSHED/BRUSHED (29 sherds,
including 1 rim)

Temper: 17 grit (medium to fine);
10 shell (fine particles or leached
out); 2 have no visible temper.

Surface Treatment: Brushed
exterior and interior. Brushing occurs
randomly and in parallel rows.

Form: Coil breaks are present on
several sherds. One sherd is a
pointed base with a coil break all
arou nd it. The base was constructed
by molding. The lip is impressed. The
rim has a short neck. One sherd is a
neck-shoulder sherd from a small
vessel. One sherd is a possible neck-
shoulder sherd.

21. FABRIC-MARKED/SMOOTHED (27
sherds)

Temper: Grit (medium to fine).
Surface Treatment: Fabric-marked

exterior. The interior is smoothed.
Wiping is visible on the interiors of
several sherds. Different weaves of
fabric were used to impress the
sherds.

22. SMOOTHEDOVER FABRIC-MARKED/
SMOOTHED (1 sherd)

Temper: Grit (medium to fine).
Surface Treatment: Smoothed over

fabric-marked exterior. The interior
is smoothed.

Comments: Carbon residue is pres-
ent on the sherd.

23. FABRIC-MARKED/BRUSHED (3
sherd)

Temper: 2 Grit (medium to fine); 1
shell (fine particles or leached out).

surface Treatment: Fabric-marked
exterior. The interior is brushed.

Form: One sherd is a neck or
shoulder sherd.

Comments: The impressions on one
sherd resemble an open network bag
or fishnet.

24. FABRIC-MARKED/ERODED (4
sherds)

Temper: 3 Grit (medium to fine); 1
shell (fine particles or leached out).

Surface Treatment: Fabric-marked
exterior. The interior surface finish
is unknown due to erosion.

Comments: Carbon residue is pres-
ent on the interior of one sherd.

25. IMPRESSED (CORDMARKED OR
FABRIC- MARKED)/ SMOOTHED (24
sherds, including 1 rim)

Temper: 23 grit (medium to fine);
1 shell (fine particles or leached out).

Surface Treatment: The exterior
surfaces were impressed with either
cording, coarse fabric or matting, or
open fabric or netting. Identification
is equivocal. The interior is smoothed.

f_orm: The lip is impressed. The
rim has a short neck.



26. IMPRESSED (CORDMARKEDOR
FABRIC-MARKED)/BRUSHED(2 sherds)

I~I]Jl'J"1:: Grit (medium to fine);
very dense paste.

Surface Treatment: The exterior
surfaces has been impressed with
either cording, coarse fabric or
matting, or open fabric or netting.
Identification is equivocal. The
interior is brushed.

27. ROUGHENED/SMOOTHED,
ROUGHENEDOR ERODED(9 sherds)

Temper: 8 grit (medium to fine); 1
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has no visible temper.
Surface Treatment: Exterior has

been roughened by either brushing
or impressing. Identification is
equivocal. The interior is smoothed,
roughed, or eroded.

Form: One sherd is a near rim.
The curve of one sherd suggests that
it is a neck or a near-rim sherd. One
sherd has a possible punctation.

Comments: Carbon residue is
present on two sherds.

As Tables 1 - 6 show, most of the undecorated sherd lots occur in both the
upper (14th century) and lower (12th century) levels. The smoothed exterior/
interior sherd group does show an increase from the lower to upper site levels,
however, while the cord marked or smoothed cord marked exterior/smoothed interior
groups indicate a corresponding decrease through time. This change in exterior
surface treatment from cord marked to smoothed has been documented for the Late
Woodland period in New York (Ritchie 1969; Ritchie and MacNeish 1949), and may
be a subtle indication of increased involvement with westerly groups by the
Morgan community.

DECORATEDSHERDLOTS

Four hundred and eighty-eight sherds (488) are decorated (19.5%of the total
classifiable sherds). They were classified into 24 sherd lots consisting of 13
sherd groups and 11 types. Tables 7 - 12 list the provenience of the sherds
comprising each sherd lot.

1. NIANTIC INCISED (52 sherds)
(Figure 3)

Temper: Grit (coarse to fine)
Surface Treatment: Most have a

smoothed exterior in the rim and
neck regions, at least, and a
smoothed interior. Another surface
finish utilized is brushed
exterior/smoothed interior on the
neck areas.

Form: Thickness ranges from 3 to
11.5 mm. Most lips are flat and
insloping; some are rounded; a few
are pointed. The rims are often
insloping. Several rims possess cas-
tellations. Miniature vessels are
represented. All of the collars are
extruded, except one which is
applied.

Five rim sherds are from a single
reconstructed vessel with a con-

stricted neck, a bag-like form, and a
rounded base (Figure 2). Thirty-
seven body sherds from this vessel
have been placed in the undecorated
sherd lot smoothed/smoothed.

Decoration: Incised lines on rim or
collar-neck sherds. Some incision is
shallow and scratchy. Incised lines
are both narrow and wide. Most
necks are smoothed and undecorated.
A very few necks exhibit wiped
marks. Secondary decoration tech-
niques utilized are punctation
triangular, hollow reed, and heart-
shaped punctations -- and notching
at the base of the collar. Several lips
are decorated with either incision,
punctation, notching, or stab and
drag impressions.

The primary elements are parallel
vertical, horizontal, or oblique lines,
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Figure 3. Niantic Incised rim sherds from the Morgan site, Rocky Hill, CT.

Figure 4. Windsor Brushed sherds from the Morgan site, Rocky Hill, CT.
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TABLE 6: TOTALS AND PERCENTAGES OF UNDECORATED SHERDS WITHIN UPPER AND LOWER
FEATURES AND NON-FEATURAL LEVELS, MORGAN SITE, ROCKY HILL, CT.

Upper Level Upper Level Lower Level Lower Level Sit e
Totals Percentages (%1 Totals Percentages (%1 Totals

Cordmarked/Smoothed 164 11.80% 91 11.9 5% 255
Cord marked/Eroded 11 1.22% 1 o . 20% 18
Cord marked/Brushed O. 36% 3 O. 59% 8
Jack's Reef Corded or 0.14% 0 0.00% 2

East River Cordmarked 0
Smoothed and 0.22% O. 59% 6

Cordmarked/Smoothed 0
Smoothed Over 16 1. 15% 0.19% 20

Cord marked/Brushed 0
Smoothed Over 210 19.42% 116 22.88% 386

Cordmarked/Smoothed 0
Smoothed Over 19 1.31% o .99% 24

Cord marked/Eroded 0
Cross-Paddled 139 10.00% 34 6.11% 113

Cordmarked/Smoothed 0
Cross-Paddled o .50% 6 1. 18% 13

Cordmarked/Eroded. 0
Cross-Paddled 0.36% 0.20% 6

Cordmarked/Brushed 0
Smoothed over Cross-Paddled 6 O. 43% 0 0.00% 6

Cordmarked/Smoothed 0
Possible Hollister Plain 0 0.00% 1 0.20% 1
Smoothed/Smoothed 618 44.46% 119 35.31% 191
Smoothed/Eroded 40 2.m 8 1.58% 48
Smoothed/Brushed 3 0.22% 4 0.19% 1
Unknown/Brushed 0 0.00% 1 0.20% 1
Brushed/Smoothed 9 O. 65% 10 1.91% 19
Brushed/Eroded 14 1.01% 2 0.39% 16
Brushed/Brushed 20 1.44% 8 1.58% 28
Fabricmarked/Smoothed 11 o . 19% 13 2.56% 24
Smoothed Over 0 0.00% 1 0.20% 1

Fabricmarked/Smoothed 0
Fabricmarked/Brushed 2 o . 14% 1 0.20% 3
Fabricmarked/Eroded 3 0.22% 1 0.20% 4
Impressed (Cordmarked 10 o.m 12 2.m 22

or Fabricmarkedl/Smoothed 0
Impressed (Cordmarked 0.14% 2

or Fabricmarkedl/Brushedl 0
Roughened/Smoothed, 0.36% 0.39% 1

Roughened or Eroded 0

TOTALS 1390 100.00% 501 100.00% 1891
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TABLE 7: PROVENIENCE OF DECORATED SHERDS WITHIN EXCAVATED UNDISTURBED UPPER NON-
FEATURAL LEVELS, MORGAN SITE, ROCKY HILL, CT.

Niantic Incised
Phillips Incised
Incised/Smoothed or

Eroded
Incised or Brushed
Niantic Linear Dentate
Linear Dentate Stamped
Punctated/Smoothed
Notched/Smoothed
Niantic Punctate
Niantic Stamped
Sebonac Stamped
Scallop Shell or

Pseudo-Scallop Shell
Stamped/Smoothed
or Eroded

Scallop Shell or
Pseudo-Scallop Shell
Stamp and Drag/Smoothed
or Eroded

Scallop Shell Stamped
and Brushed

Windsor Brushed
Brushed/Smoothed,

Brushed or Eroded
Brushed and Incised

or Combed
Bainbridge Notched Lip
Jack's Reef Corded

Punctate
Point Peninsula Corded
Cordwrapped-Stick Stamped
Unknown Stamp
Impressed or Punctated

TOTALS

10-16"
11
1

35

9
2

1

1
1
3

3

5
28

2

3

105

12-18"

1

1

3

16-20"
9

19

4

1
1

1
10

3
16

1
o

o
o
4
1

69

Totals
20

54

13
2
o
2
1
o
1
2

13

8
45

177

Percentages (%)
11.30%
0.56%

30.51%

7.34%
1.13%

1.13%
0.56%
0.00%
0.56%
1.13%
7.34%

3 1. 69%

o 0.00%

4.52%
25.42%

2 1.13%

2
o

1.13%
0.00%

o
o
7
1

0.00%
0.00%
3.95%
0.56%

100.00%
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TABLE 8: PROVENIENCE OF DECORATED SHERDS WITHIN EXCAVATED UNDISTURBED LOWER NON-
FEATURAL LEVELS MORGAN SITE, ROCKY HILL, CT.

18-22" 20-24" 24-30" 30-36" 36-44" 48-52' 54-60" Totals Percentages (%)
Niantic Incised 1 4 I 6 6.12%
Phillips Incised 0 0.00%
Incised/Smoothed or 10 19 19.39%

Eroded
Incised or Brushed 6 6.12%
Niantic Linear Dentate 0 o.m
Linear Dentate Stamped 1 1.02%
Puncta ted/Smoothed 1 1.02%
Notched/Smoothed 0 0.00%
Niantic Punctate 1 I.0 2%
Niantic Stamped I 1.02%
Sebonac Stamped 3 3.06%
Scallop Shell or 10 10.20%

Pseudo-Scallop Shell
Stamped/Smoothed
or Eroded

Scallop Shell or 3.06%
Pseudo-Scallop Shell
Stamp and Drag/Smoothed
or Eroded

Scallop Shell Stamped 3.06%
and Brushed

Windsor Brushed 2 2.04%
Brushed/Smoothed. II 19 19.39%

Brushed or Eroded
Brushed and Incised 9. 18%

or Combed
Bainbridge Notched lip l.m
Jack's Reef Corded 1.02%

Punctate
Point Peninsula Corded 2 2.04%
Cordwrapped-Stick Stamped 3 3.06%
Unknown Stamp 7 7. 14 %

Impressed or Puncta ted 0 o.m

TOTALS 11 32 34 9 98 100.00%
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TABLE 10: PROVENIENCE OF DECORATED SHERDS RECOVERED FROM LOWER LEVEL FEATURES,
MORGAN SITE, ROCKY HILL, CT.

Fea. 109 Fea. 51 Fea. 102 Fea. 110
19-22" 20" 20'" 22"

1
2

Niantic Incised
Incised/Smoothed or

Eroded
Incised or Brushed
Niantic Linear Dentate
Linear Dentate Stamped
Punctated/Smoothed
Niantic Stamped
Sebonac Stamped
Scallop Shell or

Pseudo-Scallop Shell
Stamped/Smoothed
or Eroded

Scallop Shell or
Pseudo-Scallop Shell
Stamp and Drag/Smoothed
or Eroded

Hollister Stamped
Windsor Brushed
Brushed/Smoothed,

Brushed or Eroded
Brushed and Incised

or Combed
Unknown Stamp

TOTALS

often used in combination to form
decorative motifs of chevrons, filled-
in triangles, or opposed diagonals in
a band around the collar. Both the
collar form and these motifs rep-
resent "Iroq uoian" characteristics
from interior New York. One sherd
has fiat-topped, nested triangles as
its motif. Several have a rectangular
motif. One sherd has two vertical
rows of impressions on its neck.
Several sherds have parallel rows of
horizontal incision on their collars,
suggesting a motif similar to the
Mohawk type Fonda Incised (Figure 3,
bottom row). However, they lack the
typical row of parallel vertical lines
bordering the horizontal lines above
and below in Fonda Incised vessels,
and they are too small for equivocal
identification of their motif; the
horizontal lines may be a part of a

Totals Percentages (% I
4 17.39%
4 17. 39%

0 o . 00%
0 0.001
3 13.04%
0 0.00%
1 4,35%
0 o . 00%

4,35%

o 0.001

o . 00%
13.04%
30.43%

o 0.001

0.00%

23 100,001

more complex motif comprising a band
of opposed horizontal, oblique and/or
vertical elements.

Comments: Carbon residue is pres-
ent on several sherds. These sherds
fit the description for the Windsor
type Niantic Incised (Lavin 1988:13-
15).

2. PHILLIPS INCISED (1 rim sherd)
Temper: Grit (coarse to fine)
Surface Treatment: Exterior sur-

face treatment unknown. The interior
is smoothed.

Form: This sherd is 6 mm in
thickness. The lip is fiat. A collar
and neck are present on the sherd.

Decoration: Incised lines on collar.
Secondary decorative techniques
utilized are scallop shell stamping on
collar and brushing on neck. Notch-
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TABLE 11: DECORATEDSHERDSWITHNO PROVENIENCE,MORGANSITE, ROCKYHILL, CT.

Niantic Incised
Incised/Smoothed or
Eroded

Incised or Brushed
Niantic Linear Dentate
Linear Dentate Stamped
Punctated/Smoothed
Niantic Stamped
Sebonac Stamped
Scallop Shell or

Pseudo-Scallop Shell
Stamped/Smoothed
or Eroded

Scallop Shell or
Pseudo-Scallop Shell
Stamp and Drag/Smoothed
or Eroded

Hollister Stamped
Windsor Brushed
Brushed/Smoothed,

Brushed or Eroded
Brushed and Incised

or Combed
Unknown Stamp

TOTALS

Totals Percentages (%)
2 9.09%
8 36.36%

2 9.09%
1 4.55%
0 0.00%
2 9.09%
0 0.00%
0 0.00%
0 0.00%

o

o
1
6

o

o

22

in g is present on the lip. The motif
consists of parallel, horizontal incised
lines on the collar. The scallop shell
stamping is in plats and the brushing
is horizontal and oblique.

Com_ments: The sherd fits the
description of the Windsor type
Phillips Incised (Keener 1965).

3. INCISED/SMOOTHED OR ERODED (118
sherds, including 7 rims)

Tempe_[: Most are grit tempered
(medium to fine); several shell (fine
particles or leached out); several
have no visible temper).

Surface Treatment: Smoothed exte-
rior. The interior is smoothed or
eroded. Wiping is present on the
exterior of several sherds.

Form: Thickness ranges from 7 to
10 mm. One sherd is a near rim; one
is a neck; two are neck-shoulder
sherds. Most lips are flat; one is
crudely pointed. One rim rises to a

0.00%

0.00%
4.55%

27.27%

0.00%

0.00%

100.00%

rim point. A squared mouth is sug-
gested by this rim point. Two rim
sherds exhibit marked curvature. It
is impossible to ascertain if these
sherds belong to a collared or u ncol-
lared vessel.

Decoration: Incised lines. Incisions
are either wide or narrow, shallow or
deep. Secondary decorative techni-
ques utilized on several sherds are
punctation or scallop shell stamping.
One lip has stamp and drag impres-
sions perpendicular to the rim.
Another lip has notching on the inte-
rior. Incised lines are parallel and
horizontal, opposed, at right angles
to each other, or are placed in a lad-
der-like motif.

Comments: Because of their smaIl
size and/or location below the rim of
the vessel, these sherds could not be
typed.
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TABLE 12: TOTALS AND PERCENTAGES OF DECORATED SHERDS WITHIN UPPER AND LOWER FEATURES AND NON-FEATURAL LEVELS,
MORGAN SITE, ROCKY HILL, CT.

UPPER SOIL LEVELS UPPER SOIL LEVELS LOWER SOIL LEVELS UPPER SOIL LEVELS
110-20" ) 110-20") (20-60") (20-60") NO SITE
TOTALS PERCENTAGES (I) TOTALS PERCENTAGES (I) PROVENIENCE TOTALS

N iant ic Inci sed 40 Il.m 10 8.261 2 52
Phillips Incised 1 0.291 0 0.001 0 1
Incised/Smoo1hed or 87 25.221 23 19.011 8 118

Eroded
Incised or Brushed 1~ U51 6 4.961 2 23
Niantic Linear Dentate 7 2.03% 0.001 1 8
Linear Den1ate Stamped 0.291 J.J 11 0 5
Puncta ted/Smoothed 0.871 0.831 2 6
Notched/Smoothed 0.291 0.001 0 1
Niantic Punctate 0.001 0.831 a 1
Niantic Stamped 1.451 1.651 7
Sebonac Stamped II J. 191 3 2.m 14
Scallop Shell or 16 4.641 11 9.091 27

Pseudo-Scallop Shell
Stamped/Smoothed
or Eroded

Scallop Shell or 1.451 2.481
Pseudo-Scallop Shell
Stamp and Drag/Smoothed
or Eroded

Scallop Shell Stamped 0.001 2.481
and Brushed

Hollister Sta,ped 2 0.581 0 0.001 2
Windsor Brushed 57 16.521 5 4.131 63
Brushed/Smoothed, 64 18.551 26 21.491 96

Brushed or Eroded
Brushed and Incised 19 5.511 7.441 28

or Combed
Bainbridge Notched Lip 0.581 0.831
Jack's Reef Corded O. 001 o.m

Puncta te
Point Peninsula Corded 0.001 2 1.65l 0
Cord,rapped-Stick Stamped 0.001 3 2.4SI 0 3
Unknown Stamp 2.321 7 5.791 0 15
Impressed or Punctated o . 291 0 0.001 a

TOTALS 345 100.001 121 100.001 22 4SS
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TABLE 13: MINIMUM VESSEL COUNTS WITHIN UPPER AND LOWER FEATURES AND NON-FEATURAL
LEVELS, MORGAN SITE, ROCKY HILL, CT.

UPPER
LEVELS

Wi nd_sor______T__rAd it ion
Sebonac Stamped
Scallop Shell or

Pseudo-Scallop Shell
Stamped

Scallop Shell or
Pseudo-Scallop Shell
Stamp and Drag

Hollister Stamped
Windsor Brushed
Brushed/Smoothed,

Brushed or Eroded
Smoothed/Brushed
Hollister Plain

6
4

2

14
2

_W_ ing_§_or Tra_di_li91!_]Xltj_gj_LLD_g
Qwa~_Q-=lr_Qqy_i_a_I1__Tra it~
Niantic Stamped
Niantic Punctate
Niantic Linear Dentate
Niantic Incised
Phillips Incised
Brushed and Incised

or Combed

5

6
26

4

p_gj_oJJ e njJ.1_§JJJjt:QWll_§__£_Q~'(_r ad11_i_Q!1
Point Peninsula Corded
Jack's Reef Corded

Punctate
Bainbridge Notched Lip
Jack's Reef Corded

or East River
Cordmarked

2

V_IlJ,c_!lQ_WD
Cordwrapped-Stick Stamped
Unknown Stamp
Smoothed/Smoothed
Impressed/Smoothed
Incised Decoration
Incised or Brushed

5
8

9

TOTALS 55

* Sherds from this vessel were recovered from the upper and lower levels of this site.

LOWER
LEVELS

UPPER AND
LOWER LEVELS

NO
PROVENIENCE TOTALS

2
2

8
6

1 3

5 6
3

1

1
1

6
1
7

38
1
6

10 1* 1

2

1
1

1* 1
2

3
2
3

3
7
11
1

144

43 o 4 144
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4. INCISED OR BRUSHED (23 sherds,
including 1 rim)

Temper: 18 grit (medium to fine);
2 shell (fine particles or leached out);
3 have no visible temper).

Surface ___Treatment: Most sherds
have a smoothed exterior and a
smoothed interior. Other combinations
include cord marked exterior, smoothed
interior; smoothed over cord marked
exterior, smoothed interior; cross-
paddled cordmarked exterior,
smoothed interior; brushed exterior,
smoothed interior; smoothed exterior,
brushed interior.

For[J]: The thickness of the rim
sherd is 9 mm. Its diameter is 12 cm.
The lip is slightly rounded.

Decorati9n: Incised or brushed
lines. Identification is equivocal. The
decoration is generally shallow. The
brushing or incising runs in parallel
horizontal, vertical, or oblique rows.

5. NIANTIC LINEAR DENTATE (8 rim
s her d s )

Telllper: 7 grit (medium to fine); 1
has no visible temper.

Surface_Treatment: Smoothed exte-
rior. The interior is smoothed.

Form: The lips are flat. Four rims,
3 to 5 mm in thickness, may repre-
sent a miniature vessel. The collars
are extruded. One has a castellation.

Decoration: Linear dentate
stamping. The general motif is par-
allel rows of horizontal stamping
bordered below and sometimes above
by a row of oblique lines in a band
around the collar. Both the decorative
techniq ue and the motifs are con-
sidered "Iroq uoian" characteristics.

COll!_ments: Carbon residue is
present on one sherd. These sherds
fit the Windsor type Niantic Linear
Dentate as described by Lavin (1980:
28-29).

6. LINEAR DENTATE STAMPING (5
sherds, including 1 rim)

Temper: Grit (medium to fine).
Surface Treatment: Most have a

cord marked exterior and a cord-
marked interior. Another surface
finish utilized is a smoothed exterior,

smoothed interior.
f_Qrm: Three sherds are neck-

shoulder sherds. The lip is flat.
Decoration: Linear dentate

stamping. The lip of the rim is
decorated with stab and drag impres-
sions perpendicular to the rim. The
general motif is parallel lines of
horizontal, vertical, or oblique linear
dentate stamping. The decoration is
on the rim of the rim sherd and on
the shoulder of the neck-shoulder
sherd.

Comments: These sherds may be
from Niantic Linear Dentate vessels,
but since there is no concrete evi-
dence of a collar, a diagnostic
attribute of the type, they have been
placed in a separate sherd lot.

7. PUNCTATED/SMOOTHED(6 sherds)
Te.lllper: 4 grit (medium to fine); 1

shell (fine particles or leached out);
1 has no visible temper.

Surface Treatment: Smoothed exte-
rior, smoothed interior, except for
one sherd with an eroded interior.

Form: Three sherds are neck
sherds.

Decoration: Punctations, some of
which are hollow reed or bone punc-
tat ions. There are one or more punc-
tations on each sherd. Some sherds
have punctations which are randomly
placed. The punctations on one sherd
are arranged in a chevron design.
Punctations on another sherd are in
parallel rows.

Comments: Because these sherds
are body sherds, and so their punc-
tations may represent secondary
rather than primary decoration, they
have not been typed.

8. NOTCHED/SMOOTHED(1 sherd)
Temper: Grit (medium to fine).
Surface Treatment: Smoothed

exterior and smoothed interior.
Form: This sherd is the base of a

collar and neck.
Decoration.: Triangular-shaped

notches. Notches appear on the edge
of the collar and on the neck.

Comments: This sherd obviously
represents a collared type, but since



the main collar and its decoration is
missing, identification is impossible.

9. NIANTICPUNCTATE(1 rim sherd)
Temper: Grit (very fine).
Surface Treatment: Smoothed exte-

rior and smoothed interior.
Form: This sherd is 4 mm in

thickness. The sherd possesses an
extruded collar and a neck. A cas-
tellation is present. The lip is
rounded.

Decoration: Small circular and
triangular punctations on the collar
and the neck. The circular puncta-
tions on the collar have been placed
in at least three parallel, horizontal
rows, except beneath the castellation
where there are at least three rows
of parallel, vertical punctations.
Oblique plats of triangular puncta-
tions are exhibited on the neck.
Punctated collars are an Owasco-
Iroquoian characteristic (Ritchie and
MacNeish 1949; MacNeish 1952).

Comments: Carbon residue is pres-
ent on both the exterior and the
interior of this sherd. This sherd fits
the Windsor type Niantic Punctate as
described by Lavin (1980: 29-30).

10. NIANTIC STAMPED (7 sherds,
including 3 rims)

Temper: 6 grit (medium to fine); 1
shell (fine particles or leached out).

Surface Treatment: Smoothed exte-
rior and smoothed interior. Wiping is
also present on several exteriors.

Form: Thickness ranges from 5 to
8 mm. Two sherds are collar sherds,
one is a possible collar and neck
sherd, one is a collar and neck
sherd. The lips are flat.

Decoration: Stamped impressions
made by a scallop shell or an object
which makes scallop-shell impressions
(i.e., a pseudo-scallop shell stamp).
Several sherds exhibit a secondary
decorative technique. In most cases it
is incision. For one sherd the secon-
dary technique is dentate stamping.
The primary motif is parallel diagonal,
horizontal or vertical stamps of scal-
lop shell or pseudo-scallop shell
stamping. Often, they form "t ro-
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quoian"-like motifs of opposed lines
or filled in triangles in a band about
the collar. In one case the stamping
forms a possible chevron design.

Comments: Carbon residue is pres-
ent on one sherd. These sherds fit
the Windsor type Niantic Stamped as
described Smith (1950:193) and by
Lavin (1980:24-28).

11. SEBONACSTAMPED(14 sherds,
including 6 rim sherds)

Temper: 7 grit (medium to fine); 2
shell (fine particles or leached out);
5 have no visible temper.

Surface Treatment: A variety of
surface finishes were utilized:
Smoothed exterior/brushed interior;
brushed exterior/brushed interior;
smoothed exterior/smoothed interior;
roughened exterior/smoothed interior.

Form: Thickness ranges from 7 to
10 mm. One sherd exhibits coil
breaks. The lips are flat. Rims are
straight. Necks are short. The
diameter of one rim sherd is 22 cm.
One sherd is a possible rim.

Decoration: Stamping or stab and
drag impressions made by a scallop
shell or an object which makes scal-
lop-shell impressions. The stamping
or stab and drag impressions are in
horizontal or vertical rows. The
stamps are often in groups of three
or five.

Comments: Carbon residue is pres-
ent on one sher d. These sherds fit
the Windsor type Sebonac Stamped
(Smith 1950).

12. SCALLOP SHELL OR PSEUDO
SCALLOPSHELLSTAMPED/SMOOTHED
OR ERODED(27 sherds, including 3
rims)

Temper: 8 grit (medium to fine); 11
shell (fine particles or leached out);
8 have no visible temper.

Surface Treatment: A variety of
surface finishes were utilized:
smoothed and brushed exterior/
smoothed interior; brushed exterior/
smoothed interior; smoothed exterior/
smoothed interior; smoothed over
cordmarked exterior/smoothed inte-
rior.
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.E~rm: Most of the lips are flat;
one tapers to a point. Two sher ds are
short necks. Coil breaks are present
on several she rd s.

De<;:gration: Stamped decoration
made by a scallop shell or an object
which makes scallop-shell impressions.
Secondary decorative techniques
include brushing, punctations and
notching. The primary motif is rows
of scallop shell or pseudo-scallop
shell stamping. One sherd has
stamping in a possible chevron
design.

<:;'Qmmellts:Because the rim sherds
are too small to determine whether or
not they were from collared or uncol-
lared vessels, and therefore from
Niantic Stamped or Sebonac Stamped
vessels, they were left untyped. The
sherd lot represents the Windsor
tradition.

13. SCALLOP SHELL OR PSEUDO
SCALLOP SHELL STAMP AND DRAGI
SMOOTHEDOR ERODED (8 sherds,
including 3 rims)

Tem~_I: 5 grit (medium to fine); 1
shell (fine particles or leached out);
2 have no visible temper.

Sur(~_<;~___'Ireatl1!S'nt: Roughened
exterior, brushed interior or
smoothed exterior, smoothed interior.

Eorm: Coil breaks are present on
several sherds. The lips are flat or
roundish. One sherd is a possible
shoulder, one is a neck. and one is
neck-shoulder sherd.

!l_ecor~tio_n:Stamp and drag deco-
ration made by a scallop shell or an
object which makes scallop-shell
impressions. The motif is primarily
horizontal, vertical, or oblique stamp
and drag impressions.

~om_men_i§.:Although it could not
be established whether or not these
sherds represented collared or uncol-
lared vessels, that is, the types
Niantic Stamped or Sebonac Stamped,
their decorative techniq ue places
them in the Windsor tradition.

14. SCALLOP SHELL STAMPED AND
BRUSHED(3 sher ds)

Temper: Grit (medium to fine).

S.urfa_<;_e~__Treatment: Exterior
unknown. It is possibly smoothed
under the decoration, but identifi-
cation is eq uivocal. Smoothed interior.

Form: One sherd is a possible rim
sherd. Two sherds are neck sherds.

Decoration: Stamped decoration
made by a scallop shell and brushing.
The scallop shell stamping is in plats
and the brushing is in horizontal or
vertical, rows.

Comment~: Their decorative tech-
nique places them in the Windsor tra-
dition. Because none of the sherds
are definitely rim sherds, assignment
to a specific type was impossible.

15. HOLLISTER STAMPED (2 rim
sherds)

Jel!lP_er: Grit (medium to fine).
Surface Treatment: Smoothed exte-

rior. The interior is smoothed.
Form: Thickness ranges from 6 to

7 mm. The lips are flat. The sherds
are from one vessel.

Decoratiol1: Scallop shell stamps,
which are made by a single flute of
a scallop shell. Secondary decorative
techniques include brushing, stamp-
ing with an unknown stamp and
punctations. One lip has scallop shell
stamping perpendicular to the rim.
The stamping is in a group or a row.
The brushing is horizontal.

Commerrts: These sherds fit the
Windsor type Hollister Stamped (Lavin
1980:22-23.

16. WINDSORBRUSHED (63 sherds,
including 16 rims) (Figure 4)

Jemp~_r: 15 grit (medium to fine);
47 shell (fine particles or leached
out); 1 has no visible temper.

$urface Treatment: Most sherds
have a brushed exterior and a
smoothed interior; other combinations
include roughened exterior Ibrushed
exterior; smoothed interior Ibrushed
exterior; smoothed exterior Ismoothed
interior; brushed exterior; roughened
interior.

Form: Thickness ranges from 6 to
8 mm. Rim sherds, neck sherds and
possible rim sherds are present. Most
of the lips are flat or flattish; a



couple are rounded, and one is
everted. Necks are short. Rims are
straight. Forty-three sherds are part
of one vessel.

Decoration: The primary decorative
technique is brushing on or near the
rims. Several lips are decorated with
stab and drag impressions perpen-
dicular to the rim, brushing, or
notching. Several motifs are evident:
parallel horizontal or vertical lines of
brushing, parallel opposed brushed
lines, filled in triangles, or chevron
designs.

Comments: Carbon residue is pres-
ent on several sherds. These sherds
fit the type description for Windsor
Brushed (Smith 1950:193).

17. BRUSHED/SMOOTHED,BRUSHEDOR
ERODED(96 sherds, including 2 rims)

Temper: Grit (medium to fine);
shell (fine particles or leached out);
no visible temper.

Surface Treatment: A variety of
surface finishes were utilized:
brushed exterior/smoothed interior;
brushed exterior/brushed interior;
roughened exterior/ smoothed inte-
rior; smoothed exterior/brushed
interior; smoothed over cord marked
exterior/ smoothed interior; cord-
marked exterior /smoothed interior;
smoothed/ exterior/smoothed interior;
impressed (cordmarked or fabric
marked) exterior/smoothed interior;
fa brie-marked exterior/smoothed inte-
rior; cross-paddled cord marked exte-
rior / smoothed interior.

Form: Coil breaks are present on
several sherds. One possible minia-
ture vessel is represented. Lips are
flat. Neck sherds, possible necks,
neck-shoulder sherds, a near shoul-
der sherd, and a possible shoulder
sherd are present.

p_ecoration: Brushed lines. One lip
has scallop shell stamping. The pri-
mary decorative motif is horizontal
brushing. Chevron designs are some-
times formed. One sherd has brushed
lines forming a filled in triangle.

Comments: Carbon residue is pres-
ent on several sherds. One sherd has
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a possible repair hole. This sherd lot
represents the Windsor tradition.
Typing was impossible due to the
small size of the sherds and/or their
location on the lower body of the
vessel.

18. BRUSHEDANDINCISEDORCOMBED
(28 sherds, including 7 rims)

Temper: 27 grit (medium to fine);
1 has no visible temper.

Surface Treatment: A variety of
surface finishes were utilized:
smoothed over cordmarked exterior/
smoothed interior; smoothed exterior/
brushed interior; cord marked exte-
rior/smoothed and brushed interior;
smoothed exterior/smoothed interior;
roughened exterior/smoothed interior.

Form: Thickness ranges from 4 to
10 mm. Coil breaks are present on
several sherds. Lips are flat or
rounded. Some sherds possess collars.
Three sherds are necks and three
are shoulders. Sixteen sherds (four
are glued together, including one
rim-neck sherd) represent an un col-
lared miniature vessel with a diameter
of 8 em and a very slight neck con-
striction. The diameter of a second
vessel is 10.0 - 10.5 cm.

Decoration: Brushing, and incising
or combing identification is equivocal.
A secondary decorative technique is
hollow punctation, possibly by a reed
or hollow bone. One lip has triangular
notches or punctates. The brushing
is mainly horizontal. It is either hap-
hazardly applied, or applied in par-
allel rows. A few sherds display
oblique brushing. One sherd exhibits
a horizontally brushed neck, directly
below which occur opposed diagonal
plats of incision or combing (fig. 5).

Comments: The sherd description
fits none of the known types in the
Northeast. Possibly, it is a variant of
the Pt. Peninsula type Black Rock
Trailed (Funk 1976:315).

19. BAINBRIDGENOTCHEDLIP (3 rim
sherds)

Temper: Grit (medium to fine).
Surface Treatment: Two sherds

have a smoothed neck exterior and a
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smoothed interior. One sherd has a
smoothed over cord marked neck exte-
rior and a smoothed interior. The
three sherd represent a single ves-
sel.

Form: Thickness ranges from 6 to
11 mm. The lip is 11 mm wide. Lips
are extruded, flat, and thickened.

Decoration: Incised lines of the lip
and notching on the edges of the lip.
The primary decorative motif is par-
allel oblique and horizontal lines on
the thickened lip.

Comments: These sherds best fit
the description for the Owasco type
Bainbridge Notched Lip (Ritchie and
MacNeish 1949:116).

20. JACK'S REEF CORDEDPUNCTATE
(1 rim sherd)

Temper: Grit (fine).
Surface Treatment: Smoothed over

cord marked exterior. The interior is
smoothed.

Form: The thickness of this sherd
is 9 mm. The lip is flattened slightly
by decoration and is everted.

Decoration: Rectangular punc-
tations which may have been made by
the edge of a paddle. The lip is
covered with cord marked impressions.
The punctations are placed in two
parallel, horizontal rows.

Comments: This rim sherd fits the
description for Jack's Reef Corded
Punctate, a pottery type of the very
late Point Peninsula tradition cen-
tered in central New York (Ritchie
and MacNeish 1949:107).

21. POINT PENINSULA CORDED (2
sherds, including 1 rim sherd)

Temper: Grit (medium to fine);
compact paste.

Surfa<,:_~Treatment: Smoothed exte-
rior under the decorated rim/neck
area. The interior is smoothed.

form: Thickness ranges from 6 -
7 mm. A coil break is present. The
two sherds are from one vessel,
which appears to be a miniature pot.
The lip is extruded. The neck is con-
stricted.

Decoration: Cord-wrapped stick
impression. The lip is roughened.

Horizontal rows of cord-wrapped stick
impressions are present on the rim.
There are at least six rows of cord
impressions on the neck.

Comments: Carbon residue is pres-
ent on the interior of the rim sherd.
The sherd fits the Point Peninsula
Corded, a pottery type of the Point
Peninsula tradition (Ritchie and
MacNeish 1949).

22. CORD-WRAPPEDSTICK (3 sherds)
Temper: 2 grit (medium to fine); 1

with no visible temper.
Surface Treatment: Smoothed exte-

rior. The interior is smoothed.
Form: Thickness ranges 6 top 9

mm. One sherd is a neck sherd and
one is a shoulder sherd.

Decoration: Cord-wrapped stick
impressions. One sherd also have
three incised lines or vertical cord-
wrapped paddle impressions. Identi-
fication is equivocal. The motif
consists of one or more horizontal
rows of cord-wrapped stick impres-
sions

Comrr!_<i_nts:Because these are small
body sherds, these sherds could not
be typed.

23. UNKNOWNSTAMP (15 sherd s,
including 2 rims)

Temper: 13 grit (medium to fine);
1 shell (fine particles or leached out);
1 has no visible temper.

_Surface Treatment: A variety
of surface finishes were utilized:
Impressed exterior/smoothed interior;
roughened and smoothed exterior/
smoothed interior; roughened exte-
rior/ smoothed interior; cord marked
exterior/smoothed interior; smoothed
exterior/smoothed interior; impressed
exterior/brushed interior.

Forll!: The lips are flat. Three
sherds are necks (one has a collar)
and one is a possible neck. The
diameter of one sherd is 9 em.

P_ei'oration: Various impressed or
stamped designs are represented: D-
shaped hollow impressions, crescent-
shaped, triangular, or rectangular
stamps or stamp and drag impres-
sions. The decoration is on the rim,



neck, and body areas. The decoration
is in horizontal or vertical rows. A
nested chevron design is evident on
one sherd.

Comments: Carbon residue is pres-
ent on several sherds. Because the
stamping is unidentifiable, these
sherds could not be typed.
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24. IMPRESSED OR PUNCTATED(l
sherd)

Temper: Grit (medium to fine).
Surface Treatment: Smoothed exte-

rior. The interior is smoothed.
Form: The thickness of this sherd

is 5 mm.
Decoration: Oval shaped

impressions or punctations. The
decoration is randomly placed on the
sherd.

Figure 5. Partially reconstructed miniature vessel exhibiting a brushed neck and
opposed diagonal plats of incising or combing, Morgan site, Rocky Hill,
CT.

Eleven of the 24 sherd lots described above represent pottery types. Eight
of these types belong to the Windsor tradition, a Woodland ceramic tradition
centered along the Connecticut coast and Long Island. The uncollared pottery
types Sebonac Stamped, Windsor Brushed and Hollister Stamped have been
ascribed to the middle and late Windsor Shantok Cove and Sebonac stages of the
Windsor tradition. The collared pottery types Niantic Incised, Niantic Punctate,
Niantic Stamped, Niantic Linear Dentate, and Phillips Incised traditionally have
been ascribed to the later Windsor stage, the Niantic (e.g., Smith 1950; Keener
1965; Lavin 1980, 1987). Tables 7-12 clearly show that collared and uncollared rim
sherds of the Windsor tradition occur in both the lower and upper soil levels at
Morgan, and even within the same feature!

Due to a scarcity of radiocarbon dates for Woodland components in southern
New England, much of our traditional ceramic sequences were, of necessity,
developed through relative dating techniques and artifact associations. Such
associations had led researchers to hypothesize that collared pottery date to the
ethnohistoric and historic periods in our region (e.g., Rouse 1947; Smith 1950;
Keener 1965; Lavin 1987). The new evidence from Morgan demonstrates that
collared pottery occurred at a much earlier date than has traditionally been
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supposed, at least in interior Connecticut.
The scallop shell stamped and brushed sherd groups also represent the

Windsor tradition. The types Point Peninsula Corded and Jack's Reef Corded
represent the Point Peninsula tradition, a Woodland tradition centered in interior
New York and traditionally thought to exist till about A.D. 1000. The type
Bainbridge Notched Lip represents the Owasco tradition, also centered in interior
New York and traditionally dated between A.D. 1000 and A.D. 1300 (Ritchie 1969).
The latter three pottery types demonstrate interactions between the Morgan
people and non-Windsor groups to the west.

Like the undecorated sherd analysis, the decorated sherd analysis indicates
that most of the decorated sherd lots were present in both the lower and upper
soil levels of the site. Interestingly, Tables 7-12 indicate that there is a lower
percentage of sherds exhibiting the Windsor decorative technique of scallop shell
or pseudo-scallop shell stamping in the upper levels of the site, and a cor-
responding higher percentage of sherds exhibiting the non-Windsor decorative
technique of incising in these levels. Incising is a late Owasco and Iroquoian trait
(Ritchie and MacNeish 1949; MacNeish 1952) and the increased percentiles of
incised sherds in the 14th century levels may indicate more intensive contacts
with western groups during the later occupation(s) of the Morgan site.

CONCLUSIONS

We estimate that the undecorated and decorated sherds classified above
represent a minimum number of 144 vessels (Table 13). This is a very conserva-
tive estimate based on the distinctive characteristics of rim sherds. Still, it is a
significant number of pottery containers for the small area excavated (ca. 20 x
60 feet) and demonstrates the occurrence of intensive domestic activities at this
part of the site. The presence of numerous hearths, charcoal fragments, burned
earth, and food remains support an interpretation of intense food processing,
cooking and ceramic manufacture.

The majority of the pottery can be assigned to the Windsor tradition, a
ceramic tradition centered along the Connecticut coast and eastern Long Island
(Rouse 1947; Smith 1950; Lavin 1987). The presence of Point Peninsula and Owasco
tradition ceramics in the form of Jack's Reef Corded, Point Peninsula Punctate,
Point Peninsula Corded, and Bainbridge Notched Lip, however, demonstrate cul-
tural interactions with communities to the west. The Point Peninsula ceramic
tradition is centered in interior New York (Ritchie 1969), from which it extends
into the Hudson River Valley (Funk 1976) and into west-central Connecticut at
least as far as the Housatonic drainage (Lavin and Miroff 1992).

Both the sherd and vessel analyses indicate that the non-Windsor ceramic
influences seem to increase through time at the Morgan site (Tables 6, 12, 14).
All three analyses portray the Late Woodland occupants of Morgan as participants
in the coastal Windsor ceramic tradition who experienced increasingly stronger
social interactions over time with participants in the Point Peninsula and Owasco
ceramic traditions to the west. The latter groups apparently introduced the
Morgan residents to maize horticulture and collared pottery vessels, both of
which occur earlier in interior New York than in southern New England (e.g., see
Ritchie and Funk 1973; Niemczycki 1986, 1987).

The mix of collared and uncollared, Sebonac and Niantic potsherds in the
same levels and features of the site suggest that we should rethink our models
of cultural history and cultural change. Northeastern ceramic stages and cultural
phases have often been portrayed as a series of artifact replacements, wherein
each stage/phase is represented by a specific set of diagnostic artifact types of
styles that replace each other in time and space. The pottery information from
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Morgan, however, supports a model of gradual material culture replacement as
proposed by Hatch (1983) in his investigation of Late Woodland cultural ceramics
at the Fisher Farm site in Pennsylvania,
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HOPEVILLE POND: ARCHAEOLOGICAL EVIDENCE OF A MIDDLE WOODLAND
JACK'S REEF COMPONENT IN EASTERN CONNECTICUT

JOHN PFEIFFER
ARCHAEOLOGICAL SOCIETY OF SOUTHEASTERN CONNECTICUT

ABSTRACT

This is a report of the discovery and excavations of a single component local expression of a
Middle Woodland Jack's Reef site in Eastern Connecticut on the banks of the Pachaug River. The site
known as Hopeville Pond was discovered and excavated in the winter of 1992 when the state-maintained
dam was being rebuilt and the lake bed was exposed during the resultant dr awdown. Excavation was
carried on by volunteers from .~rchaeological Society of Southeastern Connecticut, students from
Wesleyan University's Graduate Liberal Studies Program, and my friend and colleague Dr. Robert Funk.
The field conditions during the excavation need be noted. Daytime high temperatures were in the upper
twenties. Wind whistled from the north creating a vicious windchill factor. Both water screening and
flotation procedures were continuously undertaken, however, hampered by freezing of both the matrix
and later. Icicles formed beneath the screen and float samples froze into a solid mass.

INTRODUCTION

In determining whether or not to initiate an archaeological study of a site
as Hopeville Pond, there are several considerations. First, what kind of informa-
tion could the excavation of such a site yield? Second, is there something unique
about the site and the data that are potentially available? Therefore, would the
addition of this data significantly contribute to developing a better under-
standing of the region's prehistory? Third, what are the various logistical factors
that may cause difficulty in completing the study?

The cultural deposits initially discovered at Hopeville Pond suggested that
there was a small locus of approximately 100 square meters that exhibited a type
of debitage uncharacteristic of Eastern Connecticut and the Pachaug drainage.
This was exhibited from surface survey as chipping material that was exclusively
exotic. The predominant lithic material had the appearance in hand sample of
"Bucks County Jasper". This yellow-orange and sometimes dark red chert is con-
sidered exotic to the Connecticut region but is well documented for several sec-
tions of Pennsylvania (Funk 1983:343). The appearance of such material in the
Southern New England region is most characteristic during the Middle Woodland
period (Ritchie 1969:226). The professional consensus has been that this material
indicates the beginning of the Kipp Island phase as defined in New York by
Ritchie (1965:234) and others. However, exactly what this implies with regards to
actual population movement or diffused elements of material culture is very
unclear and has remained unaddressed in our region's literature.

Therefore, the discovery of a single component site with the characteristic
"Jack's Reef" attributes may serve to define the regional expression and aid in
clarifying the cultural affinity of the specific assemblage. The excavation of this
component should also expand the definition of the cultural manifestation beyond
the technological aspects and help define the specific cultural adaptation. Finally,
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this more complete perspective of the component should permit the comparison
to other regional adaptations and help decipher whether or not this is actually
a separate cultural unit or whether it is part of an established group with a long
regional history.

The excavation of the Hopeville Pond site presented several logistical prob-
lems. These had to be dealt with prior to excavation. The discovery of the site
was made by Joe Park os and the author during surface inspection after the lake
had been drawn down. I suspected that there was a significant site present when
we identified culturally diagnostic material in one particular restricted locus.

I contacted the State Archaeologist for a permit to conduct an archaeological
research project on the lake bed. The permit was required since I had thought
the land was owned by the State of Connecticut. In fact, a further investigation
within the town of Griswold land records by our team's historian indicated that
the ground beneath the water belonged to the adjacent landowner. The state
maintained water rights but did not have authority over the lake bed. The
adjacent landowner owned land to the middle of the Pachaug River and thus as
the lake receded the boundary extended past the site into the old channel of the
river. The landowner granted permission for an archaeological study to take
place. Land records also indicated that the site may have never been plowed.
There is a succession of several dams that have been maintained to form
Hopeville Pond for at least the last 175 years. At the time when the first dam was
constructed it appears that the lowland adjacent the Pachaug River was wood-
land. It is interesting to note that tree stumps that have been beneath the
surface of the pond for most of the last two centuries show the use of both axe
and saw. This probably corroborates the relatively early American period for the
clearing of the forest over the site.

Inspection of the site through walking survey indicated that there had been
the natural removal of approximately 20 - 25 cm of overlying AOand most of the
A soil profile from the entire site. This was evidenced by the exposure of not
only the stumps of trees but also part of the root systems. This was undoubtedly
caused by constant sheet erosion and the carrying away of the organic fraction
in the soil while the site was inundated. With regards to the cultural deposit the
question was, how much still lay intact?

The final limitation to the research was that the repairs to the dam were to
be completed by early spring and that the water would soon be returning to the
original level. The site would therefore be submerged by nearly 1 m. Because of
the constant erosion the component's integrity was at considerable risk of being
destroyed. There was need to immediately begin an archaeological rescue study!

DISCOVERY
SURFACESURVEY

The site is located along the eastern bank of the Pachaug River in Griswold,
Connecticut approximately 1 km south and upstream from the dam and north of
Hopeville Pond State Park (Figure 1). The site lies upon a long knoll that was
formed as glacial outwash that has been subsequently bisected by the Pachaug
River. When the site was occupied the site was approximately 2 m above river
level. There was probably a thin organic deposit constituting an "AO and an A"
soil horizon on top of the knoll that had recently been eroded away from the
past two centuries of inundation. With the removal of most of the topsoil, much
of the cultural deposit was very close to or on the surface (Figure 2). Surface
survey was therefore a successful approach that permitted the detection of some
of the cultural material. The cultural deposits that had originally lain toward the
base of the A horizon contained shouldered pentagonal projectile points, a steep
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angled "thumbnail" scraper, several hearth features and possibly one sherd of
Middle Woodland ceramics. The stone tools from the surface were exclusively made
from exotic material. Predominantly the lithic material represented within the
assemblage was yellow-orange jasper; however, there was a small percentage of
dark gray to black chert.

N.Y.

r-rI
o 20km

Figure 1. Site location

BACKGROUND

The surface survey information indicated that there was a component related
to a cultural manifestation described by Ritchie (1965:234) as the Kipp Island
phase and best represented at Kipp Island No.3 along the Seneca River near
Savannah, New York. Another important site that has been identified with this
phase is the Felix site, also on the Seneca River in the western New York town
of Jack's Reef. Hence comes the name of the diagnostic projectile point type.
Radiometric dating of the Kipp Island phase with the associated Jack's Reef pro-
jectile points fall between AD 300 and AD 850 (Ritchie and Funk 1973:155). In
Connecticut there are several sites where diagnostic "Jack's Reef" projectile
points have been found in statistically significant numbers. These sites have been
predominantly surface collected and the specific nature of the assemblage is
problematic. The sites are all located along the margins of rivers and coastline.
In the lower Connecticut valley these sites exist on the first and second flood
plain terrace. In the lowest Connecticut valley such sites are located on surfaces
that overlook the inundated floodplain.

A surface collection made during the forties and early fifties by Joe Kabara
of East Haddam has an inordinate number of such Jack's Reef points that came



104 BULLETIN OF THE ARCH. SOc. OF CT., Volume 56, 1993

Figure 2. Deep pit profile: Pointer indicates top of cultural deposit.

from a specific location along the banks of the Connecticut River. Amateurs such
as Henry Golet, Rick Todzia, and Andy Kowalski (recent personal communications)
have also indicated the existence of these kinds of sites in East Haddam, Lyme,
Guilford, Portland, and Glastonbury (Figure 3). In discussing the Middle Woodland
period [AD 1- 1000] for the lower Connecticut valley, McBride (1984:133) indicated
that this time as witnessed in his theorized Roaring Brook phase, had "no
diagnostic projectile points". He suggested that there was a continuation of the
quartz cobble industry and the narrow stemmed projectile points. He did note,
however, that there was a small but increasing percentage of exotic materials.
Yet, he does not correlate this with the small percentages of "Jack's Reef"
projectile points found in various amateur collections.

In her assessment of the Middle Woodland period, Lavin (1984, 1985) also
indicated an upsurge in the use of exotic lithic materials, including jasper. While
she does not see this as local participation in the "Hopewe llia n Interaction
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Figure 3. Kabara, Golet, and Todzia collections. Note Kabara collection was from
one locus.

Sphere" there was "an indication that interregional contacts increased during
this period". Coinciding with this were projectile point types described in New
York and New Jersey as Jack's Reef. The collections with which she worked at
Yale's Peabody Museum show a high correlation between the use of yellow jasper
and Jack's Reef projectile points (Lavin 1984:21).

Juli and McBride (1984:91-92) note that during the Middle Woodland period
there was an increase in the use of non-local materials from Early Woodland
times. They saw a 5 - 10% portion of the assemblage to be exotic during the
earlier part of the period witnessed within a Roaring Brook phase. This increased
to as much as 54% during the later Selden Creek phase that extended from AD
700 into the Late Woodland period.

Funk and Pfeiffer (1988:92) reported a component within the Cant site on
Fishers Island, off the southeastern Connecticut coastline in New York. Stratum
3 of the site was characterized by the inclusion of exotic jasper debitage and
ceramics with plain interior and exterior surfaces, medium to coarse grit tem-
pering, and rounded-lip cord-impressed rim treatment. The cultural layer also
contained two fragments of graphite. One of these showed clear signs of repeated
abrasion. Flotation samples from the stratum consisted of calcined bone and nut-
shells of acorn, hickory or walnut. The radiometric dating of the component was
AD 325 ± 190 [GX 13432] and AD 510 ± 185 [GX 13434].

Recently the Office of the State Archaeologist salvaged a burial in Milford,
Connecticut. While the intent of the effort was purely rescue and the skeletal
remains were not removed, there were some interesting associated grave goods
that may suggest a local expression of Middle Woodland Jack's Reef affinity and
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some influence from other areas. These artifacts included unusually large ovate
cache blades of exotic yellow jasper and copper items that have subsequently
degraded into salts but preserved the adjacent osseous material. Whether these
items were beads, discs or some other ornament is unclear but the association is
quite suggestive. It was originally thought that the burial may have been post-
contact since there was the associated copper. However, the inclusion of lithics,
specifically the jasper cache blades, probably indicate a considerably older
affinity.

Lavin (1984) has suggested -- after Caldwell (1964), Ritchie, (1965) and
others -- that there may have been a Hopewellian Interaction Sphere that ranged
out from the Ohio valley and possibly affected cultures in the Northeast. The
indication is that there was an elaborate network that radiated out from the
Hopewellian territorial core having influence upon adjacent cultural developments.
Ritchie noted elaboration within the Kipp Island phase and strongly suggested
that "intrusive mound culture influences were operative" (Ritchie and Funk
1973:161). Griffin (1983:265) has also indicated that "Hopewell culture reflects the
wide geographical knowledge of much of the eastern United States and the
aboriginal inhabitants that it possessed". He indicates the wide distribution of
specific exotic materials and notes that either foray or group exchange were
employed. There were copper items from the Lake Superior and the southeast;
marine shells, alligator, shark and barracuda teeth from Florida and the immediate
southern coastline; obsidian and chalcedony from the Dakotas, silver from Ontario,
Canada; and other minerals from regions surrounding the Ohio Valley. Therefore,
the pattern noted by the local amateur and professional archaeologists -- that
there was an apparent rise in the use of exotic materials as the Middle Woodland
period continued, does correspond with what was going on outside of the
Northeast. The information from Hopeville Pond should add to our knowledge
concerning the various cultural adaptations of the period between 1-1000 ADand
potentially help us better understand the relationships with cultural
manifestations in neighboring regions of the United States.

METHODS

Due to the time constraints and the ad verse weather conditions, it was
necessary to attempt to identify the center of the Hopeville Pond site and con-
centrate our efforts on a region that would potentially generate the most infor-
mation with the least amount wasted energy. The initial approach to identifying
the site had been through surface inspection based upon relatively random mean-
dering across the knoll. While this approach permitted the finding of the site, it
was less specific as to demonstrating the portion of the site that revealed the
most intensive prehistoric use.

To attain information pertaining to the site's most productive region, we
again surface collected the site marking on a site grid plan the location of chips,
projectile points, other artifacts, and apparent features (Figures 4, 5, 6). This
was done by trained individuals walking straight grid lines 1 m apart noting the
various artifactual materials. This approach effectively permitted us to view the
site with higher resolution. Within the 100 m2 (Figure 7) area designated as the
site we then concentrated our excavation on several squares where there were
greater amounts of recovered prehistoric material.

The excavation of these particular squares was performed by trowelling,
bucketing the spoil to the screening area, and then water screening through
62mm (1/4 inch) mesh. While not all the removed soil from the squares was
floated, representative samples were. This excavation procedure permitted the
determination of a particular occupation zone. The characteristics of the cultural
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unit were, therefore, defined on the basis of the various levels of resolution
employed during excavation.

Grid North

SlEO SIEl SlE2 SlE3 SlE4

S2EO S2El S2E2 S2E3 S2E4

S3EO S3El S3E2 S3E3 S3E4

S4EO S4EJ S4E2 S4E3 S4E4

SSEO SSE1 SSE2 SSE3 SSE4

Figure 4. Hopeville Pond grid plan.

RESULTS

The excavation of Hopeville Pond revealed an occupation zone that was spe-
cifically characterized by exotic lithics, reiterating that which was found in the
surface survey. The single component and homogeneous lithic assemblage was
su bstantiated; however, there were significant additional data. Information coming
from the careful excavation and flotation revealed both artifacts, floral and faunal
remains as well as several pit features (Figure 8). From the total 32 one-meter
square units excavated, it was clear that there was a thin layer that had burned
twigs of oak, probably Quercus alba, and spherical galls that had been attached
to the twigs. Smaller rounded and burned Mycorrhizal sclerotia were recovered,
which indicate that root regions of trees were also burned. Elm (Ulmus) was also
identified as another of the constituents of the burned wood samples recovered
from the cultural unit. Acorn (Quercus) and hickory (Carya) fragments were
recovered within feature 2 and S. A possible elderberry (Sambucus) and grape
(Vitis) were found in pit fill of feature 2 of sq. S3E2, as well as several small
jasper retouch flakes. A fragmentary burned hazelnut (Corylus) was found within
the occupation layer of sq. SlE4, along with 10 burned bone fragments, 119
jasper chips, and a broken mid-section of a jasper projectile. Throughout the
site the cultural unit's signature was the same. The entire occupation level had
burned spherical oak galls, burned twigs, sporadic burned bone bits, and nut
fragments from various species of nut bearing trees and bushes. From this, the
season that is indicated by the array of floral materials is likely autumn
(September through November). The pattern of floral materials suggests a diverse
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Grid North cicC c
SlEO SIEl SlE2 SlE3c SlE4c

c c c

c c c c
S2EO S2El c cS2E2 S2E3 S2E4

c cc c c c c c
c

c c c c c
S3EO S3El cS3E2 cS3E3 S3E4

xs

S4EO S4E1 S4E2 S4E3 S4E4
c

c c
S5EO S5E1 S5E2 S5E3 S5E4

xp

Figure 5. Hopeville Pond surface plotting of artifacts: c = chip
xs = steep angled scraper xp = projectile point.

forest setting. In such a zone the mast producing species probably established
a solid dietary foundation for animal species as white tailed deer (Odocoiieus
virginianus) and wild turkey (Meieagris gallopavo). Some of the bone fragments
from sq. SlE4 appear to be mammalian while others are thin and flat, and may
relate to either reptilian or fish species.

A prehistoric Native American adaptation based on the hunting of such
species could have undoubtedly been quite successful. Gathering of nuts was also
indicated at the site. Therefore, the evidence from the analysis of the occupation
zone suggest a hunting/gathering strategy being employed by the prehistoric
occupants.

The lithic assemblage from the site is very consistent with regards to
material. Jasper, and to a lesser degree, black chert were specifically important.
Of the 9 identifiable stone artifacts 78% were jasper and 22% were black chert
(Plate 5). With regards to debitage, of the 428 chips found at the site, 387 or 91%
were jasper and 41 were black chert or 9%. Since both materials are represented
in the same tool type, Jack's Reef projectile points, it is reasonable to suggest
that this co-occurrence was part of the local cultural expression.

The type of projectile point discovered at the site were classic pentagonal
bladed and heavily corner notched Jack's Reef points with one possible exception
(Figure 9). A stem of a jasper point fragment that was possibly more typical of
the Terminal Archaic period Orient fishtail (Ritchie 1961) was discovered within
the occupation zone in sq. S2E3. While this form is not suspected to be diagnostic
of the local expression for Jack's Reef, the lithic material certainly belongs. I
suspect that the basal fragment was collected from another source on the basis
of it being a preferred lithic material rather than a"type" that was manufactured
on site.
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Grid North

SlEO
3 SlE1 SlE2 SlE3 SlE4

1

4
S2EO S2E1 S2E2 S2E3 S2E4

5

S3E2
S3EO S3E1 2 S3E3 S3E4

S4EO S4E1 S4E2 S4E3 S4E4

S5EO S5E1 S5E2 S5E3 S5E4

Figure 6. Hopeville Pond feature plan.
Feature by number bold and underlined
Feature 1 stone hearth
Feature 2 pit w/charcoal,
Feature 3 pit w/charcoal,
Feature 4 pit w/charcoal,
Feature 5 pit w/charcoal,

twigs,
twigs,
twigs,
twigs,

galls, & nut fragments
galls & fire cracked stone
galls & fire cracked stone
galls & nut fragments

The analysis of the lithic assemblage indicated that there were various
stages of lithic manufacture occurring on site. Both jasper and chert flake size
varied from small retouch waste, to moderate-sized biface reduction flakes, to
large primary core reduction flakes. The counts of such flake sizes indicated that
moderate sized reduction flakes (between 1 - 3 ern; the majority of these were
between 1 and 2cm) were the most numerous. Two hundred and two of these
flakes were recovered in the excavation. The reduction of already prepared
blanks or cache blades was suggested from this chipping wastage. The jasper
cache blades recovered in the Milford burial (Nicholas Bellantoni, personal
communications 1992) may indicate how this exotic material was transported into
our region. The second most prevalent chipping debris recovered at the Hopeville
Pond site were flakes under 1 cm in size. These numbered 198. Most of these
were, in fact, closer to 0.5 cm in size and were recovered during careful
trowelling and subsequent flotation.

These flakes were likely produced from final sharpening of nearly finished
projectiles and probably from the resharpening of points. Of specific note, in this
respect, was that one of the projectile points found at Hopeville Pond was broken
at its base, probably as it was being resharpened. A flake emanating from the
tip crossed the blade's surface and terminated at the precise location where the
point was fractured. Since all of the pieces of the projectile point were recovered
in close proximity, the breakage obviously occurred on site. The characteristic
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Figure 7. The Hapeville Pond site.

Figure 8. Features 1 (hearth) & 3 (pit).



HOPEVILLE POND JACK'S REEF 111

.-

•
5 10 15

Figure 9. Projectile points, steep angled scraper, and "jasper" debitage from
Hapeville Pond.
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of resharpened Jack's Reef projectile points has been suggested from the inspec-
tion of over a hundred specimens in private collections. Many of the projectile
points have taken on a very obtuse angle at the tip and have had their blades
reduced in breadth while the base has remained unaltered from the postulated
original form. This is strong evidence for repeated sharpening and reuse.

The chipping debris that was least numerous at the Hopeville Pond site were
sizes of over 3 cm. Someof this wastage may have been produced from reduction
of the above noted preforms. The surfaces of these large chips had multiple
scars from other chips being removed from the blank. However, there was also
an indication that there was a limited supply of cobble or quarried cores that
had been reduced on site. Here large chips were evidenced with surface cobble/
core rind (decortification chips) and a lack of evidence of other flakes being
removed. While it is possible that the cache blades might have had very coarse
surfaces in some parts of their form it is also possible that there were a few
quarry blocks or cobbles brought to the site. Whatever the situation was, the
most important issue to consider was that this was not the norm at the site but
rather the exception. There were only 28 of these flakes recovered in the
excavation.

The other activities that were indicated on site relate to scraping and
shaving. A black chert, steep-angled "thumb nail scraper" was found in sg. S3E2
and at least one large flake showed wear consistent with a shaving usage. In the
Golet collection, made from a site on the Salmon River in East Haddam, beyond the
dozen or so Jack's Reef projectile points there were many utilized flakes and
steep-angled scrapers made from similar jaspers from which the points were also
made.

INTERPRETATIONS

The Hopeville Pond site was utilized by a group of prehistoric Native
Americans probably between 350 - 500 AD.This dating is based upon comparable
information from the Cant site on Fishers Island as well as data from sites
farther away in New York State. (We await the radiometric dating from this site.)
In New York, this cultural manifestation has been termed the Kipp Island phase
and the diagnostic projectile point forms have been referred to as Jack's Reef.
In Connecticut during the same Middle Woodland period, McBride defines a dif-
ferent cultural phenomenon and terms it the Roaring Brook phase. At Hopeville
Pond the archaeological record suggests a correlate to the New York cultural
phase. However since the Connecticut site is so distant and not altogether
identical, I suggest terming this the Hopeville Pond phase.

During the Middle Woodland period the evidence suggests that the group
of Native Americans at Hopeville Pond employed a hunting/gathering strategy and
had adapted to the diverse forest and riverine setting. Their stay at Hopeville
Pond was brief and apparently there is little evidence that they ever returned.
While their residence at the site was brief, there were several activities and the
preparation of various pits and hearth features that imply more than a casual
overnight occupation. The activities hypothesized at the Hopeville Pond site were
consistent with what other local and contemporaneous hunter/gatherer groups
were doing. However, the complete reliance upon exotic materials for making tools,
the striking stylistic differences in tool type, and an apparent predisposition
towards settlements being located along major rivers and the waterfront while
apparently abstaining from upland zones suggests some very significant cultural
differences. Beyond this, there seem to be some interesting burial customs as
suggested by the Milford burial described above, that indicate a divergent and
more embellished ideological activity than what has been seen for other local
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Woodland phases. Together these cultural characteristics may indicate that there
was a movement of peoples rather than mere diffusion of material culture. While
this is a tantalizing proposal the burden of further research will be' to more
completely define a separate culture system to which these cultural features
belong. It is evident from this initial investigation that there are sites in eastern
Connecticut that can potentially shed more light on this issue.
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