THE
MAINE ARCHAEOLOGICAL

BULLETIN

1 N
f 1, Al { W
mmr mﬁn%}z%‘vﬁnm

i mm}&u' «
T
i fl;rlni}]lr}-wvm."

Wy

b

S

Dc‘v{ i’czi’feggorr &s9c A3 o

o Sloo

VOLUME 31:2
FALL 1991



Officers for 1990

President: Michael Brigham; Milo Printing Company, Milo, Maine 04463 943-7384
Ist V.P.: Darrell Crawford, RFD 2 Box 323, Brewer, Me. 04412 989-2547

2nd V.P.: David Cook, Route 2 Box 1300, Winthrop, Me. 04364, 377-2186
Secretary: Richard Doyle, Jr.; 355 Portland Road Apt 4, Gray, Me. 04039, 657-4574
Treasurer: Vanessa Wing, P. O. Box 29, Eustis, Me. 04936-0029, 246-2880

Editor: Eric Lahti; RFD 4, Box 1070, Skowhecgan, Maine 04976, 474-5961

Ass’t Editor: Arthur Spiess; Maine Historic Preservation Commission, State House Station 65,
Augusta, Maine, 04333, 289-2132

Newletter Editor: James Petersen; Dept. of Social Sciences and Business, University of Maine
at Farmington, Farmington, Me. 04938. 778-3501 ext. 259.

Immediate Past President: Bernice Doyle; 60 Tuttle Road, Cumberland, Maine 04021, 829-5833

Trustees and term expiration dates:

1991
Ken Wing, Maine Forest Service, Grecnville, Me. 04441
Mark Hedden, Box 33, Vienna, Me. 04360 293-2075

1992

Steven Cox, RFD | Box 2240, Litchfield, Me. 04350 268-4061

Leon Cranmer, Maine Historic Preservation Commission, State House Station 65, Augusta,
Maine, 04333, 289-2132

1993
Lloyd Varney, P. O. Box 48, Plymouth, Me. 04969.
Diane Kopec, Abbe Museum, Box 286, Bar Harbor, Me. 288-3519

Permanent address

The Maine Archaeological Society, Inc.
P. O. Box 982

Augusta, Me. 04333-0982



MAINE ARCHAEOLOGICAL SOCIETY BULLETIN
CONTENTS
VOLUME 31 NUMBER 2

FALL 1991

Blockhouses and Cellars: The 1989 and 1990 Archaeological Work at
Fort Halifax .
Leon Crammer .

The Dennison Site: A Deeply Stratified Site on the Kennebec River
James B. Petersen ...,

Five Thousand Years of Contact Between Maine and Nova Scotia
David Samger .

Cover Illustration: Line drawing of Fort Halifax Blockhouse by
Donald C. Patterson of South Portland, 1990. Reproduced with the
artist’s permission.



BLOCKHOUSES AND CELLARS:
THE 1989 AND 1990 ARCHAEOLOGICAL WORK
AT FORT HALIFAX

INTRODUCTION

This isan interim report on the 1989 and
1990 archacologicalexcavationsat Fort Hal-
ifax in Winslow, Maine. Reports on the ar-
chaeological work of previous seasons have
been distributed to interested parties and are
on file at the Maine Historic Preservation
Commission, Augusta, Maine. A comprehen-
sive report dealing with the history, and
historicand prehistoricarchaeological work
at the Fort is planned once research, excava-
tions, and analysis are complete.

Archaeological excavationsat Fort Hali-
fax began in 1987 after the only surviving
structure of the Fort, the southwest Block-
house, was swept away during spring floods
that year. About 30% of the timbers from
the structure were recovered, but before the
Blockhouse could be rebuilt it was necessary
to confirm its original location and insure
that foundation work would not destroy
significant archaeological deposits. A two
week archaeological survey in August 1987,
funded through the Maine Historic Preserva-
tion Commission’s Historic Restoration
Grant Program, determined that the Block-
house was at its original location before
being swept down-river. Not surprisingly,
in the process of determining this location,
a deeply stratified prehistoric component to
the site was uncovered. A five week archae-
ological survey funded by the Maine Histor-
ic Preservation Commission was conducted
in June 1988, to investigate this prehistoric
component and recover data from an area
that would probably be disturbed by work
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on the foundation for the restored Block-
house. In August, 1988, the Upper Kennebec
Archaeological Survey (funded through a
grant from the Maine Historic Preservation
Commission and Fort Western Museum, Au-
gusta, Maine), investigated the southeast
corner of the Fort, locating what appeared
to be the cellar to a watchbox. Figure 1 is
a map showing thelocation of these excava-
tionson which issuperimposed thesuggested
Fort location.

This report concerns two subsequent ex-
cavations at Fort Halifax. The first was an
eight day field season undertaken in Septem-
ber 1989, funded by a $4,000 grant from the
Maine Historic Preservation Commission.
Thesecond excavation was a four week field
season conducted in September 1990, funded
through a $20,000 appropriation from the
Maine State Legislature to the Maine Histor-
ic Preservation Commission.

1989 FIELD SEASON

The 1989 ficld work at Fort Halifax was
conducted from September 18th to 29th,
under the co-direction of Leon Cranmer and
Dr. Arthur Spiess, both with the Maine His-
toric Preservation Commission. The crew
consisted of Cranmer and three skilled exca-
vators (at any one time). Those excavators
involved were Erica Rowland, Tom Fenn,
Kaare Mathiasson, and Charles Lagerbom.
We were also fortunate to have Judy Ritchie
volunteer her services for two half-days. In
addition, Fenn assisted in artifact analysis
and report preparation.



Fort Halifax

Goals and Methodology-1989

The focus of the 1989 field work was the
main structure of the Fort. The goal was to
locate the building’s cellar, determine the
condition of the cellar’s foundation walls,
and establish the dimensions of the building.
This structure, which was known as the
"Fort House," supposedly contained the of fi-
cers’ quarters,armory and the storeroom for
the Fort.

The most accurate and detailed informa-
tion about the Fort comes from the Rev.
Timothy Paine, who, during the early 1850s,
collected and recorded oral traditions about
the Fort and conducted archaeological inves-
tigationsat thesite (Paine 1852). Paine states
that the main building of the Fort was 40’
X 80’; however, in 1755 the Massachusetts
government was billed by Captain George
Berry for boarding a two story, 100" X 40’
building (Fisher 1972:14).

Beside not knowing the size of the build-
ing, the exact location of the Fort House was
ambiguous. Contemporary accounts suggest
that the Fort compound should have been
120’ square. As a result of his excavations,
Paine stated that the Fort was about 117’
square. Since the palisade enclosing the
compound formed two of the walls of the
Fort House, the size of the compound would
determine where the Fort House cellar
would be located on the site.

Finally, the biggest unknown was what
we would find in the ground once the Fort
House was located. When Paine conducted
his investigations at the site he stated that
"The cellar walls of the Fort House are near-
ly as perfect as they were ninety ... years
ago." Since there was considerable interest
in Winslow and among the "Friends of Fort
Halifax" in 1989 in reconstructing the Fort,
it was hoped that the excavations might find
anintact foundation upon which a new Fort
House could be built.

In planning the excavation strategy
the above mentioned variables had to be
considered. The presumed location of the
Fort House was determined by using a com-
bination of the documentary evidence and
the archaeological evidence from the exca-
vations over the previous two years. A plan

of the Fort was superimposed on a grid of
the site which included our previously exca-
vated pits, and the Fort plan was aligned
with the known excavated features shown
on the grid (see Fig. 1). It was decided to try
and locate the southeast corner of the Fort
House structure. The location of this corner
would provide us with enough information
to determine the size of both the Fort House
and the Fort compound itself. This location
would also avoid the foundation of a 20th
century warechouse known tohave been built
in this vicinity. A large rectangular area
(20’ x 25’) based on the existing grid system
(N25-45 E75-100), was laid out using a tran-
sit, and elevations were recorded every five
feet around the perimeter and at all inter-
secting grid lines. As in previous years the
standard test unit size was 5’ x 5’ squares
and these units were further divided into
quarters for the purpose of tighter proven-
ience control.

Two test units were begun at N35 E80
and N40 E90 in hopes of coming down on
the south and east walls of the Fort House,
respectively. (Pit designations are taken
from the southwest corner of each square.)
Preliminary testing was begun with shovel
and trowel, but it soon became apparent that
there was a great deal of overburden that
needed to be removed. With ihe assistance
of the Town of Winslow’s backhoe, two
trenches were opened. Both trenches were
five feet wide, one running along the E80
grid line from N35 to N50, while the other
ran along the N40 grid line from E90 to
E100(Figs.2& 3). Thisarrangementafford-
ed the best possible chance of locating the
corner of the structure without having to
ask for the backhoe to return and open up
additional test units.

Excavation was completed using trowels.
Allsoil wasscreened through 1/4 inch mesh,
or ina few instances through 1/8 inch mesh
when it was thought necessary. Both color
slidesand blackand white photographs were
taken. Plans and profiles were drawn using
fixed,surveyed datum points toassure verti-
cal control. (Measurements in thisreportare
stated as "below surface" rather than "below
datum" to avoid confusion.) Upon comple-
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Aug 4, 1865, stated that the foun-
dation of Fort Halifax had been
demolished and the materials tak-
en to complete the cellar walls of
Mr. De Rocher’s new house on
Summer Street. Based on Paine’s
observations, we hoped to find the

N30

intact cellar walls of the Fort, but
this new information made that
seem unlikely. In fact, we found
only a portion of the lower coarse
of the wall in the E80 trench, and
none in the N40 trench. (Refer to
Figure 4 for the location of this
wall in profile.) We did find com-
plex stratigraphy which posed a
challenge for interpretation (Fig-
ures 4 and 5). The profile of the
west wall of N30 E80 in Figure 4
will be used to illustrate this stra-
tigraphy in conjunction with the
generalized description that fol-
lows.

Stratum 1 is not shown in Fig-
ure 4 but is evident in other pro-
files. 1t is the lowest historic stra-
tum, which begins just off the
right edge of Figure 4 where the
remains of the wall end. Stratum
1 was a dark, artifact bearing soil,
which had been slowly deposited
between 1792, when the Fort
House was taken down, and 1865
when the foundation wall was
removed. Artifactsinthisstratum
range from the fort period to the

PROFILE
WEST WALL N30 E80
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mid-19thcentury.Prehistoricarti-
facts were present in many histor-
icstrata because prehistoricstrata
were disturbed by Fort construction.
Strata 2 & 3 were the result of the wall
demolition episode in 1865, Stratum 2 is
actually composed of stratum ! material
which was redeposited when the wall was
removed. Stratum 3 is a dark soil like stra-
tum 2, but consisted mostly of slate and
shale rubble which is the remains of the
wall, some of which crumbled as it was re-
moved. The dotted area "A"shown in Figure
4 was also the result of the wall removal.
Rocks apparently had been used as backfill

Figure 4. Profile of the west wall of N30ES0.

on the outside of the wall. When these rocks
were removed, a depression remained. Part
of this depression or hole was filled in when
subsoils above slumped down into the de-
pression. Theseslumped subsoilsare marked
on Figure 4 with an "S," and the cultural
(prehistoric) slumped subsoil strata are
hatched in various ways to show how they
probably relate to each other and to the un-
disturbed subsoil and cultural strata
{marked "C") to the left.



Fort Halifax

A railroad spur
had been built over
a portion of the
Fort House cellar
probably in the late
19th or early 20th
century. (Future
documentary re-
search will deter-
mine the exact date
of this railroad
construction.) Stra-
ta 4 & 5 were de-
posited between the
demolition of the
cellar wall and the
construction of the
railroad spur. Stra-
tum 4 contained
rubble of brick,
slate, and mortar,
whilestratum 5 was
more¢ organic and
contained little
rubble but many
artifacts, although
both strata date to
the last half of the
19th century. Many
of the best fort
period artifacts,
namely ceramics,
buttons, and hand--
forgednails,as well
as artifacts dating
through the mid--
19th century, came
from stratum 5. It
would appear that
this fill was pushed
into the cellar hole
from the sur-
rounding ground
surface. Whether
these strata are
associated with the railroad construction or
precede this event has yet to be determined.

We know that there was a railroad spur
which went west toward the Kennebec River
to service light industry built on this point
of land during the late-19th and early 20th

Figure 5. Profile of the west wall of N30E80 showing the remains of
fieldstone cellar wall on the floor of the pit.

centuries. This spur can be seen in a 1939
photograph (Figure 6). The spur ran be-
tween the two buildings on the right and is
visible as it headed toward the Kennebec
just to the right of the fence surrounding the
Blockhouse. The rails were removed in 1975



Figure 6. A 1939 railroad photo showing the blockhouse (left), railroad spur (center), and structures
on cither side of the spur (right).

forthe Arnold Expeditionre-enactment, but
apparently the ties were left in place and
covered over, In N45 E80 railroad ties were
encountered, so we know that the spur
crossed the cellar hole. Three ties were re-
moved during backhoe excavation and a
fourth was left in situ in the west wall of
the trench.

In order to construct this spur, the re-
mains of the cellar hole had to be filled in
with something that would provide a solid
base for the railroad ties. This fill is repre-
sented in Figure 4 by strata 6 & 7. Stratum
6 is solid marine clay and was the solid base
needed for the railroad. It was determined
duringsubsequentexcavationsthatthisclay
does not fill the entire cellar, but only the
area where the spur traversed the cellar.
The stratum labeled 7 consisted of sterile
sandsand gravel used to complete the filling
of the cellar hole.

Stratum 8 represents the late 19th- and
early 20th-century industrial activity at the

The Maine Archaeological Society Bulletin

site. This stratum contains coal cinder/slag
and gravels, materials used for parking lots,
driveways, or for any hard packed surface
as would be found around industrial sites.
Stratum 9, the present ground surface, con-
sists of lighter gravel than found in stratum
8. In some locations on the site, stratum 9 is
divided into twodistinct strata, occasionally
with a thin lens of sand separating the two.
This sand level represents the deposit from
the 1987 flood. The lower gravel stratum is
the fill used in 1975 to cover the railroad
ties and create the present parking lot. The
uppermost stratum of gravel represents the
disturbance created after the '87 flood, when
the area was used to deposit and dispose of
debris from the flood, and other subsequent
work on the parking lot.

The intrusion shown by "B", in Figure 4,
is a result of the industrial development of
the site. The feature is probably part of a
foundation associated with the building on
the south side of the railroad spur (asshown



Fort Halifax

inFigure 6). Subsequentexcavations uncov-
ered several large post holes which probably
contained pilings to support this building or
its loading dock. Intrusion "B" may be a
similar post hole or may be part of a founda-
tion trench.

Exterior to the Fort House cellar hole,
feature 45, we encountered two other histor-
ic features in N40 E95. Feature 47, in the
southeast corner of the square, wasa funnel
shaped pit which was not completely exca-
vated. (We completed the excavation of this
feature the following year.) This feature
contained a thin lens of ash and was full of
mid- to late-18th-century artifacts that
would have been contemporaneous with the
Fort. The artifactscomprised many types of
ceramics, miscellaneous iron, clay tobacco
pipes, bricks, mortar, miscellaneous glass,
and bone, both calcined and unburned. Its
size, contents, and location, about three to
four feet from the east end of the cellar,
offered no clues as to the original purpose
of the feature. Feature 48 in the northeast
corner appeared to be a later intrusion con-
taining a few eighteenth and early nine-
teenth centuryartifactsand cutting through
the railroad fill. This feature also appears
to be associated with the industrial develop-
ment of the site, perhaps an early phase of
this development.

As previously mentioned, prehistoric
strata were encountered. It is significant
that the prehistoric occupation extends this
far back from the riverbanks. This extent
may suggest that the site contained large
prehistoric settlements rather than small
encampments along the riverbank, or it may
represent movement of the riverbanks due
toflood deposition. Wherever possible, these
prehistoric strata were left undisturbed
since our interest was with the Fort and our
time was limited. When it was impossible to
avoid disturbing prehistoric features, these
features were mapped, photographed, and
soilsamples were taken. Prehistoric features
were designated as features 46,49, 50,51, 52,
and 53. These all appeared to represent
hearths containing fire cracked rock and
charcoal. Radiocarbon dating will be done
on some of these charcoal samples. Items of

prehistoric material culture recovered con-
sisted of debitage and pottery. A detailed
analysis and interpretation of the prehistoric
features will be presented elsewhere.

Conclusions

The eight days of field work at Fort Hal-
ifax in 1989 were both rewarding and frus-
trating. The main goal of the excavation
was achieved in that we were able to locate
the cellar of the Fort House, exactly where
we thought it would be. Having found the
corner of the structure not only confirmed
that the Fort House was 40° X 80’ as Paine
suggested, but it also helped us arrive at a
more accurate dimension for the Fort itself
as follows.

Some researchers erroneously have sug-
gested that the Fort was 120’ square, proba-
bly basing their hypothesis on the 120°
square inner palisade of General John Wins-
low’s 1754 plan (Fig. 7). Winslow’s plan was
only partially constructed, and Captain Wil-
liam Lithgow re-designed and completed
construction of the Fort in 1755. Paine’s
research suggested that Lithgow’s Fort was
117’ square. Based on the archaecological
evidence, Paine was close; but to be more
precise, the Fort compound appears to have
been 115.5° square. (This hypothesis would
be strengthened by evidence uncovered dur-
ing the 1990 field work.) Not only does this
measurement correspond more accurately
with the archaeological record, but it is also
seven rods. The rod, 16.5’, was a common
unit of English measure during the colonial
period. Archaeological excavations have
indicated that the rod was a unit of meas-
urement in the construction of the palisade
around Fort Western, with the main support
posts 16.5" apart. Since Forts Halifax and
Western were so closely associated, the use
of the rod as a unit of measurement in the
construction of the Palisade at Fort Halifax
seems reasonable.

Despite the success in locating the corner
of the cellar, little actual information con-
cerning the Fort House itself wasrecovered.
A big disappointment, of course, was the
fact that the foundation walls had been re-
moved. Not only did this distinction elimi-
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Fort Halifax

nate the possibility of placing a reconstruct-
ed Fort House on itsoriginal foundation, but
the demolition of the wall destroyed much
of the evidence of the original construction
of the Fort. The wall removal also resulted
in stratigraphy that was difficult to inter-
pret.

The lack of evidence for the Fort House
occupation was equally frustrating. It was
hoped that there would be a level of Fort
occupation debris on the cellar floor. No
actual hard-packed floor surface was en-
countered, and the lowest historic stratum,
stratum 1, contained a mixture of late-18th
throughearly-19th-centuryartifacts. Either
this floor surface was greatly disturbed af-
ter the Fort House was removed, or the cel-
lar was little used during the fort period.

A final frustration of this field season
was the lack of time to pursue features as
theyappeared in the ground, and hypotheses
as they appeared in the mind. For example,
was the modern intrusion shown in Figure
4 a trench or one of a series of post holes?
Neither Features 47 or 48 were completely
excavated because it was necessary to spend
the time working in the cellar hole, Feature
45. Feature 47 appeared to be particularly
promising. Fortunately we were able to re-
turn the following year with four whole
weekstofurther examine thishithertounex-
amined area of the Fort.

1990 FIELD SEASON

The 1990 field season was conducted
from September 11 through October 10, and
was again under the co-direction of Leon
Cranmer and Dr. Arthur Spiess. The crew
consisted of Cranmer and up to five skilled
excavators: Maxine Collins, John Cooper,
Tom Fenn, Kaare Mathiasson, Jeremy Pin-
coske and Elizabeth Trautman (three days),
and excavator Lynn Pierce (three days). We
also appreciated three days of volunteer
work by Vickie Norris.

Goals and Methodology-1990

During the four weeks of field work
budgeted for the project we hoped toaccom-
plish several goals. The first and major task
of the season was to excavate a large portion

10

of the cellar hole in order to obtain more
information on how the Fort House was
constructed. It was believed that there
might have been two cellars below the Fort
House, one on either end. This was the met-
hod of construction used at Fort Western.
Paine, in his article, discussed two separate
sections he called vaults, but his meaning is
ambiguous. Itisunclear whether heisrefer-
ring to two chimney vaults or is calling the
two cellars "vaults." In addition, work in the
cellar would locate the remains of the chim-
ney bases and determine if there was an
intact floor surface in the cellar. This work
would also tell us to what extent the Fort
House cellar(s) were disturbed by the foun-
dation of a warehouse located on the north
side of the railroad spur (Fig. 6).

It was hoped that there would be at least
a week of field work remaining after the
excavation of the cellar was completed.
During this week, testing along the front of
the Fort House might help to locate evidence
for window and door locations as well as
other structural features. Other excavation
units would examine the area of the North-
east Blockhouse and a portion of the enlisted
mens’ quarters to determine what evidence
remained of these structures.

It was decided to run a 5’ wide trench
longitudinally down the center of the Fort
House location. Only about 2/3 of the Fort
House lies below the parking lot and the
remainder is below the grass of the city
park. Since we wished to confine our opera-
tions to the parking lot area, only a portion
of the structure’s cellar would be exposed by
this trench, but this was sufficient we felt
to answer our questions. Again, the City of
Winslow was kind enough to supply us with
the services of its backhoe to open and close
this trench. Without this assistance the work
could have not been accomplished. The
trench as excavated ran along the N55 grid
line from E40 to E105, or 65’ long.

Work was completed on this long trench
in two weeks, leaving two additional weeks
to explore other areas of the Fort. The first
project during the second two weeks of field
work was a series of 2.5” X 5’ test units exca-
vated along the N35 grid line. These test
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Fort Halifax

units were designed to pass
along the front of the Fort
House, to complete the ex-
cavation of Feature 47 we
had discovered the year be-
fore, and to bisect one of the
Enlisted Mens’ Quarters. It
was anticipated that the pits
along the front of the Fort
House would provide infor-
mation on door and window
locations for this structure
by the recovery of glass and
architectural hardware. Fi-
nally, one 2.5’ X 5’ excava-
tion unit and two full ’X §’
units were dug along the
N70 grid line in order to
locate the remains of the
Northeast Blockhouse. All
pits were dug and backfilled
by hand. See Figure 8 for
excavated areas of the site
together with suggested Fort
and warehouse locations.

Results

Excavation of the Fort
House cellar hole was com-
pletely successful and pro-
vided much useful infor-
mation concerning this
structure and the changes to
the area around it. Figures
9 & 10 illustrate the results
of the excavation of the 65’
long trench through the cel-
lar. Figure 10 is the profile
of the south wall of this
trench. The profile and the
following discussion of it
has been simplified, since
much of the stratigraphy
was previously discussed in
connection with Figure 4.
The top left portion of the
profile is the eastern end of
the trench and the lower
right portion of the profile is
the western end of the trench.
Pit designations are taken

Figure 9. The long pit along the N55 grid line, through the east cellar
of the Fort House.
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Fort Halifax

from the right edge of each square, ¢.g., the
eastern most square is E100 and the western
most square is E40.

The east 95 square contained stratigraphy
very similar to that of Figure 4. Slump re-
sulting from wall removal, pre-railroad fill
containing artifacts from the mid-18th cen-
tury to the mid-19th century, and railroad
fill are all present in the Figure 10 profile.
Starting at about the E95 line, cellar fill
deposited prior to the removal of the walls
can be seen with pre-railroad fill and cellar
wall rubble overlaying this lowest stratum.

Railroad fill similar to that previously
discussed was present. Of note is the fact
thatlittle clay fill wasfound in the northern
wall of this trench. The reason for this is
that the clay fill was used only in the vicini-
ty of the railroad spur to create a firm base
for the spur, so not all of the cellar was
filled with clay. In the E100 square can be
seen the impressions of the railroad ties for
the spur. These ties extended only a little
way into the square. A lensof soil below the
tie impressions represents what is believed
to be the only remaining example in the
whole trench of the original colonial sur-
face.

It was determined that the Fort House
did indeed have two cellars separated by a
section of unexcavated soil (which for clari-
ty sake will be called "crawl space"). The
location of the eastern cellar walls can be
seen in Figure 10 in the E65 and E95
squares. The only remains of cellar wall
were a few rocks from the west inner wall
lying near the south wall of the excavation
trench. The exposed castern cellar hole mea-
sured 25 to 30" in length. In order for the
two cellars to be of equal size a figure of
27.5’ can be used for the length of each cel-
lar, thus allowing 25’ of unexcavated earth
between the cellars. Since 25’ is the approxi-
mate amount of crawl space exposed during
the excavation, the eastern edge of the west-
ern cellar hole should be very near the E40
line where our excavations began. In fact
there was a soil disturbance along the west
wall of the E40 square, and this can be seen
in Figure 10 by aslight dip in the excavated
floor surface at the E40 line. This may rep-
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resent the beginning of the western cellar
hole.

Fieldstone and slate chimney bases were
found on the cellar floor in the E80 and E90
squares. These bases represent one large
vaulted or "barrel" chimney. The bases
would have formed an arch which would
have supported fireplaces and a single large
chimney. The remains of a similar vaulted
chimney should be present in the western
cellar of this structure. Only one or two
courses of rock remained of the chimney
bases. Apparently rock was used for the
lower portion of the base. Atsome point the
base of rock stopped and brick was used for
the vaults’ arches, fireplaces,and chimneys,
evidenced byaconsiderableamountof brick
rubble just above the chimney bases.

Disturbance created by the construction
or demolition of the warechouse began at
about the E75 line (Fig. 10) in the south wall
and the E85 line in the north wall, suggest-
ing the angle at which the warehouse inter-
sected the Fort House (Fig. 11). A good por-
tion of the strata labeled "warehouse intru-
sion" are large chunks of cement wall and
supportcolumnsfrom warehouse demolition
along with late-19th- and 20th-century rub-
bish. (Because of the large pieces of cement,
thisstructure could not have been excavated
without the use of a backhoe.) A portion of
the cement floor of the warehouse can be
seen in Figure 10 in the western most
squares. The warehouse disturbance did not
extend to the full depth of the Fort House
cellar, but rather ended about 18" above the
cellar floor. This fact suggests that at least
the lower portion of the western cellar
should be undisturbed by the warechouse
foundation, which apparently otherwise
covers that entire western cellar hole.

There were no clear indications on the
cellar floor of the fort period occupation,
but between the eastern most chimney base
and the wall location were "shadows" outlin-
ing what appeared to be flagstones which
might have been laid down as a cellar floor
(Fig. 12). There are many problem with this
"flagstone”"hypothesis,however. Theoutline
between the "stones" was dark soil while the
"stone" locations were a lighter subsoil. If
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Figure 13. A photograph of prehistoric Feature 60 in cross section.

the stones made an impression in the subsoil
and were later removed, the impressions
should be dark outlined by lighter subsoil.
Also, it isstrange that this was the only loca-
tion where such impressions were found on
thecellar floor. Anotheralternative hypoth-
¢sis is that these shadows represent rodent
activity. Neither suggestion is thoroughly
satisfying at present.

In the crawl space portion of the trench
two prehistoric features were encountered.
Features 59 and 60 (Figures 11 and 13) in
E50 and E40 respectively, were circular
stains approximately 3.5’ in diameter. Both
features were fairly straight sided and shal-
low, extending 2.25’ and 1.5’ below the exca-
vated surface of the subsoil, respectively.
(These actual depths mean little since they
cannot accurately be tied into the colonial
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surface which is unknown in this area. An
estimation can be made however, using the
small lens of the presumed colonial surface
identified in E100. Assuming this surface
was horizontal, the depth of Feature 59 was
4.59’ and Feature 60 was 3.83’, below the
colonial surface.) The fill of Feature 60 was
a fairly homogeneous soil mixture, but the
fill of Feature 59 was deposited in distinct
strata. The only artifacts found in either
feature were prehistoric, specifically debi-
tage and pottery.

Features 59 and 60 are both prehistoric
storage pits. They are practically identical
in size to four storage pits excavated at the
Tracy Farm site in Starks, Maine, by the
University of Maine at Farmington in 1990.
The storage pits at the Tracy Farm were also
similar to those at Fort Halifax in the way



they were filled in, in that three contained
stratified soils while one contained a homo-
geneous soil mixture. To what prehistoric
period the Fort Halifax storage pits belong
has yet to be determined.

We also found a series of small rectangu-
lar features in the subsoil of the crawl space
area. These features, 54, 56, 57, 58 62, and
63, appear to represent 2" X 4" fence post
molds. The long axis of the rectangles are
aligned with each other except for the two
end post molds which are turned 90°, sug-
gesting that the fence turned at these points.
This reconstruction seems reasonable be-
cause the fence appears to turn at the edges
of the crawl space, keeping whatever the
fence restrained from falling into the open
cellar holes on either side. This evidence
provides a date for the fence between 1792
when the Fort House was taken down to the
construction of the railroad spur and the
filling in of the cellar holes. Feature 64,
another post mold, does not appear related
to the post molds of the fence, but is proba-
bly of the same time period.

One 2.5’ square in the southeast corner of
E50 was excavated to a depth of 10’ below
the surface in order to obtain a profile of
thelower prehistoricstrata. Columnsamples
of soil were taken to be analyzed ata future
date. Only fire cracked rocks were found in
this 2.5 square.

Once the trench through the Fort House
was completed and backfilled, excavation
units were laid out along the N35 grid line.
In our excavation plan these 2.5° X 5’ pits
were to have been spaced at five foot inter-
vals along the front of the Fort House. But
these excavations did not go according to
plan. The first pit excavated at N35 E25
{north half) contained two railroad ties
which entered the pit from the north wall
and extended about halfway across the pit.
There was no evidence of the colonial sur-
face, which had been destroyed by the rail-
road activity. On the brighter side, this
discovery does give us more information
with which to plot the path of the railroad
spur through the former Fort location.

Because of probable interference from
the railroad spur, we abandoned the next
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two pits we had intended to excavate, and
instead opened N35 E50 (south half). This
pit did not contain an identifiable colonial
surface. The northwest third of this pit
appeared to be disturbed by excavations for
the railroad spur. The remainder of the pit
was also disturbed, but the source(s) of the
disturbance cannot be determined at this
time.

The next two pits at N35 E60 and N35
E65 (both south half) came down on the
south west corner of the eastern cellar hole
(Figure 14). A small area (6" X 24") in the
northeast corner of the pit was taken down
to what was believed to be the cellar floor,
at a depth of 6.33 below the surface. Be-
cause this was such a small "window" into
the cellar floor, the condition of the floor
could not be determined. The remainder of
E65 contained the rock of the wall and ei-
ther wall demolition or wall construction
backfill, with the exception of a small
amount of undisturbed subsoil in the south-
west corner of the pit. This wall, over two
feet tall, represents the most intact portion
of the Fort House wall we have yet uncov-
ered.

The east end of E60 contained slump
from the removal of part of the cellar wall.
In the west end of E60 was a large modern
feature designated Feature 73. This large
pit was probably a post hole for a footing or
piling associated with the building located
on the south side of the railroad spur as seen
in Figure 6. Because of time constraints,
Feature 73 was not completely excavated.
A small lens of dark soil in E 60 may repre-
sent a portion of intact colonial ground sur-
face.

We excavated a pit at N35 E95 (eastern
half) which was intended to connect with
N40 E93, excavated the previous year, in an
effort to determine the purpose and nature
of Feature 47. This feature was located
during the ’89 field season but not complete-
ly excavated at that time. Therefore, the ex-
cavation of N35 E95 was extended an addi-
tional 2.5’ to include the southeast quarter
of N40 E95 in order to re-expose that unex-
cavated portion of Feature 47. This feature
was in the southeast corner of N40 ES5, and
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would be expected to
be found in the

northeast corner of
N35 E95.
Once Feature 47

was uncovered it was
determined that most
of the feature was ex-
posed and very little
remained unexcavated
in the pits to the east.
The feature was ap-
proximately 21" in
diameter at the bottom
of the colonial surface
and was excavated to a
depth of 3.67" below
the present ground
surface. The feature
was somewhat cone
shaped at its deepest
point, coming to a
point in one plane and
having a flattened
bottom in the other
direction. It appeared
as though it had been
dug from two sides
with a small flat nosed
spade. The hole had a
moderately steep south-
ern face and sloped
more gradually to the
north. The soil was a
very dark fine sandy
silt containing many
artifacts.

Most of the various
ceramic types from the
fort period we had
found previously on
the site were again
found in Feature 47.
Theseinclude:Notting-
ham, white saltglaze,
Jackfield, Staffordshire, delft, porcelain,
and various redwares. We also found
straight pins, a button back, several pieces
of bone bothcalcined and "fresh," brick,and
mortar. From the top of the feature, but not
necessarily attributable to the feature, came
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Figure 14. Remains of the southwest corner of the eastern Fort House
cellar in N35 E60/65.

a 1752 George Il halfpenny. These fort peri-
od artifacts were the great majority of arti-
facts found in the feature, but there were
also a very few pieces of creamware (mean
date 1790) and pearlware (mean date 1810)
recovered from Feature 47. These later arti-



facts suggest that this pit was filled in
around the turn of the 19th century, or per-
haps as early as 1792 when the Fort House
was taken down. The purpose of the feature
is still unknown, but it appears that it might
have been a small trash pit.

A very irregular, disturbed colonial sur-
face wasfoundatapproximately 1.33’ below
the presentsurface in N35 E95. Thissurface
contained fort period artifacts as well as
creamware. In addition we recovered a red-
ware pipebowl fragment with a 7/64" bore
diameter in its stem. This pipe probably
dates to the last half of the 17th century.
(Other 17th-century artifacts were also
found during this field season and more will
be mentioned of them presently.) This his-
toric surface began to slope down along the
western edge of the pit. This no doubt rep-
resents the beginning of the disturbance of
the cellar hole of the Fort House.

Further cast we began two pits at N335
E105 and E115 (both south half pits) in or-
der todetermine what remains of the Enlist-
ed Mens’ Quarters. As excavation of these
two pits progressed, they were connected by
the excavation of N35 E110, the northwest
quadrant of N30 E105 was opened, and N35
E115 was extended north to create a com-
plete 5° X 5’ pit. The reason for this expand-
ed excavation was to further investigate
some of the large number of features found
in this area.

Feature 66 in N35 E105 and Feature 67
in N35 E115 were large rectangular post
holes which probably supported a loading
dock or structure located on the south side
of the railroad spur. Both features were
similar in that they measured about 2’ wide
with an unknown length greater than 2’, and
were excavated to approximately 3.5’ below
the present surface. They both contained
fill of coarse sand, cinder, and other materi-
alsassociated withthe railroad and industri-
al activity at the site. In the profile of Fea-
ture 67 a portion of a post mold from an 8"
diameter post could be seen. In the bottom
of Feature 66 was found a brown glass beer
(type) bottle. This information all suggest
that both post holes were dug in the early
20th century, and the posts were removed
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relatively recently, at which time the beer
bottle fell or was thrown in.

A triangular feature, designated Feature
70, in the south wall of E105 required the
opening of the the northwest quadrant of
N30 E105. This work showed Feature 70 to
be a 2’ square which cut through a second
feature, Feature 75, which, from what could
be seen of it, was also square or rectangular
in plan. Feature 75 was fairly shallow and
tapering, ending at a depth of 2.66’ below
the surface, and only 8" below where it was
firstdetected. Feature 70 wasstraight sided
and extended to 4.29° below thesurface. The
presenceof creamware and pearlware would
place both features at or later than the turn
of the 19th century, but not into the last
half of that century because of the lack of
contamination from railroad or industrial
activity. Feature 70 had the remains of a
beam or post lying almost horizontally in it,
but this beam may have only been thrown in
as part of the fill. There is no indication as
to the purpose of either feature.

Evidence for the Fort’s Enlisted Mens’
Quarters came from several features. Along
the west wall of E105 several rocks were
encountered at a depth of 2° below the sur-
face. These rocks were randomly piled on
top of each other, not forming a wall but
rather filling a hole. Nonetheless, these
rocks may represent part of the foundation
for one of the buildings of the enlisted mens’
quarters. Excavations at Fort Edgecomb
have shown the disparity in quality of hous-
ing between officers and enlisted men, so
such an unsubstantial footing for the enlist-
ed mens’ quarters at Fort Halifax might not
be surprising (R. L. Bradley, pers. comm,
July 1986). When comparing the location of
this pit as shown on Figure 8 with the sug-
gested Fort location, it can be scen that the
west wall of the enlisted mens’ quarters
aligns with the E105 gridline at this point.

Further support for the above theory
comes from the fact that everything to the
eastof the E105 grid line isapparently with-
in the Enlisted Mens’ Quarters. Two proba-
ble sleeper (floor support timber) impres-
sions were found at distances of three and
six feet from this west wall. These north/
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possible palisade/gate post hole.

south running depressions were designated
Feature 76 in E110 and Feature 69 in E105,
the latter truncated by Feature 66. No other
sleeper impressions were found further east,
but in N35 E115 there was a shallow (8"),
possible Fort period depressionand a burned
floorsurface. The bowlshaped feature, #68,
approximately 2.5’ in diameter, contained a
gunflint, Staffordshire, slip-trail redware,
bone, glass, and a buckle tang. The sur-
rounding lens of charcoal and burned soil
contained very few artifacts, but there was
a piece of lead shot and a lot of decomposed
brick and brick dust recovered here.

The significance of Feature 68 is debat-
able. It maysimply representa small depres-
sion that was eventually filled with some
trash. The stratum of burned soil and
crushed brick is of interest. This surface is
quite probably a fort period living surface
which is inside one of the enlisted mens’
quarters. We do not know how these 20’ X
20’ structures used by the troops were heat-
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ed, but no doubt they were. This burned
surface, crushed brick, and perhaps even
Feature 68, may represent the remains of a
brick hearth in the center of this structure,
Incidental to this discussion but significant
in its own right was a 17th-century, 7/64"
white clay pipestem which also was found
in this pit.

The final area we examined was the
Northeast Blockhouse. Inorder todetermine
if there were any subsurface remains of this
structure, a pit was excavated at N70 E120.
The results were beyond our wildest expecta-
tions, and we opened N70 E115 and N70
E125 (western half) to pursue these new
findings. We found in N70 E120a fieldstone
wall running at a 45°angle to the alignment
of the fort (Figs. 15, 16 & 17). This wall,
which began at about 2.25" below the sur-
face, was excavated to a depth of 5.25’ on
the southeast side and 4.58’ on the northwest
side. From the surface to about the top of
the wall was modern fill from the railroad/



industrial/parking lot
activities. Below this
depth on the northwest
side of the wall was
rock fill to a depth
4.58” which consisted of
fairly large rock boul-
ders and contained
practicallynoartifacts.
This rock fill ends
abruptly at about the
E118 line. This line is
about where we had ex-
pected to find the west
wall of the Blockhouse.
West of this line the
modern f1ill is shallow-
er and the pit was ex-
cavated to subsoil at a
depth of 1.83° below
surface. In the north-
west corner of El1S
was Feature 79, a por-
tion of what appeared
to be a circular stain
believed to be an edge
of a large post hole.
This post hole may
have held the end post
of the north palisade
line, or, more likely,
the gate post for the
palisade. This corre-
sponds to what we ex-
pected to find and
strengthens the argu-
ment that the line at
E118 is related to the
wall of the Northeast
Blockhouse.

On the inside of the
fieldstone wall, which
will be called a cellar,
subsoil was reached at
5.25° along the wall but sloped down and
then leveled off at a depth of 6.5’ below
surface (as shown in Fig. 15). From 2.2%,
where the modern fill ends, to 4.5’ the fill
dates to late 18th- early 19th-century. From
4.5’ to the bottom of the cellar at 6.5° we
excavated some of the finest examples of
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Figure 16. The fieldstone wall, Feature 77,0f the Halifax I Blockhouse.

fort period artifacts yet found on the site.
The ceramics from these strata, which in-
cluded white salt glaze, delft, porcelain and
redwares,contained many large pieces. Oth-
erartifactsin thisassemblage included gun-
flints,a brasscabinet drawer pull,a decorat-
ed brass button, brass straight pins, and a
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1749 George II halfpen-
ny. The vast majority
of artifacts from these
strata can easily be
dated to the fort peri-
od, but not all artifacts
can be so dated. There
were a very few pieces
of creamware and
pearlware in the cellar
hole as well. None of
these were from the
lowest section of the
cellar floor, however.

As is often the case
in archaeological field
work, a significant
find was made on the
last day. While clean-
ing the Blockhouse
cellar floor for photo-
graphs, wood was no-
ticed in the lower area
of the floor. Cleaning
thesurface further, the
outline of a wooden
frame became evident
(Fig. 15). Inside this
frame large rocks were
beginning to show,
suggesting that the
rocks were deposited in
fill which goes much
deeper. We stopped our
excavations at this
point because there was
no time left to ade-
quately excavate this
wood-lined feature.
With great regret we
covered this area with
boards and plastic and
backfilled it.

The Northeast
Blockhouse of Fort
Halifax, according to all available records,
was originally the center Blockhouse of
Winslow’s 1754 fort design (Figure 17),
which shall be called Halifax I. In 1755
Lithgow redesigned the Fort (Halifax II),
using Winslow’s central Blockhouse as his
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Figure 17. Photo showing alignment of Feature 77, with excavator
standing on it, in relation to the existing Blockhouse (in background).

Northeast Blockhouse. It has been assumed
that this Blockhouse remained in place and
Halifax II was constructed around it. The
archaeological evidence just discussed sug-
gests that this was not the case, surprisingly,
and that the structure built for Halifax I



was rotated 45° before Halifax II was con-
structed. The ficldstone wall of Feature 77
must be the foundation for the Halifax 1
Blockhouse. Since this had been Winslow’s
central structure, such a solid foundation
and cellar would not be unreasonable. The
wood-lined structure in the cellar might
represent the remains of a powder magazine.
Halifax I would nced a magazine and this
would be a good place for it. As suggested,
the north/south line at E118 and the post
hole of Feature 79 represents evidence of
Halifax II.

Apparently, there is a discrepancy be-
tween the events of 1754/55 and our inter-
pretation of those events. How does the
relationship between Halifax I and Halifax
I differ from our understanding of it?
Assuming that Halifax I was begun as Wins-
low designed it, one explanation might be
that Lithgow turned Winslow’s Blockhouse
for some reason. Thissuggestion is illustrat-
ed in Figure 18. However, if Winslow had
located the rivers correctly on his plan, Fig-
ure 18 shows the southwest Blockhouse of
Halifax II in the Sebasticook River. Anoth-
er possibility is that Halifax I was not begun
exactly according to Winslow’s plan. One
scenario following this hypothesisisthatthe
center Blockhouse of Halifax I was cons-
tructed, for some reason, rotated 45° from
thatdrawn by Winslow, and Lithgow turned
it to keep the Southwest Blockhouse out of
the river when he constructed his fort
around it. This idea is illustrated in Figure
19. There is a strong argument for this hy-
pothesis.

It can be seen that the southwest point of
the outer, star palisade of Halifax I is within
the Southwest Bockhouse of Halifax IIL
During the 1987/88 excavations two palisade
lines joining at a large post hole were uncov-
ered below the location of this Southwest
Blockhouse. These features were found in
a five foot wide excavation unit which did
not expose enough of the palisade lines to
get an accurate line of sight to determine
their exact angle on convergence. However,
it was assumed that the palisade lines and
large post hole represented Halifax 1I. We
hypothesized that the palisade was complet-
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ed to create a quick defensive wall around
the site, and at a later date the southwest
corner of the palisade was removed and the
Blockhouse built.

Upon closer examination of the ’87/88
records it appears that these palisade lines
could form something less that a 90° angle.
In other words, these palisade lines and post
hole might represent one of the points of the
star shaped outer palisade of Halifax I.

Conclusions and Recommendations

The 1990 field season was the most re-
warding and exciting season at Fort Halifax
to date and proved that there is still a
wealth of information about the Fort re-
maining below the ground. As is often the
case, while the field season answered all of
the questions we had set out toanswer, many
new questions were generated that have yet
to be answered.

The excavation of the Fort House cellar
was a success. We were able to determine
that the Fort House had two cellars, and we
located the bases to a vaulted chimney. The
southwest corner of the eastern cellar was
found to be partially intact, suggesting that
there might be other areas where the cellar
walls still exist to some extent. Post-Fort
activity has been further defined and the
railroad spur more accurately located
through the study of the stratigraphy in the
cellar hole. The only remaining questions
concerning this part of the Fort House re-
gards the purpose of the two features, 59
&60, located in the crawl space area. At
present the bestassumptionconcerningthese
two large round features is that they repre-
sent prehistoric activity at the site.

Evidencefor the Enlisted Mens’ Quarters
was found, even though it was feared these
structures may have been too ephemeral to
leave much of a footprint in the highly dis-
turbed soils of the site. This evidence sug-
gests that the barracks had a wooden floor
and some form of heat represented by a pos-
sible hearth area.

The grand finale of the season was the
location of the Northeast Blockhouse of
Halifax II superimposed over the central
Blockhouse of Halifax I. Not only did we
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Figure 19. Probable relationship between Halifax I and Halifax II, showing Winslow’s center

Blockhouse rotated 45° from his plan.

find a fieldstone wall and cellar containing
impressive fort period artifacts, but on the
last day of the excavations a wood-lined
structure, probably a magazine, was discov-
ered on the floor of the cellar. The fill of
this wood-lined structure potentially holds
some very significant artifacts. These fea-
tures certainly provide new and important
information concerning the Fort, but they
also leave many unanswered questions. The
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exact sequence of events that occurred in
this area are yet unknown. For example,
why does the rock fill exterior to the Hali-
fax I wall also align with the Halifax II
Blockhouse location? Was part of the cellar
(and perhaps magazine) of Halifax I used
during the Halifax II period? These are
only a sample of the new questions that have
arisen with these new discoveries.

Finally, the increasing evidence for a
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17th-century presence on the site is encour-
aging. During the first two years of excava-
tions at Fort Halifax no 17th-century evi-
dence was found. But as the excavation
progressed to the northern part of the site,
17th-century artifacts began to appear. In
’89 a "crusader-and-huntress” pipebowl was
found in the cellar hole. This common 17th
century pipebowl was the most frequent of
all types of pipebowls found at Fort Penta-
goet(1670-1674 period) in Castine (Faulkner
and Faulkner 1987). More significantly for
this discussion, the crusader-and-huntress
type of pipebowl was also found at Clarke
and Lake’s main trading post at Arrowsic
(Baker 1985). A ¢.1650 Clarke and Lake
trading post was known to have been built
at Taconnet (the Waterville/Winslow Falls
area), but exactly where is not known. Also,
in 1690, Major Benjamin Church destroyed
"anold French fort" which stood on the later
site of Fort Halifax (Allen 1931). We know
this was not a "French" fort. Was it a pali-
saded Indian village, perhaps with a French
presence, or was it the old Clarke and Lake
trading post perhaps taken over by the Indi-
ans?

During the 1990 field season, at least five
17th-century white tobacco pipe fragments
were found in addition to two 17th-century

red clay pipe fragments. These artifacts all
date to the last-half of the 17th-century. As
these artifacts began appearing it was in-
tended to test the park lawn north of the
Fort site, but time ran out before this goal
could be accomplished.

Itisthe desire at the Maine Historic Pres-
ervation Commission to publish a definitive
book on the history and historic and prehis-
toric archaeology of Fort Halifax. With the
introduction of so many significant, unan-
swered questions about the site, the ideal
situation would be to conduct another field
season at the site similar to the 1990 season.
This future season would enable us to an-
swer important questions concerning the
Northeast Blockhouse, and the sequence of
events that occurred here. While this area
was opened, information on the Fort gate,
supposedly between this Blockhouse and the
Fort House, could also be obtained. Test
units to the north of the Fort could explore
the extent of the 17th-century occupation at
the site. More information about these top-
ics would certainly be desirable in any com-
prehensive book on Fort Halifax and its site,
and certainly necessary for any accurate
reconstruction and representation of the
Fort and its history.
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THE DENNISON SITE:
A DEEPLY STRATIFIED SITE
ON THE KENNEBEC RIVER

INTRODUCTION

Archacological investigations at the Den-
nison site (ME 69-22) on the Kennebec River
in 1988 and 1989 have produced highly sig-
nificant evidence of a deeply stratified se-
quence of aboriginal occupations likely
spanning much of the Archaic and Woodland
(Ceramic) periods of prehistory. As such,
the Dennison site is one of the most scientif -
ically valuable sites yet discovered in Maine
and much of the surrounding region of the
far Northeast. Although somewhat prelimi-
nary, this brief report is intended to docu-
ment some of the prominent characteristics
of the Dennison site which make it signifi-
cant for the study and reconstruction of the
still poorly known prehistoric record in
Maine and to suggest some possibly fruitful
avenues for future research.

Researchat the Dennison site was under-
taken in 1988 and 1989 as the direct result
of the development of a fish hatchery by the
Kennebec Aquaculture Company (KAC) on
property leased from Central Maine Power
Company (CMP). A combination of consult-
ing archaeology and volunteer work was
doneinadvance of disturbance of a substan-
tial portion of the site for the proposed Den-
nison hatchery. In 1989, the Maine Historic
Preservation Commission (MHPC) awarded
the UMF Archaecology Resecarch Center
(ARC) a small grant for continued process-
ing of the rather voluminous remains which
had been salvaged, the first absolute dating
of the site, and limited additional field
work, all of which are reported here.

Maine Archaeological Society Bulletin 31:2:27-54 (1991)

James B. Petersen

LOCATION AND SETTING

The Dennison site is located on the west-
ern bank of the Kennebec River approxi-
mately 800 meters (0.5 mi) downstream from
Caratunk Fallsand Williams Dam on proper-
ty owned by CMP (Figure 1); in fact, the site
is located within the boundaries of the Wil-
liams Dam Hydroelectric Project. The site
lies within the town of Embden in Somerset
County,Maine,immediately tothe eastof an
old abandoned railroad bed which parallels
the Kennebec River and provides one access
point to the facilities associated with Wil-
liams Dam. When the site was first discov-
ered in 1988, the railroad bed was the only
major disturbance in the entire area and the
site was a forest-covered terrace adjacent to
a partially infilled river channel. Farther
east away from the site on the other side of
the old channel lies a narrow, eroding ter-
race which bounds the modern channel of
the Kennebec River (Figure 2).

The modern main channel of the Ken-
nebecRiver wasstraightened when Williams
Dam was constructed in the 1930s. This
undoubtedly affected the terrace beyond the
site which was apparently largely cut away;
theold channel between the two terraces was
bridged with fill, likely to provide access to
the terrace adjacent to the modern channel.
Still earlier modification of the local land-
scape occurred when the railroad was con-
structed, presumably in the nineteenth cen-
tury. The north-south trending railroad bed
truncated the arcuate curvature of the ter-
race where the Dennison site is situated and
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Figure 2. General view of Kennebec River adjacent to Dennison Hatchery site, August,
1988. Note Williams Dam in far distance.

separated it from comparable, somewhat
lower terrain to the west of the bed which
likely represents another old river channel.
A notable glacial esker rises steeply above
the landscape to the west of the second old
channel and forms the western boundary of
the river’s floodplain. The site does not
extend west of the railroad bed, at least not
at present on the basis of the limited field
work there prior to its disturbance. Howev-
er, it does apparently cover the entire ter-
race east of the bed; prehistoric artifacts
were surface collected as close as seven me-
ters from the railroad bed. Thus, as current-
ly known, the site covers an area approxi-
mately 250 meters long and maximally 80
meters wide; it likely covers an area of
about 10,000-12,000 square meters and may
contain a total volume of 15,000-25,000 cu-
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bic meters of cultural deposits.

As discovered in 1988 and surviving to-
day beyond the hatchery facilities, the Den-
nisonsite iscovered witharelatively mature
mixed forest consisting of red maple, beech,
white birch, oaks and fir. The site surface
is slightly sloping (1-3 degrees) and is cov-
ered with a thick mat of leaves and needles
which prevents surface collection except
where modernloggingactivity hasdisturbed
the upper sediments and exposed cultural
remains. The soils of the site terrace are
classified as Hadley series by the USDA Soil
Conservation Service (Arno et al. 1972),
which clearly reflects the terrace’s alluvial
origin.

The most notable characteristic of the
site setting is its proximity to Caratunk
Falls, now partially covered by Williams
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Dam,; it lies on the first sub- <7

stantially level ground 1 %
downstream from the falls = ¢

and a large pool below them

on the western side of the i
Kennebec River. In broader |

terms, the local area is situ-

ated on the boundary be-
tween the Central Highlands
and Coastal Lowlands phys-
iographiczones(e.g., Hanson
and Caldwell 1989:149-151),
and reflects this intermedi-
ate position in terms of local
weather and flora and fau-
na.

.

HISTORY OF INVESTI-
GATIONS

Asnoted above, the Den-
nison site was initially dis-
covered in August, 1988,
when Jim Petersen, Director,
and Tom Baker, then Assis-
tant Director of the UMF
Archacology Research Cen-
ter, responded to a request
for consultation with repre-
sentatives of the Kennebec
Aquaculture Company. As
reported in greater detail
elsewhere (Petersen 1989), it
was immediately obvious
that a substantial cultural
resource management prob-
lem existed in that prehistor-
ic cultural remains were
immediately evident over a
large portion of the project
area as a result of recent logging activities.
CMP had permitted logging all across the
broader area earlier in 1988, and while few
trees were cut directly on the site area, skid-
der roads had disturbed the upper portion of
the cultural deposits (Figure 3). An even
more obvious problem was the fact that
KAC planned to begin construction of the
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Figure 3. Skidder road disturbance on leveecrest at the Dennison
site, August, 1988.

proposed hatchery facilities within 12 days
of the date when the UMF archacologists
were first contacted, and most of the devel-
opment was slated directly for the perceived
site area to the east of the old railroad bed.
Consequently, an archaeological phase I
survey of the area was recommended to the
KAC.
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Figure 4. Overview of salvage excavation at the Dennison site, facing west, October,
1988. Note excavation units N200 E104 and N201 E104 in foreground.

Threedaysafter the firstinspection (and
a second visit by a larger group of UMF
archaeologists), a limited phase I survey,
directed by Robert Birnie and Patricia Bak-
¢r, was conducted in the portion of the pro-
ject area where the disturbance would have
been very substantial under the original
plans. A total of 16 0.5 m x 0.5 m test pits
were excavated along five sampling tran-
sects at 10 m and 20 m intervals; two of
these were subsequently expanded slightly
to investigate several possible features and
this work ultimately covered an area of
about 5.75 square meters and a volume of 4.3
cubic meters.

Five cultural features were ultimately
recognized at various depths below the
ground surface and the high likelihood of
well-separated stratified deposits wasrecog-
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nized, with cultural deposits recognizable as
deep as approximately 120 cm below the
ground surface, the depth of the deepest
excavated test pits. Artifact concentrations
were identified, particularly in the 20-30 cm
level, 50-60 ¢m level and 70-80 cm level.
Remarkably,noevidence of historiccultiva-
tion was observed nor were any historic
remains encountered during the excavation,
signifying thateven the uppermost deposits,
almost certainly attributable to the Wood-
land (Ceramic) period, have not been sub-
stantially disturbed. A total of about 1,770
lithic flakes and tools, fire-cracked rocks
and aboriginal ceramics were recovered
fromsubsurfacecontexts,along witha lesser
number of ecofacts (i.e., calcined bones and
carbonized floral remains).

In addition, a substantial surface collec~
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Figure 5. Overview of UMF archacologists salvaging cultural feature exposed in large
construction trench, facing west, January, 1989.

tion was undertaken across the site in those
areaspreviouslyand concurrently disturbed
by the logging skidders during the phase I
field work. A 2.0 m x 2.0 m grid was em-
placed overthedisturbed areasand theareas
were surface collected by unit; a total of
about 308 square meters were covered by the
surface collection and approximately 300
additional artifacts were recovered. The
surface collection revealed that the skidder
disturbance was variably deep, but typically
extended to about 30 cm below the prior
surface.

After completion of the two days of
phase I field work, a somewhat detailed
report was prepared and submitted within
a few weeks (Baker and Baker 1988). The
phase I report recommended that the hatch-
ery facilities be moved west of the old rail-
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road bed, thereby minimizing disturbance to
the cultural deposits to the east of the bed.
As noted above, no work was done to the
west of the railroad bed given that it lies
outside of the FERC permit area related to
Williams Dam and was therefore exempted
from study by the MHPC. While there may
or may not have been site deposits present
there, it clearly was a less sensitive area
given the topography and greater distance
from the river.

Inany case, the recommendation to move
the proposed facilities was followed by
KAC, but unfortunately they still needed to
emplace an outflow/inflow pipe to the river
directly through the site area. As reported
verbally, an area approximately 45-50 meters
long and about 1-2 meters wide would be
disturbed, but other communication estab-
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Figure 6. Plan view of feature 19 at depth of approximately 40 cm below the ground
surface in excavation units N199 E85 and N200 E85.

lished a possible area as much as 4.5 meters
wide which would be disturbed. The MHPC
recommended very limited phase Il testing/

data recovery work and UMF was contracted
to do this limited salvage work for a total of
20 person days of field work; no laboratory
time was included in the budget. Ten days
of field work and more than 100 person days
were ultimately expended in this salvage
work by various volunteers from UMF and
elsewhere.

Excavations undertaken in late October
and ecarly November, 1988, consisted of nine
2.0 m x 1.0 m test units which were excavat-
ed generally to 140 cm below the ground
surface,although one unit penetrated to 240
c¢m below the ground surface; a total area of
18 square meters and a volume of 28.8 cubic
meters were covered during this period (Fig-
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ure 4). The field work was directed by Rob-
ert Birnie. Six excavation units were initial-
ly placed more or less along the full length
of the centerline of the proposed outflow/in-
flow pipe on the N200 grid line at 10 meter
intervals in all cases, except one where dis-
turbance dictated otherwise (i.e, N200 ESS5,
N200 E65, N200 E75, N200 E85, N200 E95
and N200 E104). Three additional units
were later added to accommodate significant
finds, etc., through expansion of existing
units (i.e., N199 E85 and N201 E104) and
excavation near promising finds (i.e., N200
E87).

One excavation unit towards the river,
N200 E95, was designated a "deep hole” and
therefore taken down well below where the
cultural deposits apparently terminated in
the others to a depth of about 240 cm, as
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noted above. Cultural re-
mains were found as deep as
220-230 ¢m below the sur-
face in this unit and so,
some of the other units may
not have fully penctrated
the site deposits. As many as
35 additional features were
identified during this work,
but two or three may have
been noncultural. Copious
artifacts and ecofacts, in-
cluding well over 7,500 arti-
facts and probably a greater
number of ecofacts, were
also recovered.

As part of the negotia-
tions with KAC, it was
agreed that UMF archaeolo-
gists would be given the
opportunity to inspect the
backhoe trench for the in-
flow/outflow pipe as it was
actually excavated to recov-
er any additional cultural
remains which might be ex-
posed. This work was final-
ly scheduled in January,
1989, with a crew of UMF
volunteers in attendance.
The archaeologists were
somewhat disappointed by
the larger than expected size
of the needed disturbance.
approximately 360-400
square meters, and especially
by the fact that KAC and
the construction crew ulti-
mately forbade them to en-
ter the trench to salvage
exposed features;, nonethe-
less, seven more features
were exposed (Figure 5).

In 1989, the MHPC awarded the UMF
Archaeology Research Centera granttohelp
support analysis of the cultural remainsand
related provenience information. Although
the large majority of this grant was expend-
ed in the processing and analysis of the pre-
viously collected samples, three radiocarbon

DENNISON HATCHERY
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Figure 7. Plan view of feature 26 at depth of 68-86 cm below the
ground surface at the Dennison site.

dates were also processed, and limited field
work was done by Tom and Pat Baker with
a group of field school and volunteer work-
ersin July, 1989. Specifically, they partially
investigated the feature Sarea with a single
2.0 m x 1.0 m unit where an intriguing rock
construction had been suspected after the
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Figure 8. Plan view of excavation units N199 E85 and N200 E85 at approximately 90 cm

below the ground surface at the Dennison site.

phase I survey; it proved to be some sort of
manuport with no other obvious signifi-
cance. However, three other features were
identified and a total area of 2.0 square
meters and volume of 1.8 cubic meters were
covered.

In sum, a total area of about 25.75 square
meters and a volume of about 33.9 cubic
meters has been tested at the Dennison site
to date. A total of 47 or more unequivocal
cultural features have been identified in this
area and a much largerarea has been at least
superficially examined through surface col-
lection. Although cultural remains seem
most concentrated in the upper 100-130 cm
of the deposits, they apparently extend con-
siderably deeper in at least the riverside
portion of the site. Selected information
about past research at the site is presented
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in greater detail below prior to a general
discussion of its significance.

CULTURAL FEATURES AND
STRATIGRAPHY

The cultural features and alluvial stratig-
raphy at the Dennison site are perhaps its
most distinguishing characteristics and pro-
vide a rich cultural and environmental re-
cord of the Holocene epoch in Maine. Al-
though not completely unraveled thus far,
the numerous cultural features and their
unusually well-separated contexts in the
alluvial stratigraphy will be an important
component of future research at the site.

The 47(+) features seem to be largely
hearths with or without associated fire-
cracked concentrations (Figures 6-8); a few
possible post molds may be represented as
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Figure 9. East wall profile
of excavation unit N200 E87
at the Dennison site. Note
feature 28 at approximately
50-60 cm, feature 36 and
related paleosol at approxi-
mately 85-90 cm and floor at
approximately 140 cm below
the ground surface.

well. The features are typi-
cally relatively thin, flat
entities, indicating little
formal preparation beyond
shallow scooping out of the
then current surface. None
seem to have been pits of
any substantial size, al-
though some deeper features
may also be present on the
basis of other riverine sites
in the Penobscot River
drainage (e.g., Petersen 1991;
Petersen and Sanger 1986).
Moreover, the relatively
undisturbed nature of most
features clearly establishes
the good context of the cul-
tural deposits in general.
Thus, the available sam-
ple of features provides
evidence of repeated, long-
term usage of the site as a
residentiallocation,presum-
ably for primarily short-
term occupational episodes
on the basis of the actual
content and character of each feature. They
are not particularly dense deposits in most
cases, but a few exceptions, such as features
18 and 19 (Figure 6), seem evident. In these
and some other cases, the features may rep-
resent living floors and/or activity areas
which remain incompletely exposed (Figure
8). Other features are phenomenally discrete
and pristine, and almost assuredly are very
short-termsingle episode deposits (Figure 7).
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The fecatures not only provide discrete
entities for reconstruction of cn-site activi-
ties of various sorts, but when taken with
the somewhat complex alluvial stratigraphy
will ultimately enable subdivision of the
long cultural record (Figures 9-12). The site
stratigraphy seems to consist of somewhat
localized sediment deposits, making site-
wide correlation difficult without excava-
tion of larger areas. The sediments are
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sandy inall cases,ranging from mediumand
coarse sands in some of the deeper deposits
to sandy loams with some silt towards the
top of the sediment pile; this is not an unex-
pected situation given the typical evolution
of many floodplain terraces. Although im-
penetrable sediments were not encountered
even in the "deep hole," increased pebbles
and gravels were noted below approximately
150-200 cm; thus, the full depth of the sedi-
ments is unknown, but it may be not much
deeper than 250-300 cm below the modern
surface. Three or four major macrostrata
are likely definable at the site (e.g., Figure
9), but the presence of numerous microstrata
make absolute definition of these difficult
at the present time (e.g., Figure 12)

RADIOCARBON DATING

Three radiocarbon dates have been ob-
tained for the Dennison site using samples
obtained from the phase II testing/data re-
covery work. Two dates were obtained for
relatively rich features 18 and 19 in the up-
per portion of the occupational sequence
because of the likelihood that they could be
accurately dated on the basis of the carbon-
ized floral samplesavailable fromeach. Not
unexpectedly, both returned dates attribut-
able to the later portion of the Late Archaic
period.

Feature 18 in excavation units N200 E104
and N201 E104 was a notable fire-cracked
rock concentration with many associated
lithic artifacts. Located generally at about
70-80 cm below the surface, it produced a
date of 3660 :+ 130 B.P., or 1710 B.C. (Beta-
36721). Feature 19 was generally compara-
ble, but had a more notable associated oxi-
dized stain. Located at about 40-60 cm be-
low the surface in units N199 E85 and N200
E85, feature 19 produced a date of 3320 : 80
B.P.,or 1370 B.C.(Beta-36722). Both features
were associated with artifacts indicative of
the Late Archaic period Susquehanna tradi-
tion and the dates match other such dates
quite well (e.g., Borstel 1982; Petersen 1991;
Petersen and Putnam 1986).

The third radiocarbon date was meant to
date the more or less earliest possible cultur-
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al occupation and the nature of the deeper,
coarser alluviation. Although originally
designated as feature 27 in the 230-240 cm
level in unit N200 E95, it was recognized by
the excavators as a possible root burn. How-
ever, it seemed present below several cap-
ping lenses of coarser material and might
have provided some estimate of the age of
the surrounding sediments. It was a small
sample and thus had to be submitted as a
bulk carbon date; it returned a date of 5160
+ 100 B.P,, or 3210 B.C., which is considered
unreliable given itsrelatively great depth in
comparison with almost certainly reliable
dates for features 18 and 19.

CULTURAL REMAINS

Most of the cultural remains from the
various episodes of work at the Dennison
site have been initially processed, but much
analysis work remains to be done. Given
time and funding constraints, the artifacts
recovered fromallfield excavationusing 6.4
mm (1/41in) meshscreen have been processed
and analyzed; the phase I materials have
been reported previously (Baker and Baker
1988) and the 1988 phase ITand 1989 supple-
mental testing materialsare largely reported
herein (Tables 1-4). Relatively few of the
ecofacts, including copious floral and faunal
remains, have yet been analyzed, but the
carbonized floral remains analyzed prior to
submission of samples for radiocarbon dat-
ing demonstrate the promise of having such
analyses done in the future. Likewise, anal-
ysis of the calcined bone samples will be
very important for reconstruction of subsis-
tence activities.

All of the lithic artifacts except the fire-
cracked rocks have been subjected to a raw
material analysis, and the lithic tools and
cores have been more completely studied
(Tables | and 2). All fire-cracked rocks
have been processed and inventoried (Table
2), but only two units in particular have
been analyzed for raw materials (Table 3).
The aboriginal ceramics have been fully
studied as well (Table 4). Brief discussion
of some of these artifactsis importantin the
present context in terms of their cultural



The Maine Archaeological Society Bulletin

Table 1. Aboriginal Lithic Tools and Cores from the Dennison Site by Preliminary Lithic
Category, Raw Material and Provenience.

PROVENIENCE
UNIT
LEVEL

ARTIFACT CATEGORY

FLAKED STONE

GROUND STONE

Biface
ICH FL QZ RH UN

Biface

CH

UN RH

Edged
Scraper [Chopper [Core {Blank

RH

Modificd
Fluke
FLL. RH

Projectile
Point
CH FL RH

Uniface
CH QZ RH

Notched
Tool
SH

Anvil
UN

Hammerstone
QZ RH UN

TOTAL

N199 E75
86-97
90-100

N199 E8S
30~40
40-50
50-60
60-70
110-120

—_ ) W — —

N200 E65
40-50
50-60
70-80
100-110

N200 E74
91-106

N200 E75
50-60
60-70
90-100

N200 E85
28-29
40-50
50-60

~

N200 E87
30-40
40-50
60-70
64-65

—_—

N200 E95
20-30
30-40

N200 E104
10-20
70-80
80-90
90-100
110-120

N201 E104
10-20
20-30
30-40
80-90

[POR R A Y

N2I18 E72
21B

B10

TOTAL

59

MATERIAL KEY:

CH= chert
FL= felsite

QZ= quartz
RH= rhyolite

SH= shale
UN= unknown
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Table 2. Aboriginal Lithic Flakes and Fire-Cracked Rocks from the Dennison Site by Raw

Material and Provenience. Table is continued on 3 subsequent pages.

LITHIC CATEGORY
PROVENIENCE LITHIC FLAKES FIRE-CRACKED
UNIT CHERT FELSITE QUARTZ QUARTZITE RHYOLITE OTHER TOTAL FLAKES ROCK
LEVEL CcT WT CT WT CT WT CT WwT CT WT CT WT CT WT CcT WT
N199 E75
86-97 3 6.35 3 6.35 1 74.25
90-102 I 0.30 1 0.30 17 243.50
Subtotal 0 000 0 0.00 1 030 0 0.00 3 635 0 000 4 6.65| 28 317.75
N199 E8S
10-20 1 0.10 1 0.10 3 38.00
20-30 1S 935 1 020 16 9.55 13 3287.90
30-40 2 0.20 3 3.30 1 0.10 47 2390 1 060 54 28.10 | 51 7565.15
40-50 | 0.05 14 3.05 15 3o 24 932.65
50-60 15 230 1 0.15 3 1.80 168  287.15 1 075 188 292.15 | 464 12908.10
60-70 0.40 1 0.30 119 189.00 123 189.70 | 575 11474.40
68-80 2 0.20 2 0.20 6 13.50
70-80 521757 5 217.57 | 41 1535.30
77-86 1 0.50 ! 0.50
77-90 19 1387.30
80-90 4 8.85 4 8.35 34 4873.20
90-100 2 1.00 2 1.00 | 30 828.40
100-110 9 26.05 9 26.05 8 432.20
110-120 1 0.10 1 0.10 2 262.00
120-130 1 5.05 1 5.05 1 27.80
Subtotal 21 295 1 0.15 7 5.40 1 0.10 389 77187 3 1.55 422 782.02 |1271 45569.90
N200 E55
20-30 4 385 4 3.85 2 89.45
30-40 62 93.95 62 9395 47 2899.05
40-50 12 89.25 12 89.25 14 796.70
$0-60 2 3.35 2 3.35 7 338.80
60-70 3 080 2 0380 5 1.60 14 2767.20
70-80 3 151.55
90-100 1 0.35 1 0.35
Subtotal 0 0.00 0 000 0 000 0 000 84 19155 2 0.8 86 192.35 87 7042.75
N200 E65
10-20 14 33855
20-30 42 1818.40
30-40 10 4.30 10 4.30 17 1312.70
40-50 25 164.70 25 164.70 | 166 3353.75
50-60 19 56.55 19 56.55 | 105 5007.75
60-70 4 6.10 4 6.10 33 2110.90
70-80 40 22.00 40 2200 | 57 3088.85
80-90 26 102.85 26 102.85 30 1036.90
90-100 4 13.75 4 13.75 3 145.20
100~-110 1 0.55 { 0.55 4 79.85
110-120 | 257.00
120-130 1 35.20
Subtotal 0 000 0 0.00 0 000 O 0.00 129 37080 0 000 129 370.80 | 473 18585.05
N200 E74
91-106 | 0.45 5 26.55 16 27.00 66 1561.50
92-109 14 47.95 14 47.95 50 772.50
Subtotal 0 0.00 0 000 | 045 O 0.00 29 7450 0 0.00 30 74951 116 2334.00
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LITHIC CATEGORY
PROVENIENCE LITHIC FLAKES FIRE-CRACKED
UNIT CHERT FELSITE QUARTZ QUARTZITE RHYOLITE OTHER TOTAL FLAKES ROCK
LEVEL CT WT CT WT CT WT CT WT CT WT CT WT CT WT CcT WT
N200 E75
10~20 1 0.55 4 1.25 5 1.80 7 1413.00
20-30 1 0.05 5 2.20 6 2.25 1 56.75
30-40 2 5.55 2 5.55 4 193.30
40-50 4 1.60 4 1.60 4 241.40
50-60 2 1415 36 128.45 38 142.60 | 25 1002.95
60-70 18 10.35 18 10.35| 38 1741.95
70-80 17 69.60 17 69.60 17 737.30
80-90 15 63.00 15 63.00 | 61 1030.85
90-100 2 0.75 34 72.50 36 73.25 | 188 5123.85
100-110 1 0.40 4 1.45 5 1.85] 45 1780.05
110-120 3 3.10 3 3.10
Subtotal 2 0.60 O 000 5 1530 0 0.00 142 359.05 0 0.00 149 374.95 | 390 13321.40
N200 E85
10-20 4 1.40 4 1.40 6 139.15
20-30 1 4270 25 43.25 26 8595 | 21 705.00
30-40 ! 0.10 16 585 1 0325 18 6.20| 78 1478.95
40-50 7 1.20 142 336.55 149 337.75 | 193 12467.10
49-53 1 17.70 t 17.70
50-60 1 0.20 | 130 51 37930 2 635 55 387.15| 89 5213.75
60-70 3 13.15 8 13.15 1 29 2050.30
70-80 1 0.45 2 8.20 3 8.65 8 733.95
80-90 1 38.10 | 38.10) 22 1457.35
90-100 3 21005 3 210.05 | 22 1305.10
100-110 i 101.88
120-130 | 9.80
130-140 2 5.55
Subtotal 9 1.50 2 43,15 0 0.00 1 1.30 253 105355 3 660 268 1106.10 | 472 25667.88
N200 E87
10-20 4 730 1 0.20 s 7.50 2 262.30
20~30 | 0.30 25 17.45 26 17.75 10 548.05
30-40 1 0.10 30 24.05 31 24151 4 3010.95
40~50 2 0.60 1 420 1 0.05 90 254.15 94 259.00 | 110 7175.15
50-60 14 38.25 14 38.25 | 32 580.50
60-70 | 0.40 20 55.80 21 56.20 | 98 5757.80
70-80 1 1.65 2 1.15 3 2.80 12 561.40
80-90 18 1362.40
90-100 4 27.75 4 2775 23 1001.50
100-110 1 0.15 2 0.85 3 1.00 7 60.35
Subtotal 3 070 2 4.60 2 035 2 1.80 191 42675 | 0.20 201 434.40 | 356 20320.40
N200 E95
0-10 3 8.95 3 8.95 6 373.55
10-20 4 60.25 64 60.25 | 46 1984.50
20-30 1 1.60 31 55.80 32 5740 24 1944.75
30-40 3 1.80 3 1.80
40-50 4 460 1 150 6.10 10 804.40
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Table 2 continued.

LITHIC CATEGORY
PROVENIENCE |LITHIC FLAKES FIRE-CRACKED
UNIT CHERT FELSITE QUARTZ QUARTZITE RHYOLITE OTHER TOTAL FLAKES ROCK
LEVEL CT WT CT WT CT WT CT WT CT WT CT WT CT WT CT WT
N200 ESS5 (cont.)
50-60 5 27.95 5 27.95 5 22425
60-70 20 15.95 20 15.95 7 260.85
70-80 10 9.75 10 9.75 S 70.50
80-90 1 0.15 8 6.15 9 6304 24 225.35
90-100 1 206.50
100-110 1 33.40 1 33.40 3 59.55
110-120 4 144 40
120-130 9 906.35
130-140 | 4.65 1 4.65 6 493.70
140-150 5 124 40
150-160 ! 4.80
160-170 3 12.95 3 12.95 4 289.45
170-180 I 229.00
190-200 2 5.00 2 5.00
200-210 3 1.95 3 1.95
210-220 3 2.50 3 2.50
220-230 1 0.40 1 0.40
Subtotal 1 0.15 © 0.00 1 1.60 0 0.00 162 25205 1 1.5¢ 165 255.30 | 161 8346.30
N200 E104
0-10 2 1.35 2 1.35 1 1.95
10-20 12 44 .40 12 44,40 16 1592.45
20-30 2 41.60 9 63.85 11 105.45 19 2857.55
30-40 3 2.65 3 2.65 28 1350.45
40-50 3 4.70 3 4.70 12 64.40
50-60 2 4.45 2 4.45
60-70 17 17.15 17 17.15 13 232.55
70-80 6 3.35 2 0.35 116 261.65 124 26535 | 34 293.80
80-90 6 545 2 535 4 4.80 321 470.90 333 486.50 | 504 5357.90
90-100 1 0.60 49 144,90 50 145.50 | 57 1752.10
100-110 2 4.20 2 4.20 13 329.85
110-120 2 459.50 2 459.50 6 408 .45
120-130 4 3.55 4 3.55
Subtotal 13 940 2 535 8 4675 0 0.00 542 1483.25 0 000 565 1544.75 | 703 14241.45
N201 E75
85-99 2 1.10 2 1.10 | 25 428.85
86-104 17 31.65 17 31.65| 96 2793.20
Subtotal 0 000 0 000 O 000 O 000 19 3275 0 000 19 32.75 1 121 3222.05
N20! E104
0-10 2z 7.10 2 7.10 1 47.20
10-20 1 1.70 1 720 4 2.55 7 4.40 13 15.85 7 302.55
20-30 3 1.15 16 18.11 19 19.26 13 1658.55
3040 2 9.90 1 0.20 8 1.50 11 11.60 | 29 4063.80
40-50 2 0.60 t 0.55 3 6.60 6 7.75 18 824.70
50-60 10 561.20
60-70 1 17.45 1 17.45 2 20.7S
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Table 2 continued.

LITHIC CATEGORY
PROVENIENCE  |LITHIC FLAKES FIRE-CRACKED
UNIT CHERT FELSITE QUARTZ QUARTZITE RHYOLITE OTHER TOTAL FLAKES ROCK
LEVEL CT WT CT WT CT WT CT WT CT WT CT WT CT WT CcT WT
N201 E104 {cont.}
70-80 2 9.60 2 9.60 ) 11 435.35
80-90 16 545 25 28.05 366 85420 | 0.25 408 887.95 | 420 12339.75
90~100 1 0.50 13 11.95 14 12.45 13 835.95
100-110 1 1.50 1 1.50 3 303.70
110-120 I 1675 1 0.20 1 5.50 3 22.45 2 144.60
150-160 1 18.00 1 18.00
160-170 2 104.40
Subtotal 21 1765 28 5250 10 465 O 0.00 421 95591 | 0.25 48} 1030.96 | 531 21642.50
N201 EIt3
0-10 3 27718.70
10-20 I 0.45 1 0.45
20-30 1 25.80
30-40 3 1.15 3 115 1 256.20
40-50 1 8.75
50~-60 2 5.90 2 5.90
70-80 1 11.70
100-110 1 0.35 1 0.35
110-120 I 0.65 1 0.65
130-140 8 145.80
Subtotal O 000 0 000 O 000 O 0.00 8 850 0 0.00 8 850] 15 3226.95
N217 ET2
0-40 1 0.20 1 0.20 4 18.30
0-73 3 67.85
13A S 11.50
14A 2 0.25 2 025 12 160.65
15A/B 3 1.05 3 1.05 | 21 1070.10
16A/B 7 1.55 7 1.55 | 22 1533.40
168 t 53.75
178 1 0.10 1 0.10
18B 1 0.45
19B \ 36.90
208 10 12.50 10 1250 [ 17 113.95
21B 1 3580 21 25.35 22 61.15( 34 1557.20
Subtotal 0 000 1 358 0 000 O 000 45 4100 0 000 46 76.80 | 121 4674.05
N218 E72
0-73 1 5.35
15A/B 2 020 1 055 3 0.75 It 234.70
16A/B 2 13.07 2 13.07] 52 2935.00
17A/B 28 1157.95
17B 3 0.55 3 0.55 16 53.10
18B 2 3.20
20B 6 97.85
21B 1 0.10 70  124.05 71 124.15| 36 1368.15
Subtotal 1 010 0 000 0 000 O 000 77 13787 | 055 719 138.52 | 152 5905.30
TS P5 0-60 3 17.60
Subtotal 0 000 0 000 0O 000 O 0.00 0 000 0 000 - 0 0.00 3 17.60
B10 6 89.65 6 89.651 118 4350.00
Subtotal 0 000 0 000 O 000 O 0.00 6 8965 0 0.00 6 89.65| 118 4350.00
TOTAL
CT/WT 71 33.05 36 141.55 35 74380 4 3.20 2500 6255.40 12 11.45 2658 6519.45 [5118  198785.33
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LITHIC CATEGORY
Igneous [gneous Tgneous Tgncous Mectamorphic Mctamorphic Metamorphic
PROVENIENCE (Dense) (Even- (Uneven- (Glassy) (Dense) (Even- (Uneven - TOTAL
UNIT Granular) Granular) Granular) Granular)
LEVEL CT WT|CT WT |CT WT |CT WT |CT WT | CT WT [CT WT | CT WT
N199 E85
10-20 1 3.30 2 34.60 3 37.90
20-30 2 76590 | 4 1118.30 1 129.60 4 36.50 2 123530 13 3285.60
30-40 5 506540 9 126550 6 81.80 28 404 .60 3 747.60 51 7564.90
40-50 1 20010 f 2 20540 1 11,60 19 356.70 I 338.90 24 932.70
50-60 3 418046 10356022 70340 2 1760 3 3790 | 380 11070.50 s 119.20 | 461 13026.00
60-70 144 3602.80 | IS 381.50 I 3170 408 7432.90 568 11448.90
68-80 2 8.70 4 4.80 6 13.50
70-80 9 160.40 1 119.30 31 125550 41 1535.20
77-90 19 138450 19 1384.50
80-S0 12 1823.60 21 3040.90 33 4864.50
90-100 5 12.50 25 815.20 30 827.70
100-110 2 2 6 400.10 8 432.30
110-120 2 261.50 2 261.50
120-130 1 27.80 1 27.80
Subtotal 3 41.80 {226 12495.00 | S4 3796.70 [ 13 304.50 3 37.90 | 950 26526.10 [ 11 2441.00 {1260 45643.00
N200 E9S
0-10 2 52.20 229320 2 31.15 6 376.55
10-20 2 337.90 I 17170 6 62380 35 1402.50 46 1974.90
20-30 | 56.90 20 1737.10 2 149.10 23 1943.10
40~50 2 121.60 3 681 90 10 803.50
50-60 1 80.70 4 143.10 5 223.80
60-70 2 6.50 2 123.20 2 63.30 1 62.70 7 260.70
70-80 1 020 4 70.20 5 70.40
80-90 1 9.60 3 72701 20 143.00 24 225.30
90-100 | 206.50 I 206.50
100-110 ! 4.60 2 55.10 3 59.70
110-120 ! o 30 i 6230 2 75.60 4 144.70
120-130 ! 30170 3 411.60 9 913.30
130-140 b 493 80 6 493.80
140-150 5 123.90 5 123.90
150-160 1 4.80 1 4.80
160-170 1 268.20 3 15.20 4 283.40
170-180 ! 229.00 1 226.00
Subtotal 0 0] 11 871.90 6  521.80 g  69.80 b 70640 | 106 381265 | 23 354.80 | 160 8337.35
TOTAL
CT/WT 3 41.80 |237 1336690 [ 60 4318.50 | 21 37430 | 9 744.30 [1056 32338.75 | 34  2795.80 |1420 53980.35

Table 3. Aboriginal Fire-Cracked Rocks from Excavation Units N199 E85 and N200 E85 at the

Dennison Site by Raw Material and Provenience.

historical information, as well as for indica-
tion of some of the other issues which may
ultimately be addressed through research at
the Dennison site. For example, there seems
to be some confirmation of a previously
suspected diversification of raw material
usage over time in the interior riverine por-
tions of the region (e.g., Petersen 1990). This
apparent trend specifically includes the
notable utilization of chert only after the
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early portion of the Late Archaic period,
that is, from the time of the Susquehanna
tradition onward and even more so during
the Woodland (Ceramic) period. Abundant
green rhyolite was dominant over time, but
was used in conjunction with this and other
materials later on at the Dennison site as
elsewhere (Table 2).

Relatively few unequivocally diagnostic
lithic tools have been recovered from the
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CERAMIC CATEGORY

PROVENIENCE TOTAL
UNIT i 2 3 3 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
LEVEL CT WT CT WT CT WT CT WT CT WT CT WT CT WT CT WT CT WT CT WT CT WT |[CT WwT
N200 E7S

10-20 1 0.8 1 0.8
Subtotal 0 00 0 00 0 0o 0 0.0 0 00 0 00 0 0.0 O 0.0 0 00 O 00 1 0.8 1 0.8
N200 E87

20-30 2260 2 b3 4 27.3
30-40 2 1Y 4 4.3 0 16.2
40-50 4 1.9 1 0.4 2.3
Subtotal Q 00 2 260 2 119 2 1.3 4 13 0 0.0 0 00 0 0 0 0.0 4 1.9 1 0.4 15 45.8
N200 E9S

20-30 2 18 2 9.1 2 0.3 6 13.2
Subtotal 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 00 0 0.0 0 00 0 00 O 0.0 2 38 2 9.1 0 0.0 2 0.3 6 13.2
N200 E104

10-20 1 0.4 1 2.3 2 2.7
30-40 1 33 ) 3.3
Subtotal 0 00 0 0.0 ¢ 00 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 04 1 33 0 0.0 |1 23 0 0.0 0 00] 3 6.0
N201 EL104

1020 1 0.6 1 0.2 2 0.8
40-50 1 1.1 1 1.1
50-60 2 3.1 2 3.1
60-70 3 127 3 12.7
Subtotal 5 158 0 0.0 O 0.0 0 0.0 0 00 0 0.0 1 1.1 00 1 0.6 | 0.2 0 Q0] 8 17.7
TOTAL 5 158 2 260 2 119 2 1.3 4 43 1 04 2 4.4 2 38 4 120 5 2.1 4 1.5]33 83.5

CERAMIC CATEGORY KEY:

t=Gnt-tempered, fabric-paddled interior and exterior, undecorated; ca. 1000-100 B.C.

2=Gnit-tempered, smoothed, cord-wrapped stick decorated; ca. A.D. 1000-1750.
3=Grnit-tempered, smoothed, undecorated; ca. 100 B.C.- A.D. 1750.
4=Gnit-tempered, smoothed exterior/unknown interior, undecorated.
5=Grit-tempered, smoothed interior/unknown exterior, undecorated
6=Gnit-tempered, unknown surfaces, undecorated.

7=Grit-tempered irregular manufacture scrap.

8=Shell -tempered, smoothed, undecorated; ca. A.D. 1000~1750.
9=Shell-tempered, fabric-paddled exterior/smoothed interior; ca. A.D. 1000-1750.
10==Shell-tempered, fabric-paddled exterior/unknown interior; ca. A.D. 1000-1750.
1 1=Shell-tempered, smoothed, interior/unknown exterior; ca. A.D. 1000-1750.

Table 4. Aboriginal Ceramics from the Dennison Site by Ceramic Category and Provenience.

site to date. Only three or four projectile
pointsare included in the tool inventory and
only a few other tools may be comparably
diagnostic. At least one projectile point has
been dated; this specimen is an expanding
stemmed form made on a thin, somewhat
broad flake. It originated from a depth of
about 40-50 cm in association with feature
19, dated to ca. 3320 B.P. (Figure 13). This
point has local and regional analogues and
seems clearly related to later developments
of the Susquehanna tradition (e.g., Petersen
and Putnam 1986). Another apparent projec-
tile point base fragment associated with
undated feature 21 at a depth of 70-80 cm
in unit N200 E65 is quartz and resembles
small-stemmed pointsattributable toan ear-
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lier portion of the Late Archaic period, ca.
4500-3900 B.P. (e.g., Bourque 1975; Ritchie
1969). A much larger, thicker projectile
point tip seems attributable to the still earli-
er Laurentian tradition, ca. 6000-5000 B.P.
(e.g. Petersen et al. 1986; Ritchie 1979; Sang-
eretal. 1977); it originated at a depth of 60-
70 ¢m in unit N200 E75.

Various other lithic tools and cores can
be attributed to the Archaic period as well
on the basis of their relationship to dated
features 18 and 19 (Figures 13-16), and/or
their stratigraphic position within the depos-
its (Figure 17). In particular, some of the
bifaces associated with features 18 and 19
seem to be classic examples of the Susque-
hanna tradition (e.g., Figures 13 and 14).
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Two small tool fragments of un-
equivocal Munsungan chert, onc a
biface fragment and the other a
possible modified flake, wereasso-
ciated with feature 18, dated ca.
1710 B.C. Notably, one notched
and highly fragmentary tool or
other item is quite unusual with
few specifiable correlates; it was
associated with feature 15 at a
depth of 80-90 ¢cm in unit N200
E75and thus may well predate the
Laurentian tradition (Figure 17).

Asmaller butequallyrecogniz-
able number of Woodland (Ceram-
ic) period lithic tools were also
recovered from the Dennison site
(Figure 18). These include asingle
whole projectile point which may
be attributable to the Late Wood-
land (Ceramic) period on the basis
of its general morphology and
chert raw material (e.g., Sanger
1987), but this attribution is by no
means certain. Other tools are
likewise assignable tolater prehis-
tory given their raw materials
and/or morphology, such as a
small uniface scraper manufac-
tured from Onondaga chert from
New York.

One other category of aborigi-
nalremains, ceramics, of fersaddi-
tionalcluesabout thelater occupa-
tions at the Dennison site. Al-
though only a small sample (Fig-
ures 19 and 20; see Table 4), the
ceramicsdocumentseveralsignifi-
cant pottery variants attributable
toatleast twodistinctive temporal
periods. The Early Woodland (Ceramic)
period is clearly represented by the deepest
recoveredceramicswhichare grit-tempered,
fabric-paddledinterior and exterior, undec-
orated body sherds; these can be generally
dated after 3000 B.P.and before ca.2100 B.P.
Most, if not all of the rest of the ceramic
sample may be attributed to the later Wood-
land (Ceramic) period, specifically to the
Late Woodland (Ceramic) period after 950

near feature 19 at the Dennison site.
argillite expanding stemmed projectile point from 40-50
cm level; upper right: gray-brown chert modified flake
from 50-60 cm level; lower center: green rhyolite primary
biface base from 60-70 cm level.
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Figure 13. Late Archaic period artifacts from within and

Upper left: gray

B.P., on the basis of their relative thinness,
a combination of shell and grit temper, the
combination of fabric-paddled and smoothed
exterior and interior surfaces, respectively,
and scant cord-wrapped stick decoration in
a few cases.

Although the sample is quite fragmentary
and does not include any rim sherds, the
ceramics provide other useful information
in terms of the fiber perishables preserved



on a few specimens. Matching
other interior noncoastal samples,
the early specimensfromthe Early
Woodland (Ceramic) period exhibit
S-weft slant perishables, whereas
as the Late Woodland shell-tem-
pered specimens exhibit Z-weft
slant specimens, where determina-
ble (Petersen and Sanger 1991). Of
comparable interest, the presence
of at least two manufacture scraps
in the small sample documents at
least occasional manufacture of
ceramic vessels on-site (Figure 19).
This latter activity may be indica-
tive of longer term occupations.

SITE SIGNIFICANCE AND
CONCLUSIONS

Asemphasized throughout this
brief report, the Dennison site is
highly significant in terms of the
content and context of the appar-
ently long cultural and environ-
mental record preserved there.
Other deeply stratified archaco-
logical sites have been discovered
in Maine and a few other areas in
the far Northeast, but few have
both the content and context
found at the Dennison site. In
other words, it 1s an unusual site
in the context of Maine sites and
other regional sites because it has
not only relatively stratified de-
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posits, but also relatively rich de-
posits. The combination of these
circumstances should allow rela-
tively complete and therefore a
quite valuable reconstruction of

Figure 14. Green rhyolite and felsite lithic artifacts from

feature 18 at the Dennison site. Upper left: primary
biface base from 50-90 cm level; upper right: modified
flake from 80-90 cm level; lower: modified flake from 80-
90 cm level.

the prehistoric past, especially for

the earlier portions of the Holocene record
which are not well preserved in most local
and regional settings. In spite of the rela-
tively low intensity testing conducted at the
site thus far, nearly every excavation unit
has produced comparably common artifacts
and similarly deep, if somewhat variable
stratigraphy. Itiscorrespondinglyappropri-
ate tosuggest that there is much left to learn
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from the Dennison site and that the con-
struction-related disturbance, while regretta-
ble in terms of the large area and volume
lost with so little salvage, is overshadowed
by the potential represented by the large
remaining area, most or all of which proba-
bly also contains significant deposits.

The full antiquity of the site remains
incompletely understood given the presum-
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ably erroneous date on the basal
charcoal related to feature 27 and
the fact that only the "deep hole"
may have fully penetrated the
entire sequence. However, even in
the other units, the sequence seems
to clearly predate the Late Archaic
period on the basis of the relation-
ship of various finds, primarily
flakes and fire-cracked rocks, to
the two reliably dated features
and the apparent diagnostic arti-
facts. Assumingthata Laurentian
projectile point tip and a small
stemmed point base are indeed
represented in the collection, the
majority of thesequence below 80-
100 cm may well predate 6000 B.P.,
and it is possible that the entire
the earlier Archaic period se-
quence, ca. 9000-6000 B.P., is rep-
resented in the deep strata below
more obvious later Archaic and
Woodland period deposits.

Theartifacts willprovide more
complete information about tech-
nology and social interaction in
terms of raw materials and styles
given further evaluation, thereby
providing one of the rare nodes in
the development of full cultural
sequence anywhere in the broad
region. The cultural features are
perhaps of possibly even greater
significance, however, because
they represent potential capsules
of human behavior, offering as
they do the potential for specific
dates associated with specific tech-
nological, subsistence and even
seasonal evidence, among other evidence of
diverse behaviors.

When coupled with the stratigraphy, the
cultural features provide a largely unparal-
leled opportunity to characterize various
prehistoric temporal periods which remain
poorly known throughout the region. Like
the Sharrow site, other sites on the conflu-
ence of the Sebec and Piscataquisrivers(e.g.,
Petersen 1991) and just a few other sites in

50

Figure 15. Late Archaic period rhyolite cores and core
fragments from feature 18 at the Dennison site. All are
from the 80-90 cm level, except lower left which is from
70-80 cm level.

Maine (e.g., Cowie 1989; Cowie and Petersen
1989: Cox and Wilson 1991), the Dennison
site is one of the rare sites which should
allow reconstruction of single episodes of
cultural behavior because of the largely
pristine nature of its deposits. Moreover, the
Dennisonsite and only a few others not only
preserve relatively pristine evidence of past
human behavior, but they also represent a
long temporal span of regional prehistory;



they can be used ascritical labora-
tories for assessment of long-term
continuity and change in the pre-
historic record with the environ-
ment held largely constant. Addi-
tional study of this site in both
field and laboratory contexts
seems imperative.
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Figure 16. Late Archaic period rhyolite cores and core
fragments from feature 19 at the Dennison site. Upper left:
from 60-70cm level; upperright: from 40-50 cm level; lower
left: from 50-60 cm level; lower right: from 50-60 cm level.
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cm level, interior surface visible; center: grit-tempered,

smoothed, cord-wrapped stick decorated body sherd from

20-30 cm level; lower left: shell-tempered, fabric-paddled

exterior, undecorated body sherd from 20-30 cm level;

lower right: shell-tempered, smoothed, undecorated body

sherd from 20-30 ¢m level in feature 7.

54



FIVE THOUSAND YEARS OF CONTACT
BETWEEN MAINE AND NOVA SCOTIA

INTRODUCTION

The University of Maine has long had
a program of coastal archaeology (for exam-
ples of recent published reports sce Belcher
1989a,b; Sanger 1986,1987,1988; Sanger and
Kellogg 1989). Our research has taken us
from the Boothbay Harbor region to Passa-
maquoddy Bay, documenting sites and con-
ducting excavations here and there to eluci-
date the nature of pre-European habitation
on the coast. But can we really understand
Maine prehistory by confining our research
tothe modern geo-political boundaries? Are
there sites beyond the borders that can pro-
vide us with information critical to our un-
derstanding of finds in Maine? In this pa-
per I explore some of the possible relation-
ships between the people of southwestern
Nova Scotia and the central Maine coast.

Pre-European cultural contacts with
Nova Scotia are fairly widely accepted, and
arerecognized especially in the form of non-
Maine, flint-like rocks, the various chalcedo-
nies and jasperoids (often called "Scots Bay
Agates") that derive from the basalt forma-
tions on the western shore of Nova Scotia.
Wellknown are the numerousexamples from
the Goddard Site on Naskeag Point in Pen-
obscot Bay (Bourque and Cox 1981). To the
best of our knowledge, these rocks do not
outcrop in Maine. Furthermore, since their
presence cannot be explained by any glacial
action, human transport is the most likely
explanation. These rocks tend to be concen-
trated in and around Penobscot Bay, are
progressively fewer east and west, and ap-
pear to be most common in the late prehis-

David Sanger

toric period, from about A.D. 1000 to A.D.
1200 and later. It should be stressed that the
spatial and temporal distributions can only
be estimated at this time due to the incom-
pleteness of the archaeological record. Possi-
bly, only certain types of sites, like the God-
dard site, will have any amount of these
distinctive lithics.

People rarely lug rocks around, even
pretty ones, just for the fun of it. Archae-
ologists tend to explain such occurrences by
reference to cultural contact, most often
trade. Three scenarios are possible; Mainers
could have traveled to Nova Scotia in order
to procure the stones; or, Nova Scotians
could have come to Maine; and third, the
rocks were passed along, from hand to hand,
from the Nova Scotian shores, around the
north end of the Bay of Fundy, and then
south and west to Maine. For reasons that
will become apparent, the first two options
are more likely. Whatever the explanation,
the assumption isthat prehistoric Maine and
Nova Scotian peoples were in contact. But
for how long, why, and with what conse-
quences for the participating societies is
unknown. If a straight line is drawn from
Bar Harbor to Yarmouth, Nova Scotia, the
distance is 160 km (100 miles) of open ocean
with no intervening islands. Shorter distanc-
es from Maine to Nova Scotia can be accom-
modated by going to Grand Manan Island
and then to Nova Scotia (about 40 miles of
open water). And, by the choice of a land
route, one could walk to the source of the
Nova Scotia agates without the necessity of
crossing the Bay of Fundy. A problem with

The Maine Archaeclogical Society Bulletin 31:2:55-61 (1991)
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the Grand Manan and land routes is the
relative scarcity of the distinctive lithics in
Washington County and Knox coastal sites,
although there are exceptions, such as the
Watson site on Frenchman Bay (Cox and
Kopec 1988), and some scrapers at late sites
in Passamaquoddy Bay. Based on our cur-
rent state of knowledge, a direct route from
the central Maine coast to southwestern No-
va Scotia seems likely, and worthy of fur-
ther examination. It is not my intention to
state that this route is the only one. Even if
theevidence supportsthe Bar Harbor to Yar-
mouth route hypothesis, the alternative ex-
planations are definitely not ruled out.

In addition to problems outlined above,
a second and broader issue is of interest. As
linguistshavereconstructed thedistribution
of languages at the first European contact,
the people of Nova Scotia spoke an Eastern
Algonquian language classified as Micmac,
whereas the coastal peoples of Maine spoke
arclated language known as Eastern Abnaki
(Goddard 1978). Goddard (1978) noted the
difficulty in assigning early word lists to
modern language groupings. However, both
the Nova Scotian Micmac and the coastal
Maine group(s) were described as having a
coastal adaptation involving the resources of
the same body of water, the Gulf of Maine
and Bay of Fundy. Given the commonality
of the marine environment, would we find
that the two different linguistic groups had
broadly similar adaptations? Or would we
discover that the cultural separation as re-
flected in the language extended to such
basic culture traitsas subsistence and settle-
ment patterns? The issue is clouded further
bya generallack of agreementamong ethno-
historians as to which group was where dur-
ing the critical 16" and 17*} centuries. The
lack of conclusive evidence is especially
important for resolution of the linguistic
and ethnic issues in Maine (Bourque 1989).

The above questions were framed in
terms of linguistics, adaptation, artifact
styleand ethnicity,and submitted ina fund-
ing proposal to the Canadian Consulate in
Washington. D.C. In the document, I pro-
posed to conduct a brief site survey in the
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Yarmouthareaof southwestern Nova Scotia.
Funds were awarded and in 1987, in compa-
ny of Douglas Kellogg, then a PhD candi-
date at UM, we took the ferry Bluenose to
Yarmouth. At Yarmouth we met Stephen A.
Davis, of Saint Mary’s University, Halifax,
who negotiated a survey permit with the
Nova Scotia Provincial Museum. In addition
to site survey, we proposed to document
collections and begin a systematic, computer-
ized data bank, based on a dBASE III Plus
protocol developed at UM.

THE SURVEY

We began our survey with a search for
shell midden sites. On the basis of our sur-
veys in Boothbay and Muscongus Bay areas,
Maine, where we had documented nearly 400
shell middens, I expected the Yarmouth area
to be "loaded”. In this expectation we were
dead wrong. We found only the remnants of
a couple of shell middens, the rest either
eroded away, or never existed in the first
place. Further research indicated that cur-
rently there are very few clam flats in the
Yarmouth area, the mudflats being com-
posed of very fine, soft sediments that do
notsupportextensivesoft-shell clampopula-
tions.

Disappointed, we turned our attention
to looking at the rivers and lakes in Yarm-
outh County. From Steve Davis’ contacts we
knew that there were some active collectors
in the region, and almost without exception
they agreed to show us their collections and
their collecting places. Some of these areas,
such as the Tusket Falls, were well known to
us, but others were new. Unfortunately for
scientific archaeology, nearly all of the riv-
ers and lakes have been dammed so that
many valuable contextual data have been
lost. The collectors responded with enthusi-
asm to our suggestion that they make their
collections available for documentation.
Working with students and members of the
Nova Scotia Archaeology Society, thousands
of items have now been catalogued and
stored in the computer database.
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Figure 1. Map of Maine and the Maritimes Provinces showing the area discussed in this

paper.

Our visit to Nate Bain of Brooklyn, No-
va Scotia, paid handsome dividends. During
the 1980’s, Nate’s attention had been drawn
to artifacts that were turning up in a field
draining operation in pastures along the
Chegoggin River, just a few miles out of
Yarmouth. Nate began a program of dig-
ging, working out from the drainage ditches.
He worked slowly and carefully, making
notes as he went, and jotting down the gen-
eral locations of many of the pieces. On
thoseartifacts thatseemed important tohim,
mostly complete projectile points, Nate
wrote the find date, and made reference to
the specimen by way of an accurate sketch
in his dated field notes.

We were amazed by the collection. In it
were a large number of stemmed bifaces
very similar to those found in the various
Moorehead complex sites of coastal Maine,
suchas Occupation2atthe Turner Farmsite
(Bourque 1983). Because of the ongoing
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discussions regarding the relationships be-
tween the Moorechead complex, or phase,and
the Maritime Archaic Tradition, we felt the
site was extremely important. In addition to
the projectiles, there wereonly a few ground
stone objects. No red ocher burials, so com-
mon in the central Maine coastal plain, have
been reported from the region, Ceramic
Period artifacts are also present in the Bain
collection. With permission from the two
landowners, we opened up some test pits,
enough todetermine thatintact depositsstill
existed, and made plans for another season
at the Bain site,

Preliminary results of the 1988 exca-
vation, involving crews from UM and Saint
Mary’s University, have been published
(Sanger and Davis 1991) and need not be
repeated in detail. We were unable to locate
any amount of undisturbed Late Archaic
deposit, most of whatremainsdates from the
middle Ceramic Period according to the
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radiocarbon dates and the associated pot-
sherds. For several thousands of years, peo-
ple camped beside the Chegoggin River, and
took advantage of the alewife run (locally
known as "kiaks"). The site was sheltered by
alargedrumlin thatalso provided raw mate-
rials for artifacts. In the occupation floor
we found quantities of shattered quartz and
quartzite, incorporated into the till that
forms the basis for the drumlins.

The remainder of this article will focus
on the issues raised at the outset; that is, the
degree of relationship across the Gulf of
Maine and Bay of Fundy.

To begin at the early end of the chro-
nology,our 1987 survey located the find spot
of aLate Paleoindianparallel-flaked projec-
tile point recently described by Davis and
Christianson (1988). It is unclear if any-
thing remains of the site. The Tusket Falls
area contains many examples of projectile
points that fit into the Late Archaic se-
quence and possibly some that date to Mid-
dle Archaic times. From elsewhere in the
local drainages we saw a few large side-
notched points, reminiscent of what are of -
ten called "Otter Creek points" in Maine and
Vermont, as well as a few slate ulus. While
scarce, these finds suggest links with parts
of Washington County in the St. Croix drain-
age (Kopec 1985).

The stemmed bifaces from the Bain site
on the Chegoggin River are strikingly like
those found in Moorehead complex sites
along the coast of Maine and the lower Pen-
obscot River valley at sites such as Edding-
ton Bend. They illustrate very close stylistic
similarities,and therefore probable contacts
between Maine and Nova Scotia. Their pres-
ence in Nova Scotia further fuels a long-
standing debate. Those of us working in
Maine have generally preferred to use the
term Moorchead and its variants (phase,
complex, tradition, etc.) instead of Maritime
Archaicasdefined by James Tuck (1971) for
Newfoundland and Labrador. Until we
found a Nova Scotian site with the stemmed
bifaces similar to those from the Maine side
of the Gulf of Maine, we had a convenient
boundary. Now we have to rethink the is-
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sue, not only the boundary, but also what
exactly it is we mean by Moorehead or Mari-
time Archaic. As so often happens, new
finds bring little clarification. Clearly, we
need torecover some dateable charcoalfrom
Archaic levels of the Bain site as well as
some other artifact classes that will allow us
to refine our classification and chronology.
Ground slates and pecked and ground tools
are common enough in southern Nova Scotia;
however, we know little about their contexts.
That peoples with a maritime adaptation
capable of hunting swordfish in Penobscot
Bay could have traveled to Nova Scotia and
back is not surprising. What did get our
attention was the clear presence of Susque-
hanna points and drill forms in the Yar-
mouth collections.

From Tusket Falls, in now heavily erod-
ed and dug-over deposits, collectors have
amassed a number of Susquehanna bifaces
and drills. When I first saw a complete spec-
imen, I felt sure that someone had recently
traded with a fellow collector from Maine.
Not only was the form identical with burial
specimens from sites like Turner Farm, but
the material even looked like Maine felsite.
Other pieces, including point fragments and
drills, convinced me that this was not an
isolated find and that Susquehanna peoples
had indeed voyaged to Nova Scotia, but
from what port of call? Susquehanna arti-
facts show up with reasonable frequency in
downeast Maine sites, but drop off in collec-
tions beyond the city of Saint John in New
Brunswick. All of the Susquehanna points
Steve Davis and I have seen from Nova Sco-
tia derive from sites in the southern part of
the province. Given this distribution, it is
most likely that the Susquehanna presence
in the Yarmouth area results from oceanic
voyages. The Susquehanna tradition in
Maine is of ten characterized as less maritime
in its adaptation than the preceding Moore-
head complex. Perhaps in the past the dif-
ferences between the two cultures have been
overemphasized.

The Ceramic Period in southwestern
Nova Scotia shows some rather interesting
characteristics. The pottery decorative at-



tributes are remarkably similar to those
from the central and downeast Maine coast.
Based on our preliminary analysis, in many
ways they look more like Maine ceramics
than they do sherds from the northern part
of Nova Scotia. However, the projectile
points are different, featuring deeply cor-
ner-notched specimens, like some recovered
from the Passamaquoddy Bay region, but
more especially from the north shore of New
Brunswick and the remainder of Nova Sco-
tia. Clearly, on the basis of these two arti-
factclassesalone,interpretationsof ethnici-
ty asreflected in artifact style require some
caution. And finally, collectors in the Yar-
mouth area have recovered blocked-end
tubes and large bifaces made of mid-conti-
nent chert and copper beads, all artifacts
associated with the early Ceramic Period
burial custom known as Middlesex. The
finds extend the distribution of this burial
practice from the St. Lawrence Valley and
Champlain lowlands, into New Brunswick,
and south to the Yarmouth area. Interest-
ingly, the distinctive artifacts are rarely
encountered in Maine.

The evidence for contacts across the
Gulf of Mainesuggestsalevel of seamanship
and technology that may come as a surprise
to some. We tend to think of small canoes,
such as those that plied the rivers and lakes
of Maine and the Maritimes. However, as
Adney and Chappelle (1964) document, the
coastal peoples made ocean-going canoes in
the 24 foot plus range with reports of ocean
canoes up to 28 feet in length. With this
technology, and given a reasonably calm
day,experienced seapeople could have made
numerous safe crossings. For example, in
1605 Champlain (Biggar 1922) met a coastal
voyager, said to be Micmac, traveling
downeast from western Maine with a load of
vegetables.

The Bain site has something to of fer us
in the Scots Bay agate inquiry. It would
appear that the Nova Scotian peoples did not
use these chalcedonies and jasperoids to any
great extent during the Archaic Period. All
the Bain site Archaic bifaces are made of
quartz, quartzite and rhyolitic rocks. The
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jasperoid projectile points appear with the
Ceramic Period. It explains then, why we
are seeing these rocks in Maine only during
the Ceramic Period, despite the evidence for
earlier contacts. Why the flow of Scots Bay
jasperoids to Maine should have intensified
around A.D. 1000 and later is not immedi-
ately clear. It might be related to a late pre-
historic reinforcement of culture contacts,
with potentially interesting ramifications
for the ethnic distribution of peoples when
the first Europeans documented the tribes
around A.D. 1600. In addition, the trade and
exchange networks established during the
late prehistoric period may have influenced
ratherprofoundly therelationships between
theearliest Europeantradersand theaborig-
inal peoples (see Bourque In Press; Bourque
and Whitehead 1985).

Recently, Bourque (1989) has reviewed
the history of the controversy between those
who assume that Champlain knew what he
was talking about and those who feel he was
mistaken in his ethnic identities. Basically,
the argument revolves around who were the
Etchemins and whether or not there was a
coastal group in eastern Maine affiliated
with the New Brunswick Maliseet. If this
view of aboriginal ethnic groupings is cor-
rect, it calls into serious question the river-
ine orientation model fostered by Speck
(1915, 1940) and reinforced by Snow (1980)
(see Bourque 1989 for a detailed discussion
of the merits of the case). The independent
archaeological evidence currently supports
the idea of a coastal group (Sanger 1986,
1988), while preliminary analysis of late
prehistoric period suggests a certain
downeastflavortothearchaeology. Togeth-
er, the evidence weighs in favor of the "Et-
chemin hypothesis";thatis,a Kennebec Riv-
er toSaint John River tide-water group with
closerelationshipsto Native Peoples of what
isnow New Brunswick. The research report-
ed on in this paper suggests it might be use-
ful also to consider the evidence of prehis-
toric relationships between Nova Scotian
peoples and the coastal groups called Et-
chemin.
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CONCLUSION

In conclusion, I envisage a maritime
cultural region encompassing the central and
downeast Maine coast and the southern end
of Nova Scotia. The adaptive focus of this
broadly defined culture is decidedly mari-
time. In Nova Scotia, where no part of the
interior is far from the sea, the distinction
between inland and coastal adaptation is
blurred. In Maine, however, the notion of
a late prehistoric, Penobscot River-oriented
people migrating annually between the head-
waters and the estuary cannot be sustained
on the basis of the archaeological evidence.
At this time I feel that it would be prema-
ture and unwise to christen this maritime
cultural region a named "culture area” with
all thatterm connotes. While the similarities
in certain aspects of material culture and
adaptation cannot be denied, their meaning
is still unclear. I suggest, however, that any
future considerations of socio-political ab-

original alignments in late prehistoric and
carly historic times should take intoaccount
these potential examples of prehistoric con-
tacts across the Gulf of Maine. Finally, we
must not fall into the trap of allowing mod-
ern geopolitical boundaries to dictate our
perceptions of pre-European social relation-
ships in the Maine-Maritimes region.
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